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Abstract 

This case study examined second language (L2) instructors’ use of technology in high 

school and junior high Spanish classrooms in the state of Texas. Specifically, this work sought to 

investigate the kinds of technologies teachers employ in their practice and how they apply them 

in the classroom, and what personal and institutional factors influence their choices. The study 

collected data from six L2 Spanish teachers from both a high school and a junior high in the 

same school district. A qualitative analysis was conducted on the data collected, which included 

classroom observations, debriefings with participants, and semi-structured interviews. The results 

revealed that the participating L2 educators’ incorporation of technology in the study’s classes 

did not mirror recommended current L2 practices but was more reflective of traditional, output 

and grammar-based approaches. The data showed that educators’ classroom use of technology 

was influenced by lack of teacher training both in the area of L2 education and technology, poor 

institutional support, absence of information on institutional and methodological expectations for 

teachers’ practice, issues related to flawed technological devices and wi-fi connections, and the 

participants’ own personal use of and beliefs about technology. Based on the study’s findings, 

this work offers suggestions for the implementation of a training model that could assist 

institutions with teacher education and provide educators with effective theoretical and practical 

resources. 
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1. Instructional, Social, and Institutional Factors Affecting Teachers’ Application of 

Technology in L2 Secondary Spanish Classroom 

1.1 Study Focus 

A prominent addition to the second language (L2) classroom in the 21st century has been 

the introduction of technology to enhance and facilitate students’ learning experience, and 

prepare them for the technology-dominated world of which they are a part (Chun el al., 2016). In 

the last decade, tablets have begun to replace textbooks, one can research anything on 

smartphones, and social media has become commonplace. Technology has completely changed 

how we live our lives, and, as a natural adjustment to this new way of life, educators have 

attempted to blend technology into the classroom. It is therefore safe to say that technology is not 

only expected but has become the norm in today’s L2 classrooms (Chun et al., 2016).  

A plethora of studies exist that have examined the effectiveness of technology on the 

development of L2 students’ performance and proficiency (Garrett, 2009; Gichon & Hauck, 

2011; Kim, 2008; Thoms, 2011; Zhao, 2003). However, fewer studies have focused on L2 

instructors’ implementation of technology in the language classroom, particularly when it comes 

to specific types of devices and apps (De la Fuente, 2014; Dogan & Akbarov, 2016; Oberg & 

Daniels, 2013; Talmo et al., 2013; Van Praag & Sánchez, 2015). In addition, much of the 

existing literature has not shown the connection between institutional aspects such as the training 

and support that is provided to instructors and the personal and experiential factors that can 

influence the way in which L2 instructors use technology.  

1.2 Purpose of Study 

This case study was conducted to fill gaps in previous research by offering a 

comprehensive view of L2 teachers’ use of different types of technologies in high school and 
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junior high L2 Spanish classes through the investigation of the specific ways in which instructors 

implement technology, the beliefs that shape their practice, and the institutional factors that can 

facilitate or hinder their and their students’ experience. Specifically, this work focused on the use 

of technology made by five high school and one junior high Spanish teachers from a Texas 

public high school and junior high during a three-month period beginning on October 15, 2017 

through December 18, 2017. Based on data collected through a combination of classroom 

observations and debriefings and semi-structured interviews, this work investigated the kinds of 

technology that the participants employed in their teaching; the personal, methodological, and 

institutional reasons that guided their choices and uses of technology; and the extent to which 

they considered their experiences successful.  
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Technology in the Second Language Classroom  

In the last two decades, numerous technological innovations have substantially changed 

the field of second language (L2) pedagogy. The use of technology in the L2 classroom has 

increased dramatically, and it has become an essential part of the L2 curriculum in K-12 

programs (Thoms, 2011). For example, since the implementation of the Bring Your Own Device 

(BYOD) initiative in the public education system in 2011, the push for more technology in the 

L2 classroom has increased (Talmo et al., 2013). Over 90% of American high school students 

use their smartphones for learning-related information access and communication purposes 

(Dennen & Hao, 2014). In addition, in 2011, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL), in collaboration with The Partnership for 21st Century Skills, introduced 

Information, Media, and Technology Skills as part of the skills expected to be developed in the 

L2 classroom. These include the need to prepare students to access information from the Internet 

efficiently and effectively, as well as to evaluate and use information accurately and creatively. 

L2 students are also expected to develop a fundamental understanding of the ethical and legal 

issues that surround the access and use of online information; to understand how to convey a 

message through social media; and to learn how individuals interpret messages differently, 

focusing on the values and points of view that are included in those messages and how the media 

can influence beliefs and behaviors. 

With the advancement of technology and the push by national organizations such as 

ACTFL to include technology in the L2 curriculum, school boards, districts, and department 

heads have continued to encourage and even require its use in L2 programs. For example, in a 

2011 survey of both public and private schools carried out by Pufahl and Rhodes (2011), it was 
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shown that a large number of elementary and secondary schools, both in the private and public 

sectors from all over the United States (i.e., Northeast, South, Southwest, Central, and Pacific 

Northwest), reported that the use of technology in the L2 classroom had tripled at the elementary 

level and had more than doubled at the secondary level. Also, the use of computer-assisted 

instructional materials had increased at both levels of instruction.  

As technology has become increasingly popular in L2 curricula, the market has tried to 

meet the needs of L2 teachers and students. For example, all major foreign language publishers 

such as Houghton and Mifflin Harcourt, Pearson, McGraw-Hill, and Scholastic include, to some 

degree, access to online resources and tools and technology-based features like electronic 

workbooks, e-books with access to media, etc. In addition, professional development workshops 

for language teachers are constantly offered to encourage educators to implement specific apps 

and software programs as well as common “non-specific” technology tools, such as photo 

enhancing sites, and digital platforms for digital publications in their L2 classes (Walhof, 2016). 

As a result, a large number of L2 teachers are currently using a variety of technologies in the 

classroom to address all language learning areas. Some of the tools being used in today’s 

classroom to provide a more comprehensive language learning experience are Rossetta Stone, 

Duolingo, Rocket Languages, Babbel, and Fluenz. Other Internet accessible sites provide 

material to support the development of students’ grammar knowledge (e.g., Studyspanish.com, 

Conjugation.org, etc.), and they can be used in the classroom to explain grammar points or for 

grammar practice. All of these websites offer grammar explanations, printable worksheets, and 

online practice quizzes and tests that teachers currently use as tools to boost this area of L2 

learning (Jager et al., 2014; Van Praag & Sánchez, 2015).  
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Another recent development, and perhaps the most ubiquitous in recent years, is the 

presence of mobile technology in the L2 classroom. This type of technology is said to offer 

benefits such as social interactivity, context sensitivity, connectivity among students, portability, 

and a sense of individuality or student-centered learning (Luzon & Gonzales, 2006; Van Praag & 

Sánchez, 2015). Mobile learning tools consist of apps that mostly act as aids for the development 

of discrete aspects of L2 learning such as vocabulary. For example, apps such as iKnow!, 

Quizizz, Study Stack, and Quizlet are being implemented in a large number of L2 classrooms 

around the world (Doerr, 2013; Dreyer, 2014; Steed, 2013). The results of recent studies (e.g., 

Clark & Luckin, 2013; Dodigovic, 2013; Nikopour & Kazemi, 2014; Redd, 2011) suggest that 

these apps have instructional benefits, as they seem to offer more authentic materials for L2 

vocabulary learning; they motivate students more than traditional paper flashcards; they decrease 

anxiety; and they promote interest in the subject matter. These trends suggest that technology has 

indeed become part of the L2 classroom. However, the studies on which this information is 

based have focused on students. The next section discusses some of the existing studies that have 

examined the role that L2 instructors play in the implementation of technology. 

2.2 L2 Instructors’ Application of Technology  

Several studies have been carried out to better understand what high school teachers’ 

beliefs and perspectives when implementing technology in their classrooms (e.g., Bebell et al., 

2004; Burnett, 1999; Kessler, 2007; Ketsman, 2012; Kim, 2008; Papadima-Sophocleous et al., 

2014; Safitry et al., 2015; Zyad, 2016). However, most of these studies have concentrated on 

subjects other than second/foreign languages, or they have focused mostly on English as a 

second (ESL) or foreign language (EFL) classes at the university level (e.g., Bebell et al., 2004; 

Guichon & Hauck, 2011; Kessler, 2007; Kim, 2008; Kitade, 2015; Safitry et al., 2015). The few 
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studies that have focused on the use of technology in the L2 classroom have shown that both 

personal and institutional factors can affect teachers’ implementation of new technologies and 

digital tools in their instruction.  

For example, in a case study involving the participation of six EFL elementary and high 

school Turkish teachers, Celik and Aytin (2014) focused on instructors’ perceptions concerning 

their own knowledge, confidence, and competency, and how they affected the way in which 

technology was implemented in their classrooms. Data for the study were collected through 

personal interviews. The results showed the participants felt competent about their level of 

digital literacy and knowledge. However, they did not widely use technology because they felt 

they lacked resources and access to computers and Internet connections, even though they 

strongly believed in the need for technology in the L2 classroom. The researchers concluded that 

the participants’ lack of integration of technology in the classroom was based on institutional, 

rather than personal factors. This study provided us with valuable information regarding high 

school teachers’ use of technology in the classroom; however, it was limited by its small number 

of participants in a very specific setting, and it was based on interviews as the only means of data 

collection. Another important flaw was the absence of information about how technology was 

incorporated into the curriculum.  

Other investigators, such as Soussi (2016), have also focused on EFL high school 

instructors. In Soussi’s study, a group of 30 ESL and EFL high school teachers from the capital 

of Morocco were given a questionnaire with questions with a five-point Likert scale that probed 

into their opinions regarding the importance of technology in the classroom, and to what extent 

incorporating it to instruction was a straightforward and trouble-free process. In addition, the 

study focused on the possible methods and strategies that teachers suggested to effectively use 
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technology in the Moroccan high school EFL classroom. The data gathered were divided into 

three categories: perceptions, obstacles, and approaches. The results showed that the 

participating teachers’ views of the importance of technology in the classroom were very 

positive, as they agreed that it resulted in higher degrees of student motivation, interesting 

materials, and entertainment. However, as in the work by Celik and Aytin (2014), only one third 

of the teachers admitted they actually used technology in the classroom, mentioning the lack of 

resources, equipment, training, and available technological services as the main reason for their 

limited implementation of technology. In addition, in contrast to the study by Celik and Aytin, 

Soussi found that teachers’ confidence was lacking, although they were willing to learn.  

Teacher attitudes toward the integration of technology in the L2 classroom were also the 

focus of Zyad’s (2016) study. This investigator attempted to find attitudes of teachers had toward 

technology in the L2 classroom, and if gender or age played a part in these attitudes. Zyad’s 

work was based on EFL teachers who taught at high schools in the province of El-Jadida in 

Morocco. The study included a total of 56 teachers. Data were collected through a questionnaire 

and a semi-structured interview with the teachers. The study found that the majority of the 

teachers both male and female had positive attitudes toward technology in the L2 classroom and 

that there was no relationship between these attitudes and gender. A positive correlation, 

however, was shown between attitude and age, as the younger teachers were more likely to 

integrate technology into their L2 teaching. This study provided more data on L2 high school 

teachers and their attitudes toward technology, and it also helped to fill the gap about possible 

gender and age differences that may contribute to teachers’ specific attitudes.  

In another recent study, Izquierdo et al. (2017) examined high school EFL teachers’ 

perceptions of technology and the factors that might influence their use of technology in public 
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high schools in Mexico. The study took place in 17 Mexican public schools with 28 teachers as 

participants. Data were collected through a combination of questionnaires, interviews, and 

classroom observations. The results of this study showed that teachers used multimedia resources 

such as mobile testing to complement traditional classroom materials, and laptops for instant 

messaging and networking. However, these resources were only employed to complement 

students’ work at home. This was due to the lack of Internet connection at the schools, which 

resulted in teachers’ limited use of computer technology in the classroom. Another interesting 

finding was the remarkable divide between the younger and older teachers. This study found that 

the younger teachers had personal laptops, portable speakers, or tablets in order to use media 

files in their lessons; however, the older teachers were observed using CD players only. The 

study concluded that teachers’ behavior toward technology in the L2 classroom was mostly 

negative, “because of the regulations and limited access to the facilities, technical support, time 

investment, and training” (Izquierdo et al., 2017, p. 41). The overall results of this study coincide 

with the previously discussed studies in that L2 instructors’ negative attitudes toward the use of 

technology and/or the lack of resources, administrative support, and adequate training can affect 

the use of technology in high school EFL classes. 

Nagel (2019) reported on a more recent study on newer-tech based teaching practices that 

was based on surveys collected from 33,000 educators around the world, as well as over 400,000 

K-12 student parents from over 10,000 schools and 3,300 districts, for a period of four months, 

from October 2017 to January 2018. The results from this study showed that 78% of the 

participating teachers stated that they were still not comfortable facilitating student collaboration 

with digital devices, and that the number one factor for not using technology in the classroom 

was the lack of training and support for the application of new technologies. However, Nagel 
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also pointed out that many districts were already trying to respond to these challenges by 

providing the kind of training needed. Nevertheless, the investigator also suggested that lack of 

time, money, and manpower sometimes hindered the provision of training or it made it very 

difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. Even though this study provided valuable, up-to-date 

information on instructors’ use of technology, it was not focused specifically on the L2 Spanish 

classroom.  

The articles discussed in this section have added to our knowledge of the factors that 

might affect the successful incorporation of technology in the L2 classroom. However, several 

factors were missing. First, the articles presented have only focused on EFL teachers or 

educators in general. Also, most of the studies discussed did not provide data on high school 

classrooms in the United States. Since many high school classes in the United States incorporate 

L2 languages such as Spanish as part of their curricula, it was important to include these 

languages in this investigation. Another important flaw of the studies presented was that all of 

them have provided limited information about the role that technology played in the curriculum 

of the classes studied, and they have relied on limited sources of data. A more comprehensive 

study is therefore needed.  

This study attempted to contribute to the field by focusing on high school L2 Spanish 

teachers in two Texas schools: a junior high and a high school. The objective of this work was to 

investigate their use of technology in depth, thus addressing some of the gaps existing in 

previous work. First, this work provided specific information about the curricular role of 

technology in the classes studied, focusing on lesson plans, kinds of technology used, and the 

district and administrative mandates guiding it. In addition, data were collected through a variety 

of methods, such as classroom observations and debriefings and semi-structured interviews. The 
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study also investigated whether teachers’ use of technology in the Spanish high school classroom 

reflects recommendations by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages 

(ACTFL), the most prominent organization guiding current L2 teaching and learning in the 

United States. Finally, this work sought to determine the personal factors that guide teachers’ use 

of technology.  

To accomplish this task, the researcher made use of Engeström’s (1987) Activity Theory.  

This theoretical framework allowed the researcher to connect differing factors such as teachers, 

administrators, and training, when analyzing the data collected, and it is presented in the 

following chapter.   
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3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Activity Theory Overview 

Activity Theory (AT) was chosen as the theoretical framework guiding this work because 

its main objective is the study of human behavior in social contexts (Engeström, 1987). That is, 

the framework allows for the analysis of the factors that influence social activities, focusing not 

only on the participants, but also on the artifacts that are part of the activity and the contexts in 

which they take place. Since the goal of this study was to investigate how L2 Spanish instructors 

use technology in their practice and the institutional and personal factors that affect this use, AT 

was deemed appropriate to interpret the results of this work. 

Engeström’s AT (Engeström et al., 1999) is grounded in Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural 

theory, which posits the idea that human psychological development is intrinsically connected to 

the individual’s social and cultural contexts, and to the artifacts that are part of their social 

activity; i.e., Vygotsky emphasized the social nature of cognitive development, and the 

internalization of language as a result of the child’s interactions with others. His framework 

helped to understand that cognitive processes are not exclusively internal but are socially and 

culturally dependent.  

Engeström (1987) relied on the concepts developed by Vygotsky and also on Leont’ev’s 

(1981) conception of activity1 to develop a framework that would allow for the analysis of social 

activity as a collective system that (a) is situated in particular social and geographical contexts; 

(b) involves the participation (through action) of a group of people who belong to a specific 

sociocultural group (i.e., a community); (c) has an objective and outcome; and (d) is mediated by 

artifacts that are used by the participants with the object and result in mind. AT, simply put, 

 
1 Because of this theoretical background, AT is sometimes called Cultural–Historical Activity Theory (CHAT). 
However, in this paper, we will refer to the framework simply as AT.  
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examines who is doing what, why, and how (Hasan & Kazlauskas, 2014). The components of the 

AT system are as follows:  

• the subject: the person, or group accomplishing the task;  

• the object: the desired outcome or goal;  

• the tools: the artifacts used to accomplish the goal;  

• the rules: the set of steps and specific actions guiding the ways in which the goal 

can be accomplished.  

• the division of labor: the actions for which each participant is responsible (i.e., 

how tasks are distributed among the members of the group); and  

• the community: the sociocultural group to which the participants belong and may 

impact the activity and the outcome.  

The “core of the activity” is the relationship between the activity and the individual 

seeking to complete it (Engeström, 1987). This theory also reflects the three-way relationship of 

mutual mediation among the components, since each element is impacted and affects the 

relationship with the other elements, and subsequently creates the outcome. These components 

and the relationship among them are presented in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1  

Engeström’s Activity System. 

 

 

 

Note: From Perspectives on activity theory, by Y. Engeström, R. Miettnen, and R.-L.Punamäki-

Gitai, 1999, p. 259. Copyright 1999 by Cambridge University Press.  

 

 

 

Since Engeström (1987, 1999) developed AT, it has been applied in a variety of studies 

to provide us with an in-depth analysis of the complexities of real-world social activities, such as 

those found in work-related spaces like hospitals (e.g., Cheung & Vogel, 2012) and educational 

contexts (e.g., Gedera & Williams, 2015). In order to apply it, researchers first identify the 

significant activities of the system to be studied along with the subjects, objects, and purposes 

Division of Labor 

Instruments 

Subject Object 

Rules Community 

Outcome 



 
 

14 

involved. Second, they define the actions and tools used during the activity, and they explore the 

dynamics and tensions within and between the identified components (Hasan & Kazlauskas, 

2014). For example, when AT is applied with a focus in an educational context, the subjects 

might be the teachers and the object, their students and their learning process. The artifacts or 

instruments might be the instructional materials used (e.g., textbooks, lesson plans, etc.). The 

rules could involve the pedagogical steps in the adopted methodology and the institutional and 

field expectations. In the community, one might find the teachers, the students, and the school 

administrators; and the division of labor might make reference to the specific tasks carried out by 

the subjects.   

3.2 Implementation of Activity Theory in This Study  

AT is particularly appropriate for the study of educational contexts if one considers that 

in teaching, what teachers think and do is defined, mediated, and constructed in relation to the 

context of the activity in which they are immersed. These activities involve the community, the 

distribution of rules within the community, and the roles and responsibilities of all parties 

involved in the activity, as well as the artifacts that are employed to achieve a particular object 

that will result in the desired outcome (Engeström, 1987). AT can allow one to explore these 

components in depth, and how they influence one another. In the last two decades, AT has been 

particularly useful for the understanding of the factors that affect the use of technology in 

education.  

3.3 Use of Activity Theory to Investigate L2 Learning Contexts 

One of the first studies that applied AT to explore the integration of technology in L2 

classes was that of Zapata’s (2002). Specifically, the researcher focused on the factors that 

affected five graduate teaching assistants’ (GTAs) use of technology in L2 Spanish classes in a 
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public university in the United States. The incorporation of technology was considered a 

pedagogical innovation, and the study analyzed the elements in the activity system of which the 

GTAs were part, unveiling the factors which resulted in the success or failure of the new 

instructional components. The application of Engström’s (1987, 1999) framework to the data 

collected through interviews, classroom observations, and debriefings allowed for the analysis of 

the ways in which the different elements of the system had interacted and the roles they had 

played in the GTAs’ practice. AT, thus, resulted in the discovery that GTAs had implemented 

technology in the classroom in varying degrees due to a lack of pedagogical unity and training on 

the part of the institution, unclear division of labor and absence of collaboration, and deficient 

technology and pedagogical materials. These factors also played a role on the subjects (the 

GTAs) themselves, as they developed resistance and negative attitudes toward technology-

assisted language learning which, in turn, affected the object (their students) and the outcome of 

the activity (L2 learning).  

Blin and Munro (2008) applied AT in a similar way, but in this case, they focused on 

university instructors in Ireland in order to determine the effects of the adoption of a learning 

management system (LMS) on their teaching practices. The university analyzed two separate 

data sets. The first included the type and number of activities and resources in the LMS (in this 

case Moodle) during two academic years, which consisted of courses taught by 581 teachers in 

what the institution considered core faculties (i.e., science, business, humanities, social sciences, 

and computing and engineering). The second data set was a survey administered to the faculty 

users at the end of each academic year to determine their perceptions of the Moodle platform and 

to assess their training needs. The survey results were analyzed using Engström’s AT.  
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As in Zapata’s (2002) study, the application of AT in the Blin and Munro (2008) work 

showed that, even though the LMS was widespread throughout the university and it had been 

widely adopted, the new activity (its incorporation in the participants’ classes) had not resulted in 

significant changes in teaching practices. The analysis of the components of this particular 

system revealed that the resulting outcome was connected to the institution’s failure to provide 

training which, in turn, resulted in instructors’ not having enough skills to fulfill the desired task. 

That is, the LMS was not employed properly by the faculty as a new and transformational 

teaching tool; but, instead, it was used more as an administrative resource for information and 

assessment purposes. The findings also showed that more collaborative and reflective activities 

were needed to produce the desired transformational outcome tied to the incorporation of the 

LMS in the classroom.  

AT was also used in the Karasavvidis’s (2009) investigation of teachers’ perspectives on 

Computer Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) in Europe. The participants in this study 

were 51 elementary school teachers, with an average of 11.2 years of teaching experience. Their 

comments and concerns regarding the implementation of technology in their educational systems 

were collected in an in-service blended learning course for a semester, in which a real-life CSCL 

example was presented to the teachers and then discussed via an online forum. The questions 

asked to the participants probed their opinions on the conditions under which they would 

incorporate CSCL. AT was employed to identify teachers’ concerns based on their online 

discussion threads, small group end-of-semester interviews, the researchers’ notes on class 

discussions, and an end-of-year questionnaire. The results of the analysis revealed certain themes 

that showed contradictions between the main goal—students’ learning—and the teachers’ 

agendas. That is, the participating instructors seemed to be more concerned with covering the 
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newly implemented CSCL curriculum than with whether or what the students were actually 

learning through the curriculum. This contradiction was analyzed using AT, and it was found 

that the pressure exerted on teachers to cover the curriculum, rather than to focus on students’ 

learning, had created the opposite of the program’s intent, which was for the students to master 

the curricular contents. In addition, the application of AT unveiled contradictions between the 

subjects’ (the teachers’) activity (i.e., applying technology in their practice) and the artifacts (i.e., 

digital resources). For example, the teachers complained about the time it took to create activities 

using technology and teaching students how to use them; and, thus, they preferred to resort to 

typical expository lessons. As in Zapata’s (2002) study, through AT analysis, Karasavvidis was 

able to show that factors related to the rules of the system (e.g., what teachers were expected to 

accomplish by their institutions), the division of labor (e.g., the fact that instructors were not only 

expected to teach, but also to create materials), and the materials (e.g., the complexity of digital 

resources) affected the subjects (the teachers), objects (the students), and outcome (students’ 

learning based on CSCL) of the activity.  

Another study using AT to investigate the implementation of instructional technology in 

the classroom was the work of Feldman and Weiss (2010). This investigation aimed to show that 

significant change in teaching only comes from instructors’ self-realization. The researchers 

believed that teachers would not change the way they taught, unless they recognized the need for 

change. In order to collect data to support this belief, the investigators focused on 28 teachers 

from the University of South Florida in the Department of Physical Science who participated in a 

collaborative action research (CAR) project during the implementation of a new form of 

instructional technology in their classrooms. The university’s main objective was to foster 

instructors’ implementation of visual technology into their classes, resorting to devices to capture 
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images and computer software designed to manipulate them and present them to students. 

Another goal of this project was for the teachers to conduct action research when implementing 

the new technology in their classroom, which Feldman and Weiss believed would help assess the 

effectiveness of the CAR program to promote self-reflection and, in turn, exert changes to 

practice in the classroom. Data were collected through participant observations, taped 

collaborative conversations, analysis of teacher products, and participatory evaluation methods, 

including narratives from researchers’ notebooks, summaries of meetings and collaborative 

conversations, and anecdotal notes taken by the researchers during informal conversations with 

the participants. Other documents included agendas for meetings, attendance lists, project 

surveys, and reports and other learning documents provided to the participants.  

The application of AT to the analysis of the data collected from the participants’ action 

research suggested there was little change in the teachers’ identity and practice by the end of the 

first cycle of CAR. The AT analysis revealed that the lack of change was connected to the poor 

support offered to the teachers by the facilitators. Another important aspect was the absence of 

specific teacher training on the development and evaluation of their own lessons, and of 

additional time to fulfill their many roles (e.g., curriculum designers, teachers, and self-

evaluators). The analysis that resulted from Engeström’s (1987) AT helped identify the aspects 

that were not working in the achievement of the teachers’ effective self-reflection and, in turn, 

the improvement of their practice. Also, AT allowed the researchers to make changes to the 

project (e.g., the establishment of action research group meetings and more guidance) to improve 

both their data collection and teachers’ experience.  

In a more recent study, Sobri et al. (2019) employed AT to investigate technology in the 

classroom, examining the lack of success in its implementation in Malaysian public schools. This 
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work focused on two schools: School S, a rural secondary school, and School P, an urban 

primary school. Five participants were selected from School S and four from School P, including 

principals, technology coordinators, and teachers. Three in-depth interview sessions were 

conducted with each participant. Three different activity systems were applied in order to 

identify the factors that negatively affected the implementation of technology in the two schools 

investigated. The first system was connected to the classrooms in which the integrated teaching 

occurred; the second one, to the departments associated with those classes; and the third one, to 

the schools per se. Utilizing a qualitative, multiple-case study design, the authors explored the 

interactions of the three activity systems, and they unveiled several factors that hindered the 

successful application of technology in the two schools. For example, the functionality of the 

equipment was a factor, in that faulty equipment or not enough equipment was available to the 

teachers due to budget constraints. Another element identified through the application of AT was 

the participants’ lack of training, which was caused by their poor attendance to any workshops 

offered by the schools because of the many responsibilities they had at the school or previous 

engagements. This finding also pointed to the lack of compliance to adhere to school 

requirements for technology implementation on the participants’ part. Thus, the use of AT in this 

study revealed the tensions that existed between the teachers and the school stakeholders, and it 

emphasized the need for both instructors and administrators to work collaboratively in order to 

achieve a positive outcome, pushing school management to take action. 

The studies presented in this chapter suggest that AT is an appropriate framework to 

analyze activity systems in which teachers are involved. Therefore, it is applied in the current 

study for the analysis of data collected through interviews, classroom observations, and 

debriefings. The results determine what and how personal, material, social, and institutional 
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factors might have affected the participating instructors’ incorporation of technology in the 

Spanish L2 junior high and high school classrooms on which this study was based.  

4. Methodology 

4.1 Section Overview 

A case study approach was chosen for this study. This type of research tradition allows a 

researcher to provide an in-depth, holistic description and analysis of a single, bounded 

phenomenon situated in a specific real-life context (Merriam, 2009; Plante et al., 2015). Since 

the purpose of this study was to investigate the personal and institutional factors that affect high 

school L2 Spanish teachers’ use of technology, a case study tradition was deemed appropriate 

because it would allow the researcher to focus on the real-life context of junior high and high 

school classes. Also, a case study approach has several strengths, including the possibility for 

researchers to rely on the use a variety of research methods (Davies, 2011) and to establish 

rapport with research subjects (Mouton, 2001), both of which can result in the comprehensive 

examination of instructors’ application of technology. Three data sources within this tradition 

were chosen: semi-structured interviews, classroom observations, and observation debriefings. 

Data collection took place during the first part of the 2017-2018 academic year. This chapter 

provides specific information about the research questions that guided the study, as well as the 

participating instructors; the institutional background of the classes they taught; the data 

collection process, including instruments and procedures; and the way in which the data were 

analyzed.    

4.2 Research Questions 
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 The purpose of this study was to address the existing gaps in the literature regarding L2 

teachers’ use of varying types of technologies in high school L2 Spanish classes.2 This work 

investigated the specific ways in which instructors implement technology, the beliefs that shape 

their practice, and the institutional factors that might facilitate or hinder their and their students’ 

experience. This work attempted to answer the following research questions: 

• In what ways do junior high and high school Spanish teachers apply technology in 

the classroom? 

• What kinds of technology-based resources do high school teachers resort to?  

• What institutional and personal factors influence high school teachers’ use of 

technology in the classroom? 

• Do high school teachers’ use of technology reflect the mandates of the field of L2 

pedagogy as advocated by organizations such as the American Council on the 

Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)? 

4.3 Participants  

In a case-study tradition, Creswell & Plano Clark (2007) emphasized the importance of 

including a variety of participants (e.g., belonging to differing age groups, genders, and 

educational backgrounds) in order to achieve a more comprehensive analysis of the perspectives 

that might have a bearing on the phenomenon that is being studied. Therefore, in this work the 

researcher recruited participants belonging to different age groups and with different years of 

experience and educational backgrounds. 

 
2 Herein, “high school” will be used to designate the participating instructors and their classes, including those in the 
junior high school that was part of this work.  
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The participants in this study were six schoolteachers in charge of L2 Spanish classes 

ranging from introductory to advanced Spanish, at a high school and a junior high school in the 

same school district in the state of Texas during the fall semester of the 2017-2018 academic 

year. The participants’ classes met in their respective classrooms every day for a 50-minute time 

period. Each teacher taught a total of seven classes a day, with the exception of one, who was in 

charge of a total of five classes a day.  

One male and five female instructors participated in the study. Two of the six participants 

were native to Mexico, and the remaining four were from Texas. The participants represented a 

variety of ages, ranging from 33 to 61. Some of the teachers had up to 33 years of experience 

while others had as few as six years. None of the participants reported having any expertise on 

the use of technology, describing their level of knowledge as beginner or intermediate. Table 

4.1 provides a summary of the participants’ biographical data. 
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Table 4.1 

Participants’ Biographical Data 

Participants #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 

Age 43 46 58 53 33 61 

Gender Female Female Male Female Female Female 

Nationality American American American Mexican Mexican American 

Specialization 

 

Spanish 
History 

Business 
Master’s 
degree 
Spanish 

History 
Spanish 

Spanish 
History 

Master’s 
degree 

in Spanish 

History 
Spanish 
French 
English 

Years 
of Teaching 
Experience 

14 18 31 27 6 33 

 

 

 

4.4 Institutional Background 

 This section provides information about the institutional background of the participating 

teachers and the classes they taught by describing (a) the schools’ administrative organization; 

(b) their technology policies, (c) the training offered to teachers; and (d) the expectations for the 

use of technology in the classroom.  

 The school district in which this study took place serves a population of 8,745 students, 

with 2,300 of those being at the high school studied, and 800 of them being at the junior high. It 

is located in Eastern Texas, approximately 90 miles from the Louisiana border. Most of the 

students in the district are White (79.4%). Students in the remainder population are 

Hispanic/Latinx (13.9%), African American (3%), or belong to other ethnic groups (3.7%). The 

district has one high school and two junior highs. This school district is known for serving 

students belonging to families with high socio-economic status, and only 23% of students are 
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considered financially disadvantaged. There are 543 teachers in the district, with a total of nine 

Spanish teachers at the high school and one at the junior high where data for this study were 

collected. 

Spanish teaching in this school district is divided into four levels, and a total of two years 

of Spanish are required for high school graduation. Spanish I is offered in the 8th grade at both 

junior highs and can count as high school credit. Spanish I, II, III, and IV are taught in the high 

school. Also, students have the opportunity to take “Spanish for Special Topics” in lieu of 

Spanish II if they have difficulties passing Spanish I.   

Instruction in all Spanish classes in the district, both at the high school and at the junior 

high, is based on the Así se dice (Schmitt, 2018) textbook, which was introduced during the 

academic semester when this study took place. When data were collected, the textbook was new 

to all the participating teachers. The head of the Spanish Department at the high school, also a 

Spanish teacher, is in charge of the development of the curriculum that all Spanish teachers, both 

at the high school and at the junior high, are required to follow; however, teachers are given 

some leeway in regard to the methodology they choose to teach the required content and how 

they organize it. For example, all teachers receive the same vocabulary and grammar sheets per 

chapter (also called chapter schedules), but some teachers may choose to teach the vocabulary in 

a different order or in different chapters, or they may choose to offer their quizzes and exams on 

different days than those listed on the chapter schedule. The main idea is that all students will 

work with the same material and will ultimately pass the same final exam. The junior high 

teachers follow the same curriculum but also have some freedom to adjust quiz and testing dates, 

as well as their teaching methodology. Each teacher is responsible for providing their own lesson 

plans, quizzes, and exams, or they can use the materials developed by the department’s head for 
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each Spanish level, which instructors can access via “one note” in Office 365 from a district 

computer at any campus. Although the junior high Spanish teachers receive all of their materials, 

and curriculum from the high school and the head of the Spanish department, they ultimately 

answer to the principal of their own school and to their school’s rules and regulations. Keeping 

the curriculum aligned for both the high school and the junior highs aligned is extremely 

important because students are receiving high school credit for junior high courses.  

When it comes to the specific content of their classes, teachers are allowed to include any 

topics in the Así se dice (Schmitt, 2018) textbook, or other cultural issues agreed upon by the 

Spanish department. Instructors are asked by the administration to be careful when addressing 

certain cultural issues, such as ethical or religious differences, but for the most part no 

restrictions are placed on the cultural or linguistic content of Spanish classes. Instead, teachers 

are asked to use their judgment when selecting themes and guiding classroom discussions taking 

into account students’ age and the district’s recommendations both at the high school and the 

junior high level.  

The head of the Spanish department is under the purview of the high school principal, 

and it is this person who passes down pertinent information regarding the expected use of 

technology in Spanish classes, any technology changes or maintenance issues, and updates from 

the district office. The head of the Spanish department then relates the information to the Spanish 

teachers both at the high school and the junior high. The district office is fairly “hands off” when 

it comes to technology and classroom implementation. Nevertheless, all classrooms in the district 

are expected to have a standard classroom projector, a Smart Board, a document camera, and one 

to three student desktops or laptops. During the academic year when data for this study were 

collected the Spanish department at the study’s high school had been given a Spanish computer 
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cart that carried 30 laptops for instructors’ use in their classes. The junior high was also given a 

departmental computer cart with 32 computers; however, after the first three months of use, the 

cart was taken away and redistributed to other campuses. After this incident a Lady Bug3 and a 

Smart Board were installed in every classroom at the junior high. Teachers also have regular 

white boards, so using the Smart Board is expected, but not required. The goal behind this 

change was to facilitate the use of technology so that teachers could adapt their lessons to 

incorporate more technology into their classrooms and to allow for more use of technology 

without the long wait for signing up for computer labs.  

In the district where this study took place, technology trainings are offered throughout the 

school year for all teachers, both at the high school and the junior high. These trainings are very 

broad and are mostly meant to assist any teacher of any subject with the use of technology. For 

example, most of the workshops offered focus on the use of a variety of apps and Internet 

applications, and they review programs to help teachers get information on how they can 

incorporate technology in the classroom. In the year when the study took place, trainings 

included workshops on the use of Smart Boards, including their use for PowerPoint presentations 

and whiteboard activities. Other trainings offered that academic year focused on the following: 

(a) the incorporation of the flash-card apps Kahoot, Quizizz, and Quizlet for the teaching of 

vocabulary; and (b) the application of Gradebook and Eduphoria for grade management and the 

recording of discipline or technology maintenance issues in the classroom (e.g., problems with 

district computers). Information about specific workshops is regularly posted in the district’s 

schools throughout the academic year, and teachers can sign up to participate in them. Instructors 

 
3 A Lady Bug is a type of machine that is similar to an overhead projector. It allows teachers to project any picture, 
writing, image, etc., onto the Smart Board, and to enlarge pictures, zoom in, record, and take photos of whatever is 
shown. 
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are not required to take any of the technology trainings, except for those that teach mandatory 

tasks, such as recording grades or taking attendance. Beside these two mandatory trainings, each 

teacher is expected to receive a total of four credits for teacher development throughout the year, 

and the district offers many technology-based trainings to facilitate the achievement of this 

requirement. This also applies to junior high teachers.  

 In order to support instructors’ use of technology, each school in the district has a 

technology assistant who helps resolve simple issues with technology, such as plugs that need to 

be replaced and computer sound issues, or also reports problems to the district’s technology 

department, since only its personnel has authorization to solve any technology malfunctions 

(e.g., any equipment problems that might affect the computers, projectors, etc.). In addition, this 

department can solely (a) upload new programs to classroom computers; (b) install updates and 

uninstall apps or programs; and (c) block or unblock those sites that contain what is deemed as 

inappropriate content due to the students’ age such as YouTube or travel websites. It is also 

important to notice that websites ending in .es (i.e., sites originated in Spain) are not allowed by 

the district, which might pose limitations for Spanish teachers’ access to authentic materials. If 

instructors wish to incorporate content from a banned site in their classes, they may request that 

it be unblocked. However, the district’s technology department can deny the request, or they can 

unblock it only in the instructor’s desktop. Each campus has its own technology assistants. The 

high school has two, and the junior high has one.  

4.5 Data Collection 

The data for this study were collected during the Fall 2017 semester of the 2017-2018 

school year. Several sources of qualitative data were collected including two sets of semi-

structured interviews with each participant carried out at the beginning (Appendix A) and end of 
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the study (Appendix D), as well as four participant classroom observations (Appendix B) and 

their corresponding debriefings (Appendix C). Semi-structured interviews were conducted in 

order to allow for flexibility for the researcher to highlight particular areas of expertise or interest 

that might arise from participants’ answers, and also to give room for certain responses to be 

questioned in a more in-depth way in order to resolve any doubts or to elicit relevant 

information, which is recommended in the case-study tradition (Creswell, 2013; Yin, 2009).  

The researcher began the data collection process with an initial interview with each 

participant at the beginning of the Fall 2017 semester. The first round of questions focused on (a) 

biographical information about each participating teacher, their education, and pedagogical 

training; (b) their views and use of technology in general; (c) and their beliefs about the use of 

technology in the high school Spanish classroom (Appendix A). All interviews were conducted 

in English and were recorded with the Voice Recorder app. This app is an easy-to-use recording 

application that not only records oral interactions, but also transcribes them, which facilitated the 

researcher’s analysis.  

The researcher developed a good rapport with the participants, which allowed the 

interviews to be reduced in social distance, creating a more open and relaxed atmosphere in 

which they would feel free to share their honest opinions and beliefs about the use of technology 

in the classroom, resulting in a more accurate collection of data (Grinstead et al., 2007). The 

interviews were conducted in the classrooms where the participants taught and at the times 

chosen by them in order not to disrupt their daily activities. Each interview took approximately 

30 minutes to complete.  

After the initial interviews, the researcher made appointments with each participant to 

observe four classes during the semester (a sample observation protocol is presented in Appendix 
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B). These observations were organized as follows: (a) one observation at the beginning of the 

school year in September, (b) two in the middle of the first semester in October, and (c) one at 

the end of the semester in November or December. Before each observation, the participants 

provided the researcher with their lesson plans. The researcher visited the classes on the dates 

agreed with the participants and recorded field notes focusing on (a) the classroom set-up, (b) the 

atmosphere in the classroom, (c) the teacher’s and students’ behavior and patterns of 

interactions, (d) the material covered, (e) the types of technology used and for what purposes, 

and (f) any assessment given by the instructor during the class period.  

Each observation was followed by short debriefings in which the researcher met with 

each participant and asked specific questions about what she had observed (a sample 

observation debriefing is included in Appendix C). The researcher asked questions that 

pertained to the lesson, for example, the reasons why specific types of technology were used, 

the frequency with which they were used (beyond what had been observed), the teacher’s 

opinion on the effectiveness of the technology used during the observed lesson, and the 

teacher’s thought process or pedagogical methods when planning and implementing technology. 

The learners’ attitude toward the technology used during the observation was also addressed 

along with the participants’ impressions of how the technology might have aided or hindered 

students’ learning process. These debriefings offered the participating teachers time to reflect on 

or further explain their lessons and the purpose behind their use of technology within each 

particular lesson. The interactions between the researcher and each participant during the 

debriefings were recorded and later transcribed. 

A final interview was conducted after all the observations and debriefings had been 

completed to conclude the case study (Appendix D). The interview included questions about the 



 
 

30 

participants’ observed use of technology, as well as their opinions about the use of technology 

in the L2 classroom, their planning and implementation process, the implementation of 

ACTFL’s technology standards, and their views on the future of technology as a pedagogical 

tool. 

The differing sources of data presented in previous paragraphs were deemed appropriate 

to assure the validity and reliability of the case study; i.e., the interviews, observations, and 

debriefings lent this case study the necessary means to ensure triangulation. Triangulation is the 

validating of data through the cross verification of the data collected through different means; 

i.e., using more than one type of instrument to collect data helps widen the scope of possible 

themes in a study, creating a more comprehensive and deeper understanding of the study from 

more than one point of view (Hatch, 2002).  

Permission to collect the data for the study was granted by Texas A&M University’s 

International Review Board for Research Compliance. The researcher was also granted access 

to the participants and their classes by the school district and board to which the two schools 

belonged. Before the start of the data collection process, each participant was given a consent 

form (Appendix E). Those participants who agreed to be part of the study signed the form.  

4.6 Data Analysis 

4.6.1 Procedures 
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Data analysis in a case study involves the coding, sorting, synthesizing, and theorizing of 

the collected data (Guion, 2002; Miles et al., 2013; Saldaña, 2011). The researcher followed this 

pattern in her data analysis resorting to NVivo (QSR software products, 2012), a qualitative data 

analysis computer software package that is designed for qualitative research assisting researchers 

with the coding and analysis processes. The first step of the analysis involved the uploading of 

all the audio resulting from the interviews and debriefing recordings and the observation field 

notes into the NVivo software program. Also, the researcher organized her data in Google Drive 

folders, devoting a separate folder to each participant.  

The next step of the process involved the generation of codes and the categorization of 

similar sources of data into different themes. This process also entailed the ranking of themes in 

terms of the research questions and the theoretical framework on which this work was based (i.e., 

Activity Theory). In addition, themes were compared with one another and, when appropriate, 

they were divided into sub-themes. Also, representative quotes and/or observed behavioral 

patterns were chosen to provide evidence for each theme. A total of five themes emerged from 

the analysis:  

• The participants’ personal feelings and beliefs about technology  

• The participants’ applications of technology in the classroom  

• The institutional factors influencing the use of technology  

• The types of technology used  

• The connection (or lack of) technology and L2 methodology  

4.6.2 The Researcher’s Position 

The researcher is a member of the teaching staff at the same school district in which this 

study took place, and she has worked alongside the participants for several years. As a Spanish 
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educator with sixteen years of experience, she has in-depth knowledge of L2 pedagogy, and the 

participants’ institutional background, which played an important role in the interpretation of the 

collected data. For example, the researcher has attended meetings on the Spanish curriculum and 

its implementation, and she was teaching Spanish I at the junior high school in the same school 

district during the data collection process. This situation has provided her with an insider’s 

perspective and aided with the interpretation and analysis of her data. 
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5. Findings I: The Application and Uses of Technology in the Spanish Classroom and Their 

Relationship with ACTFL Recommendations 

5.1 Section Overview 

This chapter addresses three of the four research questions posited in this study:  

• In what ways do high school teachers apply technology in the classroom?  

• What kinds of technology-based resources do high school teachers resort to?  

• Does high school teachers’ use of technology reflect the mandates of the field of 

L2 pedagogy as advocated by American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL)?   

The specific ways in which instructors implemented technology in the L2 Spanish 

classrooms on which this study focused are described and analyzed in the following sections, as 

well as the types of technology they incorporated into their teaching and for what purposes. In 

addition, the connection between these uses and the recommendations by ACTFL for the 

incorporation of technology in the L2 classrooms are also discussed. 

5.2 Technological Tools Used by the Participants in Their Classrooms 

The results from the data analysis suggest that all the teachers in this study made use of 

technology in their classes. Most of the participants stated that they employed the same apps and 

hardware throughout the semester. However, only some of the participants were actually 

observed using the apps and equipment they made reference to (a summary of the observed uses 

is presented in Table 5.1). In the following section, detailed information is introduced about the 

observed apps. This information is followed by a description of how the apps were used.  
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Table 5.1  

Observed Types of Technology Used in the Study’s Classrooms 

Technology Participants 

 #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 

Kahoot  X X   X X 

Quizlet Live X X   X X 

Smart Board X X X X X X 

Google Docs  X   X  

Microsoft 
Word  X    X  

Power Point X X X X X X 

Prezi     X  

Word 
Reference  X   X  

Conjuguemos  X   X  

Google 
Translate    X X  

Videos  X X  X X 

Laptops X X  X X X 

 

 

 

5.2.1 Information About the Software and Equipment Used 

In recent years, several new apps have emerged and are being incorporated into 

instructional L2 contexts. Two of the most recent and also the most popular among the 

participants in the study were Kahoot and Quizlet. Kahoot was launched in 2013 as a game-based 
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response system consisting of a digital platform that can be easily accessible and used with any 

device that has a web browser and an Internet connection (e.g., computer, mobile phone, tablet). 

Kahoot allows instructors to create quizzes to review or to test student knowledge primarily on 

discrete grammar/vocabulary points and to encourage the class by allowing them to see their 

progress in the language. This app allows learners to participate simultaneously in any given quiz 

as instructors can project questions on a screen and students can answer them with their 

smartphones, tablets, or on a computer (Bicen & Kocaoyum, 2018). The correct answers display 

immediately on the students’ screens after they have entered their response. The game rates 

students based on correct responses, as well as on the speed at which the answers were 

submitted.  

The second app most participants stated they used in their classrooms was Quizlet 

(quizlet.com), a flashcard app that consists of vocabulary matching activities and a game called 

Quizlet Live meant for the classroom setting. This app was observed by the researcher in four of 

the six participants' classrooms. Quizlet is one of the most widely used flashcard apps and has 

more than one million registered users and 80 million visitors. In addition, it is a repository for 

over 30 million user-generated study sets. The app currently offers study sets that are accessible 

to anyone without the need to register for an account, although users who plan to create their 

own sets of flashcards must sign up for one. Those who wish to take advantage of extra features 

such as image uploading, voice recording, and ad-free functioning can upgrade their account by 

paying a yearly fee.  

The game function of Quizlet Live was the most popular among the participants. When 

this app is used, the teacher typically sets up a game and students join by signing in with a game 

code provided by the instructor. Learners are then randomly put into teams and, working 
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collaboratively, they must find the correct definitions for the vocabulary words in the game. Each 

word is shown individually, along with four definitions. Yet, while all participants have the same 

vocabulary word and four definitions, only one student in the team has the correct answer. Thus, 

the team must correctly define all the vocabulary words as fast as possible prior to choosing the 

correct definition. If they accomplish this task and choose the correct answer, they win.  

A very popular technology tool among the participants was the Smart Board, and all 

participants were observed employing it for various purposes. A Smart Board is a large touch-

sensitive whiteboard that uses a sensor for detecting user input (e.g., scrolling interaction). A 

projector displays a computer’s video output onto the whiteboard, which acts as a touchscreen. 

Smart Boards usually have four digital writing tools that use digital ink, replacing the traditional 

whiteboard markers. The ink works by using an active digitizer that controls the PC input 

information for writing capabilities such as drawing or handwriting. Studies that have 

investigated the use of Smart Boards in elementary and high school classes (e.g., Handler, 2011; 

Min & Siegel, 2011) have shown that, due to their visual complexity, they can help students 

remain on task and are effective presentational/hands-on learning tools. As an example, they can 

facilitate the manipulation of geometric shapes in math classes, and they can be used in English 

courses to present a flipchart book activity. Many interactive games and activities have been 

created for Smart Boards and they can be found in teacher-friendly websites such as 

www.teacherspayteachers.com, www.brighthubeducation.com, and www.ismartboard.com. 

These sites provide ideas on how to develop, incorporate, and/or download instructional 

resources onto a Smart Board.  

Other applications all participants stated they used and were familiar with were Google 

Docs and Microsoft Word, even though they were only observed in some of the instructors’ 
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classes. Google Docs is an application by means of which documents can be created, edited, and 

stored online. This application allows users to use different types of fonts, tables, images, and 

other helpful writing tools; and it is especially useful for users who desire to collaborate on the 

same document in real-time. All participants can see the changes and work being done by the 

peers with whom they have shared the document. In addition, users can control who sees and 

edits their work, and the fact that documents are stored online lessens the risk of information 

loss. This application is web-based, but it is free to users. Microsoft Word is another program 

that works like Google Docs. Its online version, Office 365, also allows users to collaborate with 

others in the same manner as Google Docs. Office 365 can be accessed using an Internet 

connection, and the documents are stored on the server until deleted by the user. Both the 

participants in this study and their students had free access to this tool.  

 PowerPoint and Prezi were other modes of communication the researcher observed 

some participants using to create student presentations. For example, in the participating 

classrooms, they were used for presentations that included images, tables, fonts, and other 

dynamic features such as transitions and pop-up graphics. PowerPoint and Prezi differ in that the 

latter involves unique features such as slides which can be rotated and zoomed in, and in which 

images and words can be moved around back and forth during a presentation. PowerPoint can be 

collaboratively shared through Office 365 online, as can Prezi via its own website. This allows 

users to digitally store their presentations, and collaborators can make changes to the project as 

needed. 

In addition to these resources, some participants were observed introducing students to 

other technological tools during their daily work, such as Word Reference, Google Translate, and 

Conjuguemos. These three applications are online tools that translate and conjugate verbs in a 
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variety of languages, including Spanish. Word Reference is both an online translator and verb 

conjugator. For example, users may enter sentences and paragraphs to be translated, as well as 

type in any verb into the verb conjugator and they will get the verbal paradigm for any tense. 

Google Translate is a similar application, as it also translates sentences and paragraphs; 

however, it does not have the verb conjugator feature. Conjuguemos is a grammar tool that 

allows students to play games that focus on verb conjugations. This app can be used by a teacher 

to record students’ conjugation scores and progress as they play online. The user must create an 

account in order to use the “teacher” feature, but students can access Conjuguemos without an 

account and play a selection of the games. The students in the study’s classrooms used both 

classroom laptops and their cellphones to work with all these apps and programs.  

 Finally, five of the six participants were observed resorting to videos to teach culture. 

Also, some participants employed videos that included songs to reinforce vocabulary, grammar, 

and pronunciation. Some of these videos were educational (i.e., created specifically for the 

Spanish classroom) while others were authentic (e.g., taken from sites such as YouTube).  

5.2.2 Applications of Technology  

The previous section presented the types of technology-based resources the participants 

stated they used, and those they were actually observed using in their L2 classrooms. This 

section describes the ways in which these tools were applied and whether these uses reflected the 

mandates of the field of L2 pedagogy as advocated by ACTFL. The findings of this study show 

that most participants used the same technological tools in the classroom and for the same 

reasons. The participants stated technology was used mostly as a tool that allowed them to (a) 

reinforce information already covered in class, (b) present information being taught, and (c) 
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establish a cultural bridge to enhance learners’ knowledge and view of other countries and 

cultures. Evidence supporting these uses is presented in the following sections. 

5.2.2.1 Technology as a Reinforcement/Review Tool. The findings of this study show 

that the participants used technology such as Kahoot and Quizlet as a way to reinforce or review 

vocabulary and grammar points that had been taught previously in class. This is consistent with 

the Izquierdo et al. (2017) study in which the researchers reported that one of the leading reasons 

for technology use in the classrooms investigated was to complement traditional instructional 

materials and not to explore innovative pedagogical interventions. In the present study, 

Participant #1 indicated she used Kahoot most often in her classroom for review of grammar or 

vocabulary points. For example, she utilized Kahoot games with the students for this purpose in 

three out of four observations.  

Participant #2 also reported the use of Kahoot and Quizlet in her classroom as a way to 

help students review the previously taught vocabulary or grammar topics. This teacher, as well as 

Participant #5, stated that students seemed to enjoy these two apps because they appeared to be 

engaged with them, which, in the instructor’s view, allowed learners to be more successful than 

with traditional paper-based review methods. These opinions were shared by Participant #6, who 

felt the use of Kahoot for the purpose of reviewing increased students’ motivation and test 

scores. Participant #2 agreed, adding that the immediate feedback provided by Kahoot and 

Quizlet helped learners understand their learning process in more depth, as they could see their 

mistakes and reflect on their linguistic strengths and weaknesses. This type of reflection is 

essential for metalinguistic awareness, as it can lead to noticing and uptake, which ultimately 

could result in acquisition (Birch, 2014). However, this can only happen if the reflection is tied 

to the active use of the language, which was not the case in the study’s teacher-centered classes. 
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Other instructional tools employed for review and reinforcement purposes included Word 

Reference and Conjuguemos. Word Reference was used by Participant #5 to complete a written 

assignment. The teacher had her students watch a video of a native speaker explaining a recipe, 

and then the learners were asked to complete a written assignment about what ingredients were 

used, how the dish was prepared, and what type of food it reminded them of. Students were 

allowed to use their phones to translate the ingredients they had heard and with which they might 

have been unfamiliar. This instructor explained that the use of Word Reference helped keep the 

flow of the class going without too many interruptions:  

I use Word Reference if they [the students] are doing a reading sequence, just so that the 

whole class isn’t interrupted by them asking me what the word is, so it keeps a quiet 

atmosphere instead of the kids asking me: “What was that?” or the same questions being 

asked repeatedly. (Debriefing #2) 

Conjuguemos was used to review newly-taught verb tenses. Participant #2 commented 

that she made use of this tool primarily for practicing verb conjugations and for feedback 

purposes. In classroom observation #3, this instructor resorted to the app at the end of the class 

period after teaching a new verb tense. Each student used a classroom laptop to work with 

Conjuguemos. This participant also commented that students had told her they felt the app 

helped because it forced them to make corrections when they typed in the wrong answer before 

moving on to the next question, resulting in immediate feedback (Observation #3). 

Another tool utilized to reinforce the points taught in class was the Smart Board. All 

participants used their Smart Boards for several purposes. Participant #2 introduced songs and 

videos she felt would help her students retain certain previously-taught vocabulary or grammar 

points. An instance of this use was recorded during Observation #2, in which the classroom 
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Smart Board was employed to project a video of songs from YouTube to review present 

progressive verbs. The song had been specifically developed for language learning, and it 

highlighted the present progressive tense, focusing on the Spanish present participle endings. The 

Smart Board was also employed with interactive games. In Observation #1, Participant #6 had 

students play games in groups on the Smart Board, with the main objective of completing 

grammar activities such as dragging the conjugation endings to the correct verb, etc. 

(Observation #1). This activity helped learners review and reinforce their knowledge of verb 

conjugations.  

5.2.2.2 Technology as a Presentation Tool. Much of the technology employed by the 

participants was used to enhance their lesson presentations, as well as their students’ work. Both 

Smart Boards and laptops were used as presentational tools. Min and Siegel (2011) proposed that 

these two technology tools are used most often because of their ability to enhance student 

engagement. The participants in this study had a Smart Board in their classrooms and reported 

using it every day for various reasons. For example, Participant #3 made use of the Smart Board 

in all the classes that were observed mostly to introduce information to his students through 

PowerPoint presentations, to explain vocabulary words and grammar points, and to show 

pictures with cultural references. The participant emphasized the time-saving benefits of this 

tool: 

I like my Smart Board because I don’t have to write something seven times. I can just 

write it once. It’s there. I can make my PowerPoints and then the class can move a lot 

faster. (Debriefing #1) 

Participant #2 also used the Smart Board in all observed classes in similar ways to 

Participant #3. For instance, she employed it as a whiteboard to teach grammatical points 
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through grammar charts and vocabulary words through pictures. This instructor also 

characterized her use of the Smart Board as being guided by its convenient and visual nature, 

which allowed for the establishment of clear relationships among concepts: 

I like my Smart Board! You can circle the subject, you know, or draw lines and connect 

the words and show relationships, etc. The neatness factor has clarity. (Debriefing #1) 

Participant #4 employed the Smart Board to display pictures of Spanish vocabulary 

words being taught. For example, in Observation #1, this instructor showed pictures of the target 

words, and the students were asked to find the correct lexical item to name the image. Learners 

were then chosen to go to the Smart Board and they were asked to write a sentence using the new 

vocabulary word.  

Participant #5 not only took full advantage of the Smart Board features employed by her 

colleagues, but also incorporated an extra layer of technology by connecting tablets to the Smart 

Board. In Observation #1, the instructor and students wrote in tablets, and what they wrote in 

them was projected onto the Smart Board. This use of technology gave the teacher the freedom 

to walk around the room and allowed the students full view of the terms and definitions written 

on the Smart Board. The research by Min & Siegel (2011) on the integration of Smart Board 

technology and effective teaching showed that students’ engagement and interaction with the 

Smart Board makes tedious tasks more enjoyable. This type of engagement was clear in this 

classroom observation, as all students seemed to be highly engaged with their tablets and 

appeared to enjoy using them, even while completing a discrete point grammar activity. 

Participant #5 offered these reasons to explain her use of both the Smart Board and tablets:  

It [the use of tablets] gets the whole class involved. If I see that I only have a small group 

participating, that’ll be a time when I plug in the tablets, to make sure that I check for 
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understanding from everybody. It just gets the whole class involved, and by doing it on 

the board, it helps them correct their work immediately. (Debriefing #1) 

Some participants in this study also resorted to laptops in their classrooms to facilitate the 

presentation of their students’ work when they were assigned projects and asked to create an 

electronic presentation. Examples of these tasks were observed in several classroom observations 

(Participant #1, Observation #2; Participant #2, Observation #3; Participant #4, Observation #2; 

Participant #5, Observation #3; Participant #6, Observation #4). The activities observed 

included, for instance, the development of a family tree (Participant #1), for which students 

employed school laptops to design and create the tree in a word document format in Microsoft 

Word. Also, the students in Participant #4’s class used laptops to develop a travel abroad project, 

creating PowerPoint presentations that included information on their destination, itinerary, and 

items they would need for their trip. Students also created projects in Prezi. The rest of the 

participating instructors, with the exception of Participant #3, also reported these types of uses in 

their classrooms, though they were not observed by the researcher. 

5.2.2.3 Technology for the Introduction of the Target Culture. The data in this study 

suggest that all of the participants felt that technology was an effective way to give their students 

a more realistic and visual view of the target cultures and peoples. For example, Participant #4 

stated that she felt that one of the best uses of technology was letting learners “enter a new other 

world,” allowing them to see other cultures and experience them without ever leaving the 

classroom (Observation #3, Debriefing #3). Participant #3 seemed to agree with this statement, 

since he believed that “especially with culture, you need videos in order to transport them 

[learners] and give them that feeling of being there and experiencing the culture” (Observation 

#3, Debriefing #3). Participant #5 also noted that the use of technology could help bridge 



 
 

44 

cultures and language by providing students with authentic language and materials, which can be 

facilitated by the incorporation of authentic resources to instruction: 

Technology can basically help [students] deal with more realia, you know, authentic 

sources. I use BBC Mundo for current literature or current events. They can see the “real” 

applications of what we’re learning, and see language in context. (Debriefing #3). 

The materialization of these views in the participants’ practice was observed in the use of 

videos and pictures, shown on their Smart Boards, to engage their students with different aspects 

of the target cultures. For example, the researcher observed the participants using YouTube or 

educational videos, images, and soap operas to present cultural lessons, complementing the 

information presented with visual ensembles aimed at providing the students with more engaging 

ways of connecting with cultural content. For instance, in Observation #2, Participant #3 

employed an informational video taken from a children’s show in Latin America when teaching 

students about the Nazca Lines in Peru.  

Participants #4 and #5 also attempted to employ technology to add cultural connections 

in their classes. For example, in classroom Observation #3, Participant #4 showed learners a clip 

from a Spanish soap opera. The students watched the scene, and the teacher asked questions 

about what they had understood and what differences they had detected between the target 

culture and their own. Then the students wrote dialogues for restaurant scenes similar to the one 

seen in the video. In classroom Observation #3, Participant #5 presented a lesson on recipes that 

included an activity with a video. The students were first given a written recipe of a Spanish 

dish, and they were asked to read it quietly to themselves. They were then told to underline any 

words they did not understand and to make any notes on the verbs they knew. After learners had 

had time to read over and take down notes, the teacher showed a video of a well-known Spanish 
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chef explaining the recipe in Spanish and then making the dish. The students watched the video 

and added notes on their written recipe. Upon conclusion of the video, the instructor asked the 

learners questions related to the vocabulary words they had doubts about, focusing on how much 

understanding had been gained after having seen or heard the words in context. This activity was 

followed by a discussion on similar American dishes in which the teacher pointed out differences 

and similarities in ingredients, cooking styles, etc.  

5.3 Congruency Between Observed Applications of Technology and ACTFL’s 

Recommendations  

ACTFL states that the incorporation of technology into the L2 instruction should offer 

students opportunities to further their active use of the target language and as a result, contribute 

to the development of their L2 performance and/or proficiency. In addition, technology should 

be linked to instruction in the three modes of communication outlined in ACTFL’s 

Communication standards. The standards and modes are defined in the following terms: 
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• Communication: [Learners] communicate effectively in order to function in a 

variety of situations and for multiple purposes. 

• Interpersonal Communication: Learners interact and negotiate meaning in spoken, 

signed, or written conversations to share information, reactions, feelings, and 

opinions.  

• Interpretive Communication: Learners understand, interpret, and analyze what is 

heard, read, or viewed on a variety of topics. 

• Presentational Communication: Learners present information, concepts, and ideas 

to inform, explain, persuade, and narrate on a variety of topics using appropriate 

media and adapting to various audiences of listeners, readers, or viewers. 

(https://www.actfl.org/publications/all/world-rediness-standards-learning-

languages) 

 In accordance with these instructional mandates, technology should be incorporated into 

the L2 classroom with the objective of exposing learners to authentic multimodal materials 

produced by members of the target culture(s) and to provide them with opportunities to actively 

use the target language. These overall objectives for technology use in the L2 classroom are 

delineated in ACTFL’s position statement, presented as follows: 

 The use of technology is not a goal in and of itself; rather technology is one tool  

that supports language learners as they use the target language in culturally appropriate 

ways to accomplish authentic tasks. Further, all language learning opportunities whether 

facilitated through technology or in a classroom setting, should be standards-based, 

instructor-designed, learner-centered, and aimed at developing proficiency in the target 

language through interactive, meaningful, and cognitively engaging learning experiences. 
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ACTFL acknowledges a role for national standards and facilitated by language educators. 

The development of technology is best driven by the needs of the language learner, 

supporting the kinds of interactions our students need to become college, career, life, and 

world-ready. (https://www.actfl.org/news/position-statements/statement-the-role-

technology-language-learning) 

This statement suggests that, for ACTFL, technology should facilitate learners’ active use 

of the target language for communication in and outside the classroom. When considering the 

uses of technology observed in the classes taught by the participants in this study, it is clear that 

there exists a discrepancy between the field’s expectations (as reflected in ACTFL’s position 

statement) and the traditional applications recorded in the study’s classes. None of the activities 

developed by the participants around technology seem to require students to use the target 

language to accomplish authentic tasks (i.e., uses of the language that “mirror the tasks and 

challenges encountered by individuals in the real world” [Adair-Hauck et al., 2013, p. 25]). 

Rather, most of the reported and observed applications appeared to have involved students in the 

completion of activities focused on discrete-point exercises (i.e., decontextualized, non-

communicative tasks). This suggests that most technology use was oriented to students’ limited 

L2 application to complete grammar-based activities or to review and learn isolated vocabulary 

words. For example, the participants used Quizlet and Kahoot to focus learners’ attention on 

isolated vocabulary words, and they employed Conjuguemos and Word Reference to help 

students find the lexical items needed to complete a written grammar-based assignment. This use 

of apps is not congruent with ACTFL’s recommendations on the application of technology in the 

L2 classroom.  
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The same can be said about the use of the Smart Board. The participants employed it to 

present their lessons, graphics, and sometimes authentic videos; however, with the exception of 

Participant #6, none of the tasks developed for the Smart Board seemed to allow students to 

initiate learning, resulting in teacher-centered classrooms with very few opportunities for active 

use of the target language. Also absent from the participants’ classes was online interaction with 

native speakers of Spanish. The researcher did not observe the participants using any type of 

technology that would have allowed students to interact via video, audio, or text in real-time with 

other speakers of the target language. This is one area that could be very helpful for the 

development of students’ L2 performance, and also for motivation, as learners would meet and 

chat with peers from other Spanish-speaking countries/communities. Another limitation observed 

was in the use of cultural videos. Only Participants #3 and #5 employed two authentic videos to 

introduce aspects of the target culture. However, the tasks developed for the discussion of the 

videos does not entail learners’ active language use.  

Despite the participants’ goal to have students perform presentational tasks using 

technology, the students did not complete any assignments collaboratively. For example, some of 

the tools available to the participants (e.g., Edmodo, Canva, or Google Docs) could have allowed 

educators to offer opportunities for their students to use the target language with peers and to 

share the results of their work with parents or other members of the community. Nevertheless, 

none of the instructors in this study appeared to have chosen to take advantage of these online 

tools, nor did they mention having the knowledge to work with this type of technology. One 

observation of this weakness was noticeable in an activity that Participant #4 assigned to her 

students. The instructor asked students to develop PowerPoint presentations on their own to be 

shared with the rest of the class, but no peer feedback or interaction was part of the task. This is 
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one area where technology could be very helpful in engaging students and teachers in the use of 

the target language; however, it was not utilized.  

 Another problem with the participants’ use of technology was their inability to monitor 

students’ independent use of technology. Even though the students in the participating classes 

worked at their own pace to access online content and utilize computer adaptive programs, as 

recommended by ACTFL’s technology statement, unfortunately all programs used, other than 

Quizlet, did not allow instructors to monitor and/or assess technology use on learners’ part.   

Overall, the results of the study show that technology in the participants’ classes can be 

characterized as more of a traditional tool akin to the blackboard or paper handouts, than as a 

resource for innovation and active L2 use, as mandated by ACTFL. As such, the apps, software, 

and hardware incorporated into the instructors’ practice did not bring innovation to their 

classrooms, and continued perpetuating a teacher-centered, structural (i.e., grammar-based, not 

communicative) approach to L2 teaching. This conclusion was not only drawn from the 

researcher’s observations, but from comments and statements made by the participants. 

Participant #1 reiterated that her goal for using technology was to bring variety to students’ use 

of “fill-in-the-blank” worksheets, and grammar drills:  

I’ve noticed this year…they have trouble putting words into a sentence. Sometimes some 

of our Kahoots are finding that word or that verb to fit into the sentence. I just think that I 

tried to give them as much of a variety of learning things. Some kids like the worksheets, 

some kids would rather see it visually so it's just kind of like… it adds, to the variety. 

(Debriefing #1) 
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Participant #5 also added that conjugation exercises are a big part of the technology used in her 

classroom. She continued by stating that when she wants to practice specific conjugations, she 

allows learners to use Quizlet as a review tool:  

We do, for… short conjugations, like: “I went” or “he sings” and they'll [students] be 

able to do it there as well. Anything that’s really short. If you start going into sentences… 

some of the kids are so much slower that you don't get a good rhythm to what you're 

doing. (Debriefing #1) 

As a result of these practices, learners in the study’s classes did not have the opportunity 

to work with technology as a means to facilitate collaboration and L2 use with other learners or 

Spanish-speakers outside the classroom, nor were they able to resort to digital tools to create 

multimodal products that would have showcased not only their new knowledge, but also could 

have allowed for the expression of aspects of their identity in the L2. Instead, in the study’s 

classes, technology served as a means to emphasize the role of the instructors, since, in every 

use, they were either its initiators (e.g., leading students with app games or video songs) or 

overseers (e.g., giving students limited roles in the use of technology and closely monitoring 

their work).  

5.4 Discussion 

If Engeström’s (1987) AT were applied to illustrate how ACTFL’s mandates for the 

application of technology in L2 classes would have to be implemented in the study’s classrooms 

in order to achieve the overall outcome of developing learners’ performance/proficiency in the 

three modes of communication, the participants’ activity system would have the structure 

presented in Figure 5.1.  
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Figure 5.1 

Representation of Teachers’ Activity System if ACTFL’s Mandates were Followed 

I 

 

 

f ACTFL’s mandates were followed, the desired outcome for the participants’ use of 

technology in their classrooms would be the development of students’ performance in the three 

modes of communication (i.e., interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational). The achievement 

of this outcome would entail instructors’ use of tools (i.e., software and hardware) that would 

facilitate the creation of technology-based tasks that result in a learner-centered classroom in 
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which students would be able to use the target language actively for interpretive, interpersonal, 

and presentational communication. Additionally, this type of instruction would rely on the use of 

authentic materials that provide real-life examples of language used in everyday situations. 

Another important instructional factor that would need to be part of teachers’ practice would be 

the application of resources that would be tied to learners’ life, world, and interests.  

However, the data presented in this chapter suggest that ACTFL’s mandates did not 

materialize in the participants’ classes since most of their applications of technology reflected a 

teacher-centered, non-communicative “one-size-fits-all” model. Even though the instructors 

sometimes seemed to have planned to apply technology along the same lines recommended by 

ACTFL, most of the tasks that incorporated technology in this study were, for the most part, 

detached from authentic uses of the language, did not promote learners’ active use of the 

language for interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational communication, and only provided a 

decontextualized picture of the target cultures. Furthermore, most tools were employed to 

practice discrete skills through activities led and created by the teachers.  

One of the principal factors behind the instructors’ failure to follow ACTFL’s guidelines 

for technology use in the L2 classroom appeared to have been their lack of knowledge regarding 

its mandates. When questioned about ACTFL, only Participant #5 reported having heard about 

this organization and its role and contributions to L2 learning (e.g., the communication 

guidelines). However, she was not able to articulate its role in L2 teaching, what benefits it 

offered, and what kind of language instruction it promoted. This suggests that the participants in 

the study were not aware of the latest methodological innovations in the field, nor did they have 

any knowledge of its expectations with regard to the role that technology needs to play in the L2 
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classroom to contribute to students’ active use of the target language, and in turn, to the 

development of their performance/proficiency.   

The results of this study also reflect findings in the existing literature. For example, Wang 

and Reeves (2003) undertook a review of several works that concentrated on the question of why 

teachers needed to use technology in their classroom, and they discovered that they reported 

similar results as the present work. For instance, among the books reviewed, Cuban’s (2009) 

work (Oversold and Underused) stated that teachers who used computers regularly in the 

classroom employed them in ways that reinforced traditional pedagogical practices rather than 

learner-centered approaches and maintained an overreliance on traditional teaching pedagogies. 

Kim (2008) reported similar results in her study on ESL/EFL teachers who used technology as a 

tool for reinforcing grammar and vocabulary, focusing on practice-and-drill activities. Also, in 

retention (Debriefing #2).     

Participant #5 used the most technology in the classroom, and out of all the participants, 

she was the most familiar with ACTFL. Also, she described her classroom as eclectic, with a 

mixture of communicative and cooperative learning strategies. However, at the same time, she 

emphasized the importance of repetition during grammar drills and vocabulary activities 

(Debriefing #2), which clearly evinces inherent contradictions in her views. In addition, her use 

of student tablets for decontextualized conjugation exercises suggests that, in spite of having 

characterized her methodology as “communicative,” it was not. In fact, the only oral practice that 

was observed was when the teacher had students share information regarding the recipes they 

had found and translated in class using their iPhones. Moreover, she described technology as “a 

great tool for reinforcement,” additionally stating that “nothing [beat] the good old fashion way” 
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of L2 instruction which, based on her observed practice, could be interpreted as being a 

traditional teacher-centered approach (Final Interview).  

The only teaching methods training that Participant #6 had received was as part of her 

school in-service sessions, or workshops she had attended outside the district as professional 

development hours. Even though this participant used a wide variety of technological 

applications, and implemented collaboration among her students, her practice was still closely 

aligned with a grammar focus and teacher-centered L2 instruction. For example, the participant 

stated that she used technology “in order to open up more communication,” but only one of the 

observed technology applications allowed for communication (Initial Interview). That is, she 

used grammar matching games and vocabulary asteroid games with the Smart Board, but only 

one game required students to communicate with each other in order to ask and answer the 

scripted questions that she had pre-written and posted on this tool, which leads to lexical 

chaining but not real communication. These are the types of activities believed by Participant #6 

to be “communicative,” which reflects a clear instance of the lack of knowledge of crucial 

concepts that Glisan (2012) made reference to in her analysis of the factors that affect the 

successful incorporation of ACTFL’s standards in L2 classes. That is, Glisan believes that 

incorrect or absent conceptualizations are reflected in L2 teachers’ practice and can, as a result, 

affect the development of their students’ performance/proficiency in the target language. This 

appears to have been the case with the participants in this study.   

These results suggest that the participants’ lack of L2 methodological training and 

knowledge (of which technology use was part) was one of the factors that affected the 

incorporation of technology in the classroom. Similar findings have been reported in the 

literature. For example, Zapata (2002) found that one of the main reasons why most of the 
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graduate assistants in her study had failed to successfully incorporate technology in their L2 

Spanish university classes was also their lack of pedagogical knowledge. In this investigator’s 

work, the only successful implementation of technology had been observed in a class in which 

the instructor had taken a course on Computer-Assisted Language Learning. This implies that 

having the opportunity to take a course that highlights innovative applications of technology and 

prepares instructors to incorporate it in their classrooms could be of great benefit to L2 teachers. 

Unfortunately, the participants in the present study did not appear to have had such a chance. 

Zyad’s (2016) study also pointed to the lack of pedagogical training as the root of the 

problem for the lack of technology use in his participants’ classrooms. His study took place in 

Morocco where several schools were seeking to integrate Information Communications 

Technology (ICT) into secondary education classes in the El-Jadida province. He concentrated 

on exploring the barriers that discourage EFL teachers from utilizing ICT for pedagogical 

purposes. A total of 56 teachers from secondary schools participated in the study. His results 

showed that the instructors in his work were not aware of how to implement technology in the 

classrooms because they had continually been pushed to a teacher-centered, non-collaborative, 

curriculum-driven mentality precisely because they lacked a methodology background. Based on 

his findings, Zyad stated that a balance between technology and pedagogy knowledge within the 

classroom is an important requirement for effective teaching. Kramsch et al. (2000) also suggest 

that, sometimes, even when teachers possess some training, they are simply unaware of the 

connection between computers and language teaching in a pedagogical sense, and this hinders 

their desire to use technology because they do not see the benefits or understand how it can be 

used as outlined by the profession, as in for example, ACTFL’s mandates.  
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These two issues were also raised by Thoms (2011) in his study of 154 graduate student 

instructors, who were either current students or graduates from an L2 M.A. or Ph.D. program 

from 12 American universities. This work revealed that, in spite of having had a variety of 

technology-based experiences and training, the participants primarily still relied on mostly 

traditional applications in the courses they were teaching. These findings bear the question of 

why this could have been happening. Was it because the methodology training received was not 

up-to-date or was it because teachers, as Kramsch et al. (2000) suggested, could not make 

connections between theory and practice? Thoms points out that other factors at play could be 

connected to the type of curriculum that instructors need to adhere to and continues to be 

produced by large textbook companies. Another important factor could perhaps be the influence 

of fellow mentor teachers who were trained in traditional methods, or even the participants’ own 

student experiences, which were also cited as important in both Kim’s (2008) and Zapata’s 

(2002) studies.4 In any case, both the data in the present study and in previous work appear to 

confirm the existence of an undeniable link between pedagogical knowledge and the successful 

use of technology for instructional purposes.  

The results of this study show that the Activity System representation in Figure 5.1 is 

inappropriate to reflect instructors’ activity in this study. First of all, there is a clear contradiction 

between the subjects and the community since teachers do not appear to be part of ACTFL. The 

same can be said about the rules, as it is apparent that the instructors in this study do not follow 

ACTFL’s mandates. Other links that are broken in their system are those among the subjects, the 

instruments used, the object of the system (i.e., the students), and the outcome. Additionally, the 

division of labor does not accurately reflect what teachers and students do in the study’s 

 
4 These factors will be discussed in depth in Chapter 6.  
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classrooms. Based on the results of this work, the representation of the participants’ system 

warrants revisions, which are presented in Figure 5.2. 
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Figure 5.2 

Activity System Representation Based on Data Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject 

Instruments 

Object 

Rules Community 

Outcome 

Tasks, software (e. g., Quizlet, Conjuguemos), and hardware not conducive to 
students’ active use of the language. Technology used in similar ways to 

traditional tools such as the blackboard, paper, books, and grammar-based drills. 

Teacher-centered 
classrooms with 
limited opportunities 
for authentic 
communicative tasks 

Reinforced grammar 
rules and vocabulary 
retention 

Division of Labor 
Administrators: Provided 
limited and inadequate 
training. 
Teachers: Developed 
teacher-centered tasks that 
required minimum use of 
technology for L2 
communication/performance 
development. 
Students: Completed limited 
tasks developed by their 
instructors. Used their L2 
only to complete tasks, and 
not to communicate. 

School 
administration, peers, 

students 

Teachers' beliefs on 
L2 pedagogy, 
reinforced by lack of 
or limited knowledge 
on L2 methodology 
and the effective 
application of 
technology for 
communication. 

Teachers 
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5.5 Section Summary 

The participants’ application of technology as a tool in the classrooms rendered the 

activity system based on ACTFL’s mandates inappropriate to reflect their practice. When coding 

the observation data, the idea of using technology to reinforce and retain previously taught 

vocabulary and grammar points was a prominent aspect of the participating instructors’ 

technology application. The analysis of the debriefing and interview data revealed that the 

participants were unable to provide sound methodological reasons for incorporating technology 

into their lessons on several occasions. Moreover, some had no rhyme or reason for their use of 

technology other than to “break up” the class period (Participant #5, Debriefing #3) and “fill 

time” (Participant #3, Initial Interview). The data thus suggest that one of the main factors for 

this disconnect between the application of technology and teachers’ pedagogical reasons for its 

use was a lack of knowledge and training. Although the teachers used some technology tools to 

aid in instruction, they felt ill-prepared and uncertain about their effectiveness. Indeed, all 

participants but one mentioned the need for training or stated they felt that they had insufficient 

training and lacked knowledge about ways to incorporate technological tools and online 

resources into their practice. 

The participants’ reliance on traditional methodologies appeared to have been the result 

of their lack of pedagogical knowledge and training, particularly in the area of L2 and 

technology-based instruction, which resulted in very teacher-centered classrooms that led to little 

collaboration among students and limited use of the target language for communication. Despite 

the important role that pedagogical training and knowledge seemed to have played in the 

participants’ practice, other factors of a personal and institutional nature also seemed to have 

exercised some influence on the observed pedagogical interventions. These will be discussed in 
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Chapter Six. 
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6. Findings II: Institutional Factors Affecting the Use of Technology in L2 Spanish 

Classrooms 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses the final research question: What institutional and personal 

factors influence teachers’ use of technology in the classroom? The first part of the chapter 

focuses on the institutional expectations in the schools where the study took place, the training 

and resources offered to the participating instructors, and how they influenced their use of 

technology. The second section describes the participants’ personal use of technology and the 

attitudes they had toward technology and how both of them reflected in their practice.  

6.2 Institutional Factors 

The school district where the study took place did not provide the instructors with 

specific mandates concerning the use of technology in the classroom in writing; however, some 

technologies were required by the district, and this was communicated verbally in each school. 

The school board and the Technology Department in the district determined the specific software 

to be used for official e-mail communication and student attendance, and these were mandatory 

for all teachers. Each school administration was also allowed to set the rules and expectations for 

the incorporation of technology, as well as to provide the instructors with the resources deemed 

appropriate. For example, the high school in this study replaced all whiteboards with Smart 

Boards. 

The institutional expectations and rules for the use of technology were made known to 

the participants in the study during the professional development orientation held at the 

beginning of the school year. This two-week training included four hours of technology-related 

sessions. Teachers met in a computer lab and learned how to use Gradebook and Office 365. 
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Gradebook is an online program used to record students’ grades, attendance, and behavioral 

Kim’s study, there were no online discussions or interactions between student peers, and 

collaborative learning was not observed. Like the instructors in the present study, the teachers in 

Kim’s work also had a preference toward teacher-centered practices. The same result was 

reported by Karasavvidis (2009) in his study of instructors’ use of technology in Crete, where the 

participants’ practice was curriculum driven, and they felt they could not trust their students to 

create the learning environment needed to acquire the required information.  

The inability of the participants in the present study to use technology in more 

innovative, learner-centered ways could also have been related to their lack of L2 methodology 

knowledge. Even though all the participants appeared to have taken some kind of methods class 

in college, and a few courses on technology training, the information they provided in the 

interviews suggests that their training would either have been very traditional (having taken 

place years before), not specifically related to L2 Spanish teaching, or too short. For example, 

Participant #1 had received her Bachelor’s degree in Spanish, but methodology classes had not 

been part of her program. She later had completed a Texas Emergency Certification program to 

obtain her teaching certificate, but she said that there had been only one course on methodology 

for the Spanish L2 classroom, and it was “not at all applicable” to today’s classroom (Initial 

Interview). The disconnect between this teacher’s educational background and the field’s 

mandates was clearly evinced when she characterized her L2 practice as having “a focus on 

vocabulary and grammar.”  

Participant #3 shared the same type of educational background, and he was the most 

resistant to technology. Even though he had received some training in pedagogy in his college 

education, he believed it was not consistent with the new approaches that are being incorporated 
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in the L2 classroom today. For example, he reminisced about the language labs and the 

Audiolingual method that were very popular during his time, and this preference appeared to be 

reflected in his pedagogical style, which can be described as grammar-focused and characterized 

by the use of decontextualized pictures to teach vocabulary, a common technique in 

Audiolingualism. Also, his characterization of this use of pictures as “communicative” suggests 

that he did not have the knowledge of how this term is currently defined by the field.  

Both Participants #2 and #5 had a degree in Spanish, and they both mentioned having 

some methods training in their university classes. However, they stated that most of the 

knowledge they had at the time of the study had been acquired through a variety of short 

professional development sessions they had attended recently (Participant #2, Initial Interview; 

Participant #5, Initial Interview). Perhaps this was the reason why both participants offered more 

communicative, innovative instructional environments to their students than the rest of the 

teachers in the study. For example, even though the focus of Participant #2’s class was still 

mostly grammar, she tried to incorporate more communicative tasks such as skits, oral dialogues, 

and activities that fostered student collaboration. Nevertheless, her classes were still very 

teacher-centered, and she confessed to using technology mainly for grammar and vocabulary  

concerns and to contact parents. As a part of the training, the participants logged into 

Gradebook and followed the workshop administrator’s prompts to learn what buttons to click 

and what boxes to fill. The teachers were required to use this program in their classrooms on a 

daily basis.  

The other technology trainings provided during the orientation focused on the use of 

Smart Boards and Office 365. Office 365 is a digital Microsoft platform used in the district for 

official e-mail communication, and it also allows instructors to use tools such as Word and 
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PowerPoint to create and share documents online with other members of their school/district. 

This training was similar to the previous session: Participants were asked to follow directions to 

log into their account and then completed simple tasks such as sending an e-mail and setting up 

automated signatures for their e-mail system. Students also were also provided with access to 

Office 365 in order to use their school e-mail account and to create documents and presentations. 

Teachers were expected to be able to walk the students through the steps needed to use Office 

365 and related programs.  

During the professional development orientation, the participants were made aware of the 

school’s expectations for the use of technology and that it would be a focus of the official 

classroom observations that would be conducted by the principal or assistants. Participants were 

debriefed during the professional development orientation on what to expect during the Teacher 

Classroom Observations conducted by the administrators, and the department heads were 

required to provide information to teachers on how and what would be assessed during the 

observations. New instructors are observed every year for the first three years at the school and, 

after that, every three years. The academic departments’ heads gave each teacher a set of 

categories and criteria that would be used to assess their work. Technology was one of the 

categories; however, the type of technology to be used and how was not specified. It was simply 

stated that teachers needed to “make use of technology.” In order to be considered “outstanding” 

or “exemplary” in an observation, a teacher would need to score 9-10 points in every category. 

This made the participants feel further pressure to include technology in order to score high in 

their observations. 

When directly asked by the researcher in the initial interviews conducted in this study, all 

but one of the participants stated they felt the administration was supportive of technology in the 
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classroom. However, the data collected through the classroom observations, interviews, and 

debriefings do not appear to support this claim. The data show the participants did not have a 

clear idea of the school’s expectations for their use of technology in the classroom. For example, 

Participants #3 and #6 stated specifically that the district was “pushing” technology, but when 

asked what those expectations were, they could not give a clear answer. Participant #3 described 

the use of apps such as Kahoot and Quizlet in these terms: “Maybe I’m supposed to be using 

them, I don’t know” (Final Interview). Participant #6 also stated that the administration had 

asked teachers to use technology, but how or for what purpose had not been specified. She 

described this situation as “technology for technology’s sake” (Initial Interview).  

When referring to the institutional training and support they received, the participants 

mentioned feeling inadequately trained due to the short amount of time allotted to the use of 

technology during the professional development orientation. For example, during the initial 

interview, Participant #4 stated she felt the school was supportive of technology; however, she 

believed she needed more hands-on training. She felt anxious about her use of the Smart Board 

because the only training she had received had been about 45 minutes during the professional 

development orientation (Initial Interview). Participant #1 expressed the same opinion when 

speaking about the Smart Board. Although she and her colleagues had been trained on how to 

use its features, due to the short nature of the orientation, she still did not know how to use this 

tool. She referred to a trainer during the Smart Board session in these terms, “I tried to watch her 

to see what she was doing but she was too fast, so I was like, ‘Ok no’” (Initial Interview).  

The researcher also observed the participants lacked knowledge about the technology 

they were using. For example, Participant #4 had trouble using the Smart Board during 

Observation #2, and asked a student to help her with a simple task. During other observations, 
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the researcher noticed the application of the Smart Board was limited to uses similar to those 

expected in a classroom with a whiteboard (e.g., for the projection of PowerPoint presentations 

and videos or for writing text). These uses did not take advantage of the more interactive and 

innovative capabilities offered by this tool (e.g., touch-screen games; movable figures, shapes, 

and objects; the highlighting of features; etc.). Participant #3 used the Smart Board only as a 

projector for his daily PowerPoint lessons. When asked if he incorporated any of the features 

used by other teachers, such as the “drag-and-drop” function or touch-screen games, he simply 

replied, “It would take more than 30 minutes to teach me how to do that,” which made reference 

to the short amount of training time he had received during the orientation (Debriefing #2). This 

participant also stated he did not create Kahoot games or Quizlet activities for his students 

because he did not know how to do so. Instead, he allowed the students or asked other teachers to 

create them for him (Debriefing #3).  

Another common theme on institutional expectations that emerged from the researcher’s 

interactions with the participants was technology support. The Technology Department for the 

district was in charge of providing the teachers and schools with computers, laptops, computer 

labs, and the computer carts used by certain departments. This division was also in charge of 

downloading any software programs needed or requested by the staff or administration. When 

there were problems with any of the computers provided, the department’s staff would first try to 

remotely fix them and, if possible, would then travel to the sites to look at the computers and 

repair them. This department also was in charge of finding Internet servers and to offer the best 

wi-fi connections available.  

Several of the participants made comments about this department, referring mostly to its 

lack of support when they had problems with technology. One common complaint made by 
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Participants #1, #2, and #5 was that when requests were made to the Technology Department for, 

example, the installation of software, they would receive no response, or they would require 

several additional requests. Participant #1 stated: 

If something breaks down we have tech-support and that takes forever. It could 

be the simplest thing, but no one can come and help you because I’ve got to turn  

in the order form five times. They want us to use technology, but they don’t come 

and fix the issues we have, or they come way after the fact and you’ve already moved on 

from the project. It makes you not want to deal with the hassle. (Initial Interview) 

Also, the participants described their devices as being refurbished and faulty, which caused 

glitches during the software uploading process and their classroom use. Some of the issues that 

were mentioned included (a) their inability to log into computers, (b) the computers showing a 

blank screen or not charging, and (c) error codes appearing on the computer screens (Participant 

#1, Debriefing #3; Participant #2, Observation #1; Participant #5, Observation #2). 

In addition to problems with hardware, the participants mentioned difficulties with 

software. Participant #5 expressed her frustration with the Technology Department’s lack of 

cooperation for the downloading of new software. She explained that, on several occasions, she 

and her colleagues had requested that certain software be downloaded, but after multiple 

requests, several months had passed and they had seen no results. Both Participants #2 and #5 

complained that the department would block certain websites and IP addresses, and this limited 

their opportunities to work with authentic materials. Participant #3 stated that any website with 

the “.es” ending (i.e., originated in Spain) was categorically blocked, which resulted in a limited 

amount of online resources from which to pull for classroom activities. When the participant 
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requested, on several occasions, that the sites be opened, the response was always negative. 

However, no explanation for this refusal was provided.   

In addition to these reported difficulties, the most common complaint from the 

participants was the faulty wi-fi connections. All six participants made comments regarding the 

lack of reliable wi-fi access in their classrooms, and they all believed this contributed to their and 

their students’ negative experiences with technology. For example, some students would log into 

a Kahoot game only to be kicked out in the middle of it. Then these students would sit idly while 

the rest of the class participated. This problem was also observed by the researcher during the 

classroom observations. It was especially concerning in the case of Participant #6, in whose class 

there was absolutely no cellular signal for phones and the wi-fi connection would come and go. 

During Observation #2, the students attempted to play a Quizlet game, but it became impossible 

because of the lack of connectivity; thus, the participant resorted to another activity with the 

whiteboard and markers. Participant #1 also made reference to the same problem in her class 

stating, “When I get here on my phone and try to link onto the wi-fi I can’t get on. It’s horrible” 

(Initial Interview). 

The data show the participants did not feel equipped to use certain technology devices, 

programs, or apps, nor did they use them to their full potential. Not only was there a clear lack of 

training, but, as shown in Chapter 5 also a lack of knowledge about what technology should look 

like in a language classroom. Without up-to-date methodology knowledge, or specific training on 

the use of technology for the teaching of L2 Spanish, it seems that the participants were simply 

adding technology to their classes to comply with their institution’s mandate. The instructors’ 

lack of direction when using technology in the classroom contributed to the loss of opportunities 

to maximize their students’ active use of the target language and performance development 
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through new innovative apps and programs. The data suggest that the lack of both pedagogical 

and technological training, together with deficient hardware and limited digital resources, 

hindered the participants’ application of technology as expected in the L2 field. 

6.3 Personal Factors   

The participants’ personal experiences with and opinions of technology were reflected in 

the way in which some of the instructors made use of technology. For example, they affected 

what technology was used and how it was applied. The data suggest that two personal factors 

influenced technology application in the classroom: (a) the participants’ personal knowledge and 

use of technology, and (b) their opinions and beliefs about technology and its effects on L2 

instruction. However, this correlation was not found in some cases.  

 All participants used several types of technology and equipment, such as desktop 

computers, laptops, cell phones, tablets, and several apps, as well as participated in a variety of 

social media networks in their personal lives. However, some participants used more technology 

than others. A summary of these uses is presented in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1  

Participants’ Personal Use of Technology 

 

 

 

The data suggest that age may have played a role in both the frequency and the ways in 

which the participants used technology. As in Kim’s (2008) study, the younger instructors in this 

work appeared to be ones who employed devices and apps the most. As shown in Table 6.1, the 

youngest instructors, Participants #1 and #5, made the most use of technology in their personal 

lives. Both participants reported using cell phones, laptops, and desktops daily for personal tasks 

Technology Participants 

 
 

#1 
Aged 43 

#2 
Aged 46 

#3 
Aged 58 

#4 
Aged 53 

#5 
Aged 33 

#6 
Aged 61 

Apps (e.g., 
Pinterest, Duolingo, 
Words with Friends) 

X X   X X 

Cellphone X X X X X X 

Desktop computer X X X X X X 

Tablets X X   X  

Laptop computers X X X X X X 
Social media (e.g., 
Instagram, 
Facebook) 

X   X X X 
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such as e-mail and participation in social media (e.g., Facebook and Instagram). They also used 

Words with Friends, an online app similar to Scrabble, and Pinterest, a web platform and 

application designed to discover information digitally mainly through images. Both participants 

stated feeling comfortable around technology and having some familiarity with most of the 

technology used by their students. 

Participants #3 and #4 were approximately 10-15 years older than Participants #1, #2, 

and #5, and the data show that they appeared to employ less technology in their personal lives 

than their younger peers, especially in the case of Instructor #3. Participant #6 seems to have been 

an exemption, since she was the oldest, but her use of technology was more ample than her older 

peers (e.g., besides using a variety of devices, she also mentioned using specific apps such as 

Pinterest, and participated in social media). Both Participants #4 and #6 had Facebook accounts; 

nevertheless, they indicated they used them in a very limited manner. For example, Participant #4 

said her main reason for being on Facebook was to keep in touch with her daughter who was in 

college, and Participant #6 said her main objective was to be in contact with friends. Both 

instructors stated they rarely posted anything themselves and checked Facebook only “about once 

a week” (Participant #6, Final Interview).  

Participant #3 was among the oldest, and he used the least amount of technology in his 

personal life. Even though he made use of laptops, desktops, and cell phones, he seemed to have 

strong opinions against social media: “I don’t do any social media whatsoever. I’m still glad that I 

don’t. I’m not out there with fingerprints on the Internet like a lot of people are” (Initial 

Interview). He was also unfamiliar with many of the newer apps and online games his students 

used: “I have no clue what that [Skype] is. I don’t know how to use it at home and I don’t know 

how to use it here” (Observation #3). These findings are similar to those reported by Kessler 
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(2007), which suggests that, in this study, the participants’ age and use of technology were also 

linked. That is, those who were younger appeared to make wider use of technology than the 

participants who were 15-20 years older.  

Based on results from previous studies (e.g., Celik & Aytin, 2014; Kessler, 2007; 

O’Dwyer et al., 2005), it was expected that the participants who favored technology in their 

personal lives would also do so in the classroom. However, this was not always the case in this 

work. For example, there seemed to be some correlation between Participant #5’s personal and 

classroom use, as she incorporated technology the most often and in the most varied ways. She 

employed the Smart Board in all the classroom observations, and in Observation #2, her students 

used the Smart Board tablets synced with the Smart Board. She also resorted to laptop computers 

and the students’ cell phones to work with several programs such as Word Reference and 

Conjuguemos (Observations #2 and #4). This instructor’s behavior when using technology 

suggests she was comfortable with it, and this might have been related to her personal preferences 

and use. 

Participant #1 also stated she used the same technology devices, social media, and similar 

apps for personal use as Participant #5. However, she did not employ much technology in her 

classroom. For example, this instructor was observed using the Smart Board only for Kahoot, 

Quizlet Live, Microsoft Word, and PowerPoint, but no other uses of technology were registered 

during the observations or mentioned in the interviews or debriefings. When questioned about the 

lack of technology use, especially with the Smart Board, the participant responded that 

technology had become too much of a “hassle” (Debriefing #4). As a matter of fact, this 

participant did not even use the Smart Board as a white board; instead, she wrote with a marker 

on the regular whiteboard located at the back of her classroom (Observation #3). Also, on two 



 
 

 

73 

different occasions Participant #1 made reference to her classroom’s poor technology equipment 

and the lack of good Internet connections, which could have been the reason why she had become 

frustrated when using school technology and had decided to stop incorporating it in her practice 

(Debriefing #3, Final Interview). 

Participants #2, #4, and #6’s personal use of technology fell somewhere in the middle; 

but interestingly, their application of technology in the classroom varied substantially. For 

example, Participant #2 was observed using the most technology and the widest variety of digital 

resources in this group which concurs with the use of technology in her personal life. Her 

students used both laptop and desktop computers for classroom projects, and they also worked 

with applications such as Word Reference. In addition, this instructor made use of the Smart 

Board daily using drag-and-drop activities with her students, displaying pictures and videos, and 

reviewing grammar lessons. 

Participant #4 appeared to use similar amounts of technology in her personal life as 

Participant #2; however, she used the least amount in the classroom in this group. For instance, 

she used the Smart Board only during two of the four observations, and on one of the occasions 

she needed help from a student for turning the input to the correct setting. She also used laptops 

during a project and had students use their cell phones to access Google Translate during an 

activity. On average, Participant #4 used technology in only about seven of the 47 class periods. 

This could have been related to the fact that she did not consider herself very technologically 

“savvy” (Initial Interview), and she expressed her frustration when trying to learn new 

technologies (Final Interview). 

Participant #6 employed more technology in the classroom than Participant #4, even 

though their personal use was similar. For example, this instructor used the Smart Board for 
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drag-and-drop activities, as well as for displaying pictures and vocabulary words, and she also 

employed laptops and cell phones for online games such as Kahoot and Quizlet Live 

(Observations #1 and #4). This participant also mentioned that she had built her own computer 

and was knowledgeable regarding more technical areas of technology, such as how computers 

are constructed and how they run. The difference in levels of knowledge and familiarity with 

technology may have caused Participant #6 to include more technology in her classroom than 

Participant #4, who seemed to shy away from learning about and employing new technologies. 

Participant #3 reported the least personal use of technology, and this seemed to have 

translated to his practice. During the first of the four classroom observations, he only resorted to 

technology to expose his students to PowerPoint presentations and, in Observation #2, to show a 

video. His average use of technology was only 10 minutes. This participant admitted he was very 

cautious about the use of technology, and he felt the traditional methods of teaching language 

were more effective (Debriefing #4).  

These findings suggest both institutional factors and the participants’ personal use of 

technology may have affected the way in which they incorporated it in their practice. The next 

section explores the participants’ beliefs and attitudes toward technology to investigate whether 

they also played a role in their classroom use.  

6.4 Participants’ Opinions and Beliefs about Technology and Its Effects on L2 Instruction 

The data show that the participants’ positive and negative attitudes toward technology 

may have played a role in the type of tools they used in their classroom and the frequency with 

which they incorporated them into their practice.  

 6.4.1 Positive Beliefs and Opinions Toward Technology 
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Most participants defined technology as a “tool” to reinforce vocabulary learning and to 

review grammar points. These data are consistent with previous research, such as Celik and 

Aytin’s (2014) study in which it was reported that the participating EFL teachers felt using 

technology helped improve students’ long-term retention of concepts. For example, Participant 

#1 characterized technology as a “good tool for reviewing vocabulary” (Initial Interview), while 

Participants #5 and #6 described it as an effective tool for retention. This belief became apparent 

in these participants’ preference for apps whose main objective was vocabulary and grammar 

review, such as Quizlet Live and Kahoot.  

 Participants #2, #4, and #6 described technology as an effective tool when teaching 

culture because it can help students visualize places and cultures, which was reflected in their 

practice. For example, in Observation #3, Participant #2 used a video to help students visualize a 

cultural component connected to the topic of the lesson. The participant said, “It gives them the 

feeling of what it’s like. A picture in [a] language [class] is worth a million words. They need to 

see to understand sometimes and to make… connections” (Debriefing #3). Participant #4 shared 

this opinion when she stated that technology could help “enhance students’ knowledge of the 

culture and language [and] it can help transport them into another world” (Debriefing #3). 

Participant #6 also agreed with this view, saying that technology can bring the “culture to life” 

(Final Interview) and “[can] create windows to other cultures” by allowing students to have a 

closer view of products and people from the target cultures (Debriefing #2). As a result of these 

beliefs, the three participants incorporated technology when the focus of their lessons was 

culture: Participant #2 incorporated a cultural video in Observation #3, and Participants #4 and 

#6 used still images from the target culture in Observations #1 and #2.    
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Participants #2 and #5 also described technology as an organizational resource because 

they felt that tools such as the Smart Board helped with classroom management and 

organization. For example, Participant #2 believed that the Smart Board writing tools allowed 

her students to better read her handwriting and to keep the board neat (Debriefing #1). She also 

stated that she enjoyed being able to save a piece of information after writing it down once, and 

then pulling it up later instead of having to rewrite it. Participant #5 had similar views of the 

Smart Board: 

I love having everything already on the Smart Board presentation by chapter. So if I’m 

going to use a Word document, it’s already in the Smart notes. If I’m going to use an  

Excel document, it’s already in my Smart notes, so I open one program the entire day. I 

love having it on there. I can go backwards and forward and see something from last 

week if they want to see it again. That’s my main thing as far as organizational. (Final 

Interview) 

She added that using the classroom tablets to complement the Smart Board allowed her to 

walk around and keep an eye on what the students were writing, while continuing to interact 

remotely with the Smart Board (Initial Interview). The participants’ positive attitudes toward the 

organizational tools offered by technology seemed to have encouraged them to use them 

frequently for that specific purpose in their classrooms, as it was noted in their classroom 

observations.  

6.4.2 Negative Beliefs and Opinions Toward Technology  

Several of the participants expressed negative opinions toward technology and its use in 

the L2 classroom based on the fact that they felt that technology caused their students to become 

very distracted. A similar result was reported by Kim (2008). In that study, instructors 
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characterized technology as a hindrance to instruction because of the distractions it brought to 

their students’ work. Similar opinions were expressed in this work. For example, Participant #6 

made several comments about the difficulty in keeping students on task when using technology: 

“I can lose them [when I use technology]. They can become distracted or unfocused with what 

they are supposed to be doing because they have so many other stimuli screaming at them from 

their cellphones” (Debriefing #1). This belief may have been the reason why this participant used 

a limited amount of technology each day, which seemed to have been corroborated in 

Observation #3. This instructor asked her students to use their phones to play Kahoot; however, 

after noticing several of them were on social media, she proceeded to have students get out their 

dry erase boards and do the exercises using these tools instead of their phone.  

This concern was also shared by Participants #2 and #3, who felt the distraction extended 

to their students’ attention span and had long-term effects on their cognitive processes. 

Participant #2 stated that technology affected learners’ ability to retain information, as can be 

seen in this quote: 

Kids don’t retain information anymore. They have a hard time remembering. And it’s 

even the advanced kids. I’ve been teaching for a long time now, and it seems to be 

getting worse, and I wonder if it’s not a result of technology. We don’t have to remember 

anything anymore, our phones or our tablets do it for us. (Debriefing #4) 

Participant #3 agreed, as he felt technology was “taking away kids’ ability to imagine” and think 

for themselves. He also characterized students as being over stimulated, making it hard to “keep 

them entertained” (Final Interview). 

The belief that technology could negatively impact students appeared to have limited its 

use in the participants’ classroom. For example, Participant #3 used the least amount of 
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technology among the participants, as in all of the classes observed he only resorted to the Smart 

Board, using PowerPoint presentations and still images to teach his lessons, which resulted in a 

teacher-centered pattern of instruction. The participant admitted to rarely allowing his students to 

access or use their cell phones, or participate in any independent technology-based activity. Even 

though Participant #2 had also expressed negative opinions toward the incorporation of 

technology in the classroom in the Initial Interview, as well as the Final Interview, unlike 

Participant #3, she relied on songs to help her students remember grammar points, and she used 

laptops to review vocabulary and grammar on Word Reference. 

Other beliefs about technology were connected to the participants’ views of L2 

methodology. Participants #3, #4, and #5 believed that traditional methods worked better than 

the new approaches in which technology played an important role, and this could be seen in their 

practice. These types of attitudes were also reported in Kessler’s (2007) and Zyad’s (2016) work 

where the researchers stated that their participants had certain prejudices against technology 

because they believed there was no substitute for traditional methods of L2 teaching. For 

example, Participant #3 commented, “Nothing can replace good old fashion teaching using props 

and waking up the senses” (Debriefing #3). Participant #5 made a similar claim stating, “There’s 

nothing that beats the old-school way of doing it [teaching language]” (Initial Interview). These 

beliefs seemed to have translated to their practice in the way in which they included or failed to 

include technology. For example, Participant #5’s classes were teacher-centered, and technology 

was just a replacement of traditional tools such as a blackboard, and it was used in the same way. 

Also, her students worked with the app Word Reference to translate words from Spanish to 

English in the same way they would have employed a paper dictionary. These applications of 

technology suggest that it had become a tool for the materialization of the grammar-translation 
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method in which the teacher is considered the center of the classroom, and memorization and 

grammar practice is key (Brown, 2014a), which does not correspond to the current L2 field’s 

expectations as outlined in ACTFL’s technology statement.  

The same type of beliefs and practice were observed in Participant #4’s opinions and 

classes. In the debriefing for Observation #3, she stated that technology could be helpful, but in 

no way could it replace the outcomes of traditional teaching. These opinions were offered when 

she was asked to comment on her use of technology in the observed class, where she had asked 

her students to use their phones to do translations for an entire class period using Google 

Translate. The objective of the activity had been to show learners the inaccuracies of 

technology-based translations to emphasize the point that digital tools are not the “end all, know 

all” to language, and therefore, they should “be used with caution.” The participant told her 

students that sometimes, “learning language like we always have instead of being dependent on a 

cellphone is still the best way” (Observation #3). This instructor also believed that newer 

teachers relied too much on technology instead of on traditional methods; thus, they were not 

able to be as creative and effective stating that “teachers… should be able to use the book and 

create without technology. To think outside the box, and not focus on technology” (Initial 

Interview). This was a view that she voiced throughout her participation in the study.  

The final attitude that emerged from the participants’ views on technology has also been 

reported in several similar studies (Kessler & Hubbard, 2017; Kim, 2008; Thoms, 2011; Zapata, 

2002; Zyad, 2016) that have shown that instructors use less technology when they have had 

problems with faulty equipment and/or they have experienced weak wi-fi connections. As in 

previous work, the participants in this study believed technology could hinder, rather than help, 

language teaching based on their negative experiences with unreliable technological devices or 
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connections. For example, both Participants #1 and #6 stated they would use more technology if 

it simply would work properly and expressed their frustrations with the lack of connectivity in 

their classrooms, which translated to their practice. Participant #3 called his Smart Board his 

“stupid board” after having many problems with the wi-fi connection and system. Participant #4 

expressed her frustration during an observation when she attempted to pull up something on a 

student laptop for a project: “I wish this stupid Internet would connect! Nothing ever goes right 

with technology. You always need a backup plan” (Observation #3). These negative experiences 

seemed to have resulted in these participants’ lack of desire to use technology as often as 

possible, as required by their school administration, because they feared problems would arise 

and they would have planned a lesson and would be unable to execute it, therefore losing the 

time and effort they had put into it. Participant #4 summarized these feelings when she stated, 

“You might as well just do it without the computer if you have to plan a backup plan for every 

lesson” (Observation #3).  

The findings presented in the previous sections suggest that both institutional and 

personal factors appeared to have combined to influence the way in which the participants made 

use of technology in their classrooms. In the next section, both the interaction of these factors 

and how it affected the L2 learning process in the observed classes are analyzed.  

6.5 Discussion 

6.5.1 Institutional Factors 

Few studies have examined how school and district level characteristics influence the use 

of technology in teachers’ classrooms. One of the existing works, O’Dwyer et al. (2005), has 

shown that the relationship between schools/districts and teachers is significantly more impactful 

and problematic in the case of technology use and implementation than with matters such as 
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teacher/peer relationships or teacher/student relationships. O'Dwyer and colleagues investigated 

how 1,490 elementary teachers used technology as a learning tool in elementary schools, 

focusing also on the role that 96 principals and district leaders played in this use. Through 

teacher surveys from 120 districts and interviews with district and school leaders, including 

technology support specialists and library/media personnel, the researchers studied the extent to 

which expectations of technology use were communicated by the administration to the 

participating teachers, as well as the amount of professional development on technology 

inclusion that instructors received. Also, the investigators explored the availability of technology 

devices in the schools, as well as the policies and restrictions placed on technology use by 

students. The results of the study showed there had been a lack of communication between the 

administration and the teachers regarding the types of technology and the amount of technology 

required to be used, which had resulted in instructors’ finding the use of technology awkward, 

challenging, and without merit.  

The results of the present work seem to reflect some of the issues uncovered by O'Dwyer 

and colleagues (2005). The data suggest the administration failed to explicitly and clearly 

communicate the expected use of technology to the participants, as well as the instructional 

outcomes they were expected to achieve when using technology in their classrooms. This lack of 

guidance, combined with poor training and the participants’ lack of pedagogical knowledge, 

resulted in a controlled, teacher-centered use of computer technology, which did not reflect the 

L2 field’s expectations nor did it result in the development of students’ performance in the 

interpretive, interpersonal, or presentational modes of communication.   

Additionally, both the lack of communication and training appeared to have given rise to 

feelings of frustration and anger among the participants. For example, Participant #6 stated that 
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although the administration didn’t explicitly communicate the need for technology in the 

classroom, it was worth 20% of a teacher’s evaluation conducted by the administrator, which she 

deemed unfair (Final Interview). Participant #1 also stated that the administrators would briefly 

mention the use of technology during teacher work days at the beginning of each school year, but 

they would fail to communicate what kinds of technology and how instructors were expected to 

incorporate in their classrooms:  

They are always taking off points on your evaluation if you don’t include technology, or 

what they deem an appropriate amount of technology, but really, who knows? We are in  

the dark every year. What should I use, for how long? Am I doing the right thing? It’s  

a guessing game. (Debriefing #4) 

Participant #2 also commented on the fact that the lack of communication between the 

teachers and the administration about technology had created a lingering animosity regarding 

teachers’ evaluations. She explained that some instructors had received negative evaluations 

based on the fact that they had not used enough technology, or the technology that the 

administrators had desired when they had been observed. This participant believed this was 

unfair since, when teachers had previously asked about technology in connection with their 

evaluation, the administration’s response had simply been “just make sure you include 

technology,” and no further instructions had been provided. This lack of communication and 

clarity continued to create more tension as the semester went on and was not resolved. Thus, the 

participants felt that they had received little to no guidance on the issue and were then punished 

if they did not “guess” correctly. This contributed to their feelings of frustration about using 

technology in the classroom which, in turn, might have exacerbated their already-held negative 
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beliefs and might have resulted in the deficient and/or teacher-centered applications observed in 

this study.  

The same can be said about the lack of technical support provided by the administration. 

As in previous studies (e.g., Alenezi, 2017; Hannes et al., 2013; Tondeur et al., 2017; Zapata, 

2002), the participants’ use of technology in this study also appeared to have been hindered by 

the only adequate devices with which they had been provided, and which often failed, and by the 

lack of strong wireless connectivity. In addition, the instructors in this study had to deal with a 

lack of student accessible computers and slow or sometimes inexistent response from the 

district’s IT Department. For example, the participants consistently mentioned the need for more 

laptop computers and iPads for use in their classroom. Also, after having asked for equipment for 

a number of years, the administration had given the Spanish department a laptop cart containing 

30 laptops only to later pass it on to another department, in detriment of the language classes. 

This move was clearly a source of further frustration among the participants, as expressed by 

Participant #6:  

We had a department laptop cart, but the district took that cart away, so now I'm back to 

sharing with our other departments. So that limits us, it was pretty much available to us, 

and now it’s gone. (Debriefing #3) 

Participant #2 voiced similar feelings of frustration: "I just don’t know how they expect us to use 

technology when either we don’t have the equipment, or we don’t have the upkeep." (Final 

Interview) These issues seemed to have added to the already existing frictions between the 

administration and the participating teachers, and they seemed to have also played an important 

role in the instructors’ willingness to incorporate technology to their practice.  
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The issues reported by the participants in this study have also been addressed in previous 

work on technology in L2 classes. For example, studies such as Hew and Brush (2007), Inan and 

Lowther (2010), and Zapata (2002) have pointed to the lack of technological equipment, 

software, or programs as major factors influencing the incorporation of technology to L2 

practice. What is surprising, however, is that some of these studies took place more than or 

almost two decades ago, and still the same problems they reported seem to persist.  

Another important aspect of the incorporation of technology in the participants’ classes 

also reported in previous work (e.g., O'Dwyer et al., 2005; Zapata, 2002) was a shortage of 

equipment upkeep and repair by the administrative and district offices. This situation was 

described by Participant #1, who said: "With the laptops we still have to put in an order for them 

to come and fix them, and that will take forever. It’s annoying." (Participant #1, Initial Interview) 

Participant #5 agreed by stating that many of the laptops in the carts the Spanish teachers had 

received were refurbished and were constantly in need of repair.  

During Participant #6’s Observation #3, the researcher witnessed this type of problem. 

The participant had planned an activity using the Smart Board that would require that students 

drag the correct conjugation to the end of each written verb. However, after the first two attempts 

to complete the planned activity, the board stopped working and the participant had to spend the 

next 30 minutes of class attempting to fix the problem. After class was over, the researcher asked 

the participant about the experience, and she characterized it as follows: 

So a lot of the things… a lot of my plans I had to do two lessons in order to cover it, 

because I wanted to do Smart Board activities because they [the administrators] were so 

“you got to do technology, you don’t have enough technology!” Well if you’d give me 

something that would work! Where I didn't have to constantly turn in tickets that they 
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would send back to me saying: “we need this info…” Then, I mean, I do love using it, 

and the kids like it. I wanted to use technology because I had already had them use their 

white boards, so that's why I kept trying to fix the board. (Debriefing #4) 

This incident highlights the participants’ frustration with technology, which was 

compounded by a process to fix issues that involved filling out various online forms, waiting for 

approval of the requests made, and once that happened, for the technology department to come 

out and repair the equipment. Participant #4 described an experience that reflected these 

complications when she made reference to a request she had filed before the end of the school 

year and that the district’s technology department had failed to respond to, which had resulted in 

her having the same problems she had reported at the beginning of the following academic year. 

This type of frustration clearly helps explain the participants’ hesitance to use technology in their 

classrooms.   

The participants’ negative feelings about faulty equipment and the district’s lack of 

response were further complicated by the lack of well-functioning Internet connections, with 

slow to no signal, and login issues on school computers. These problems added to the 

instructors’ existing reluctance for technology use, and are reflected in Participant #1’s views: 

Our connections are horrible. So you have your students try and sign in [to Kahoot], and  

half of them can’t, and the others complain about having to use their data, and what’s the 

point? By the time I’m done trying to log everyone on I’ve wasted half of the class 

(Debriefing #1). I think the administrators should know that we don’t have great wi-fi, so 

how can they expect us to push it? They don’t want us to use paper, and they want us to 

push wi-fi, and Office 365, when half the time you can’t get on Office 365 [or] they 

[students] don’t know their log in, and then you waste so much time. (Initial Interview)  
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Participant #6 described similar experiences and feelings:  

All we’ve had is trouble with our Internet connections. I’m very worried about it. I don’t 

get e-mails. I get them when I’m walking out to the car. Even our Internet service out 

here is glitchy. I’ll take roll and then I’ll come back and it’s not done. I can make phone 

calls from the parking lot out there. You would think in this day and age we would figure 

out something that would work. (Initial Interview) 

Similar instructor frustrations have been reported by Alenezi (2017). The participants of 

that study were 8 K-12 teachers of similar subjects who reported using a moderate amount of 

technology in the classroom. For example, one of Alenezi’s participants expressed her frustration 

with a Smart Board because it did not function properly. Other malfunctions reported included, 

like the present study, faulty laptops and online connections. Problems with connectivity were 

also a factor found by Li and her colleagues (Li et al., 2015), who reported lack of connectivity 

as one of the main sources of frustration among their participants. The participants in this study 

were six student teachers from mid-western universities. The findings suggested that the 

teachers’ use of technology was closely linked with the fact that they could not adequately use 

technological devices or the software they had planned to employ because of faulty wi-fi 

connections.  

Another important factor connected to the administration that might have influenced the 

participants’ view and use of technology was the fact that certain sites were blocked, specifically 

those originating in Spain and others connected to the textbook that had been adopted. These 

restrictions limited the participating instructors’ access to authentic materials and/or the 

availability of additional instructional resources. Participant #5 described her frustration with this 

issue: 
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Case in point, you know when we adopted the textbook, and I sent in the request to have 

them open up one of the publishers’ website so we could use it, I heard no response. I 

mean completely ignored the entire request. So they [students] ended up having to do that 

part at home, and not have the support [that they could have received in class]. (Final 

Interview) 

Participant #2 felt let down by the district’s policy for the restriction of certain websites: 

There have been some other things that I have been disappointed with from the district 

and technology such as they’ve blocked a lot of websites that would be helpful for 

foreign language. It’s extremely difficult to include technology if every Spain website is 

blocked. I mean, why? It makes no sense. (Debriefing #3) 

Participant #1 also mentioned the inconsistency between the district’s technology department’s 

constant push for technology in the classroom and the lack of available websites because of 

censorship by the district: 

I have a lot of trouble sometimes trying to use authentic materials because everything is 

blocked! It’s very frustrating. And it’s simple stuff, like newspaper articles, or 

educational videos, and anything “es” from Spain. It’s crazy. That’s not helpful. 

(Participant #1, Final Interview) 

These technology-related setbacks in direct connection to the administration might have led the 

participants not to rely on technology in their practice, and they might have added to the 

resentment already felt due to what they perceived as lack of appropriate training and clear 

information about expected technology use.  

6.5.2 Personal Factors 
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The data in this study suggest that the participants’ personal use of and beliefs on 

technology played a part in the incorporation of technology to their practice, albeit a small one, 

when compared to both their knowledge of L2 methodology and institutional factors. For 

example, the findings show that if instructors rarely used technology in their personal lives, this 

seemed to transfer to their classrooms. Also, instructors who reported being more familiar and 

confident with technology appeared to have been more open to its use for instructional purposes. 

This is known as self-efficacy, and it has been shown to play a role in teachers’ classroom use of 

technology (Alenezi, 2017; Brown, 2014b; Gilakjani, 2013).  

For example, Brown (2014b) examined 20 elementary teachers’ attitude and confidence 

when integrating technology in the classroom to determine how personal knowledge, confidence, 

and training affected it. The results showed that the participants’ personal use of technology and 

confidence were the most important factors when considering the degree to which they applied it 

for educational purposes. In his review of existing studies, Gilakjani (2013) also highlighted the 

influence of teachers’ self-efficacy on technology use in the classroom. In a more recent study, 

Alenezi (2017) focused on the obstacles that K-12 teachers encountered while integrating 

technology into the classroom, and he identified their level of comfort with technology as a 

major one. That is, the participants’ lack of self-efficacy appeared to have hindered the 

integration of technology in their classrooms.  

Another factor that seemed to have influenced the participants’ use of technology in this 

study was age, which has also been reported in previous works. For example, based on the 

results of a survey completed by 2,462 Advanced Placement and National Writing Project 

teachers in middle and high schools, Purcell et al. (2013) stated that teachers aged 35 and 

younger appeared to have been more knowledgeable about technology than those over 55, and 
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they also tended to use more participative and collaborative web-based technology tools (e.g., 

online blogs and discussions) than their older colleagues. These findings mirror those reported by 

Alenezi (2017), who found that younger instructors (between 23-30 years of age) were more 

knowledgeable regarding technology and used it more in their classroom than those over 40.  

 The results of this study also show that the participants’ particular views on the ways in 

which technology could contribute to students’ learning appeared to have influenced the kinds of 

apps and resources chosen. For example, most of the instructors in this work believed that 

technology could help with students’ vocabulary retention and grammar skills and with the 

organization and management of learners’ activities and classroom work, and these opinions 

were reflected in the limited, discrete-point teacher-centered tools they chose to incorporate to 

their practice.   

 Similar findings have been reported in previous work. For example, Miranda and Russell 

(2011) surveyed 1040 district-level personnel, including superintendents, directors of 

technology, principals, and teachers from 21 Massachusetts' school districts in order to discover 

the factors that affected instructional technology in elementary classrooms. The results showed 

that the one of strongest predictors of teachers’ technology classroom use were their beliefs 

about its instructional benefits. For instance, the participants saw technology as an effective tool 

for the teaching of vocabulary and grammar, and this was precisely how it was applied in their 

classroom, in similar ways as the instructors in this study. In her examination of teachers’ 

attitudes toward technology integration in the classroom, Zyad (2016) also found that one of the 

main uses of technology by her participants was as a tool to access information and reinforce 

lexical and grammar knowledge. As the participants in this study, Zyad’s instructors resorted to 

vocabulary- and grammar-centered apps, online games, and word translation programs (e.g. 
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Google Translate and Word Reference) because they were aligned with their view that 

technology was a tool to aid with vocabulary and grammar learning.  

The results of this study also show that, even though several participants felt that 

technology could be beneficial for L2 instruction, they also viewed it negatively because they 

felt it could distract students and hinder their learning process. Previous studies have reported 

similar findings. For example, Van Praag and Sánchez (2015) focused on the use of cellular 

devices for classroom activities in three American and Canadian language classrooms using 

video-recorded classroom observations, interviews, and debriefings. The researchers reported 

that their participants believed mobile devices could be a distraction instead of a link to the 

outside world of language, which negatively influenced their adoption of technology in the 

classroom. In a similar work, Celik and Aytin (2014) also made reference to teachers’ 

characterization of technology as a distracting tool as one of the factors limiting its classroom 

use.  

Another important factor that could have affected the participants’ adoption of 

technology in the classes on which this study focused could be related to their beliefs about 

language learning. The data in this work suggest that most participants felt that traditional L2 

methods were more effective in language teaching than more innovative methodologies. And this 

was clearly reflected in the types of technology to which they resorted, which allowed them to 

enact their traditional methods: teacher-centered tasks with a focus on the decontextualized 

learning of vocabulary and grammatical features. Similar results have been reported in previous 

studies. For example, after examining the pedagogical practices and technology use of 1,882 

teachers from 51 schools in Singapore, Jacobson and his colleagues (2010) pointed out that the 

participants’ traditional beliefs on L2 learning had resulted in teacher-centered approaches, 
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centered around discrete-point vocabulary and grammar exercises, with little or no use of 

technology. Kim’s (2008) work also showed that the EFL teachers’ application of technology in 

her study was connected to their traditional pedagogical beliefs on language learning, which 

resulted in uses mainly for practice-and-drill purposes, as was the case in the present work. 

6.6 Conclusion 

The data presented in this chapter suggest that institutional and personal factors played a 

role in the participants’ incorporation of technology in their classes and they resulted in an 

activity system (shown in Fig. 6.1) different from the one that could have resulted if ACTFL’s 

recommendations had been followed, and the participating teachers’ knowledge and beliefs, 

instructional instruments, and division of labor had been more attuned with the role of 

technology expected in the field. 
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 Figure 6.1  

Representation of the Institutional and Personal Factors in the Participating Teachers’ Activity 

System  

 

 

Teachers 

Faulty devices, lack of reliable wi-fi connectivity, 
censorship of target language websites, limited instructional 
resources 

Instruments 

Subject Object Outcome 
Teacher-
centered 
classrooms 
with limited 
opportunities 
for authentic 
communicative 
tasks 

Reinforced 
grammar 
rules and 
vocabulary 
retention 

Community Division of Labor Rules 
• Teachers’ limited personal use of technology 

and misconceptions of negative/positive 
effects of technology on students' L2 learning 
and cognition.		

• Teachers' beliefs on L2 pedagogy, reinforced 
by lack of or limited knowledge on L2 
methodology and the effective application of 
technology for	communication.	

[district and school 
administration], peers, 
students 

Administrators: failure to provide:  
• comprehensive technology or 

pedagogical training	
• clear expectations and outcomes for the 

use of technology	
• effective and timely IT support	
Teachers: developed teacher-centered tasks 
that required minimum use of technology for 
L2 communication/performance development. 
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 The findings show that there was lack of support from the school and district administration, 

which resulted in a marginal contribution in the participants’ community of practice and its 

division of labor. That is, the district’s and participating schools’ lack of comprehensive teacher 

training and poor communication of clear expectations and expected outcomes for technology 

use exerted an important influence on the participant’s incorporation of technology in their 

practice: the administration did not fulfill their expected role. The same can be said about the 

instruments with which the administration provided the instructors. The faulty devices, the 

absence of reliable connectivity, the censorship of websites from the target cultures, and the lack 

of IT support negatively affected the participants’ use of technology and, indirectly, could have 

reinforced their lack of self-efficacy with respect to technology, their outdated knowledge of 

methodology, and/or any negative views they could have held on technology-supported 

instruction.  

The resulting activity system clearly points to the need for action. In the next chapter, a 

series of recommendations address the institutional, educational, and personal shortcomings 

discussed in this and the previous chapter.  
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7. Recommendations for the Implementation of Technology to Integrate ACTFL's 

Mandates in L2 Secondary School Classes  

7.1 Introduction 

The findings from the current study reveal weaknesses in the way in which technology 

was implemented in the participating L2 junior high and high school classrooms. Specifically, 

the results suggest that the field’s mandates (as represented by ACTFL) were not followed by the 

participants due to both institutional and personal factors. The main institutional factors involved 

the lack of comprehensive pedagogical and technology training, as well as the absence of 

adequate equipment, effective Internet connections, and access to websites originating in the 

target cultures. The personal factors pointed to instructors’ lack of pedagogical knowledge, 

including the most up-to-date L2 methodologies (of which ACTFL’s technology mandates were 

part) and the role that technology can play in facilitating students’ active use of the target 

language and performance development in ACTFL’s three modes of communication (i.e., 

interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational). This chapter is divided into two sections: (1) the 

researcher’s recommendation in response to the findings presented in this study, and (2) the 

researcher’s recommendations regarding the further implementation and exploration of 

technology in the L2 Spanish classroom in view of the Corona Virus (COVID) pandemic. 

 The first section addresses the researchers’ recommendations for addressing the 

weaknesses found in this study by offering suggestions for institutional teacher education and 

training, in addition to infrastructure changes. This section continues to summarize the findings 

of the study in connection to the field’s expectations for technology use in junior high and high 

school L2 classes. The next part of the first section introduces a collaborative model that might 

be implemented to address the weaknesses identified in this work. The last part of the first 
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section provides specific recommendations for the implementation of the proposed model. The 

second section addresses recommendations by the researcher to address the needs found in this 

study in lieu of the COVID-19 pandemic based on current research and data.  

7.2 Factors that Affected the Incorporation of Technology in the Study’s Classes  

As it is clearly shown in both ACTFL’s technology-recommendations statement and its 

21st Century Skills Map (ACTFL & P21, 2011) technology has become an essential component 

of L2 instruction. Since the beginning of the 21st century, there has been a myriad of articles that 

have investigated different aspects of the use of various technology-based tools for L2 teaching 

and learning (for comprehensive reviews, see Chun et al., 2016; Kessler, 2018), and have 

revealed ways in which technology can result in L2 development and active use. However, as the 

results of this study show, the integration of technology in L2 classes as promoted by current L2 

pedagogy seems to still be plagued with problematic aspects at the institutional and instructional 

levels. The findings in this work and other previous studies (e.g., Ertmer, 2017; Francom, 2020; 

Gil-Flores et al., 2017; Kessler & Hubbard, 2017; Li et al., 2019; Mueller et al., 2008, Petko et 

al., 2018; Rosch & Anthony, 2012) suggest that even though teachers may be familiar with 

technology in a general sense and institutions may push for its use, there is still a myriad of 

issues that need to be addressed before we accomplish L2 instruction as envisioned by the field.   

In this study, several factors were found to affect the use of technology in the Spanish 

classroom. The first were institutional factors such as the provision of administrative and 

technical support, the absence of adequate equipment and online connectivity, and the censorship 

of authentic digital materials. The second factor was teachers’ lack of L2 methodology and 

technology training and limited knowledge of ACTFL’s guidelines for technology use. Another 

important factor that appeared to have had some influence on the participants’ incorporation of 
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technology in their classes were their own negative views and attitudes toward technology and 

their traditional beliefs on L2 learning. The combination of these factors seems to have resulted 

in limited, non-communicative uses of technology-based tools, which hindered students’ active 

use of the target language and, in turn, their L2 development in the interpretive, interpersonal, 

and presentational modes of communication.   

These findings point toward the need for a model of professional development and 

infrastructure improvement that will not only address training weaknesses and equipment 

problems but will also involve all key players actively—teachers, administrators, and the 

district’s technical support team. The next section introduces a model that could address the 

weaknesses revealed in this study.   

7.3 Teachers as Trainers Model 

After considering all the data presented and utilizing her 15 years of experience in the 

classroom, the researcher proposes the use of the Teachers as Trainers model as a possible 

answer to the technology-related shortcomings described in this study. This method, as described 

by Cooley (2001), is a site-based, staff development program that consists of teacher 

empowerment, accountability, responsibility, and ongoing support. This model consists of four 

phases: Needs Assessment, Core Team Selection and Planning, Delivery of Training, and 

Personnel and Program Evaluation. Each phase is described in the following four sections.  

7.3.1 Needs Assessment 
 

The first phase of the proposed model is Needs Assessment. This phase requires the party 

interested in implementing the model (e.g., teachers, administrators, or other institutional staff 

members) to seek to uncover and understand what a program’s shortcomings or weaknesses 

might be. In order to do so, the main goal of this phase should be the gathering of data to 
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determine what is missing or deficient so that a training plan can be developed to accomplish 

desirable outcomes and objectives (i.e., those set or proposed by an institution, department, 

and/or group of teachers) (Garst & McCawley, 2015). The process begins with the development 

of guided questions or the establishment of areas of focus to identify the specific needs that the 

training should address. The results of this study identified the following needs with regards to 

the participants’ knowledge of current L2 research-guided practices (e.g., such as those promoted 

by ACTFL) and the use of technology: (1) a lack of methodology and technology training; (2) a 

lack of technology equipment, as well as inadequate equipment and poor Internet connections; 

and (3) the teachers’ general negative attitudes toward the use of technology in the L2 classroom 

because of personal views, past experiences, and lack of training.  

The first need demonstrated in the study was a lack of teacher training in the areas of L2 

methodology and technology. The individual participants were found to have had very limited 

pedagogical training with only two of the participants having attended L2 methodology classes, 

and only one having more than one methodology class in their formal education. The amount of 

L2 training while in service was also limited. The participants received only one session of 

professional development per year at their current institution, and it was rarely methodological in 

nature. The results suggest this situation kept the participants trapped in an antiquated traditional 

method of L2 teaching that was characterized more as a teacher-centered curriculum than an 

education environment and curriculum conducive to active L2 use and, in turn, performance 

development. Additionally, the materials and pedagogical moves employed by the teachers did 

not follow ACTFL’s guidelines or standards for the use of technology. This combination of 

factors resulted in a choice of technology-based tools primarily used for vocabulary retention and 

grammatical exercises. The same holds true for the participants’ training on the application of 
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technology in the L2 classroom. Only one participant of all teachers involved in the study stated 

that they had received technological training specifically to teach L2 Spanish. As for being 

adequately trained in the technology available in their classrooms, only three of the six 

participants stated they felt adequately trained.  

The training model the researcher is recommending would allow the teachers in the study 

and her colleagues to receive the identified training in two main ways. The first step would 

require the institution to provide financial support for two or three instructors (or more, 

depending on personnel size) to receive professional training (e.g., attending the workshops and 

summer institutes offered by ACTFL), and then train their peers. To achieve this goal, the second 

step would require the facilitation (both logistically and financially [e.g., in the form of 

incentives for both trainers (e.g., stipends plus fewer responsibilities while holding these 

positions) and trainees]) of training sessions within the institution. The sharing of knowledge 

among peers could result in a cooperative learning model which could provide both the 

methodological and technological training identified as lacking. In addition, this type of peer-

based model could strengthen bonds among the faculty community, and the institutional 

investment would signal the administration’s commitment towards professional development and 

their recognition, both financially and knowledge-wise, of instructors’ contributions to the work 

place. This model could also result in a more unified curriculum by implementing the same 

practices and methodological approaches across grade and class levels. 

The second institutional area found to be of concern was the lack of adequate equipment, 

limited access to needed websites, and poor Internet connections. These difficulties made the use 

of technology less readily available for the participants and could have predisposed them 

negatively towards its incorporation in their practice. For example, even when participants felt 
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ready to implement the use of technology, there was a shortage of laptops for students, or the 

laptops were defective. In addition, the Internet connections were intermittent at best, and many 

of the websites the instructors desired to use were blocked by the district’s IT department. This 

combination of factors appeared to have discouraged the participants from using technology 

frequently. The Teachers as Trainers model recommended by the researcher seeks to remedy 

some of these difficulties by choosing a designated teacher to act as an advocate/liaison between 

the three entities involved: the Spanish teachers, the administration, and the technology 

department. This member of the team of trainers would present the technology and budget needs 

to the administration and technology department so that a more collaborative, equitable, and 

efficient approach to technology use in the classroom could be achieved.  

The third factor that the study revealed was the participants’ negative views and 

perceptions of technology and its use in the classroom. The instructors related negative 

experiences in their practice due to faulty connections and a lack of equipment and/or 

refurbished, malfunctioning devices. These experiences affected their perceptions of the use of 

technology in the classroom, causing teachers to feel that its application was too time consuming 

and/or rarely worked properly. The lack training also discouraged the participants to adopt 

technology in their classes on a continuous basis. The instructors voiced their lack of knowledge 

and discomfort when using the many available technologies as another important reason they 

were not included them in classroom activities. The Teachers as Trainers model could offer a 

more appealing view of technology to the teachers, as it would allow for peer mentoring and 

could result in a collaborative teacher environment that would not isolate teachers in the 

classroom as they implement new practices and technology-centered activities. Instead, the 

active sharing of knowledge among peers would promote a healthy, collaborative learning 
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experience, which, besides training, could also incorporate supportive peer observations and 

discussions on a consistent basis. 

7.3.2 Core Team Structure and Responsibilities 
 

The second phase of the Teachers as Trainers model involves the democratic and 

equitable selection of the team of teachers to carry out the training and advocacy needed. The 

first step would involve the establishment of the Core Team, a group consisting of 

representatives from the school administration and IT personnel, and the head(s) of the Spanish 

department. This team would be in charge of setting-up the goals and outcomes to be achieved 

instructionally and in terms of training, including the development of the application that 

teachers would need to fill out and submit to become Teacher Trainers or Advocates/Technology 

Liaisons. The Core Team would invite all the teachers within the Spanish department at both the 

junior high and high school on which this work focused to apply for these positions. The 

instructors chosen to be Teacher Trainers would receive the off-site training (described in the 

previous section), and then train their colleagues on site, which would be achieved through 

hands-on workshops before and during the school year. Additionally, the trainers would provide 

classroom support and monitor implementation after training. The advocate and technology 

liaison would have the responsibility be represent the instructors in their communications with 

the school administration and district. For example, this person would be entrusted with aspects 

related to the monitoring of equipment maintenance and repair and the purchase/acquisition of 

functional devices and instructional resources more congruent with technology used for L2 

active communication. The Core Team responsibilities are summarized in table 7.1. 
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Table 7.1 

Core Team Structure and Responsibilities 

Structure Responsibilities 

Representatives from the 
administration and IT 
personnel and head(s) of 
department 

 

• Create goals for the L2 Spanish program based on 
evidence-based practices and ACTFL’s standards and 
recommendations 

• Establish parameters and rules for the implementation 
of the Teachers as Trainers model (e.g., 
responsibilities, assessment, etc.) 

• Choose workshops/training courses (e.g., ACTFL) and 
procure funding  

• Create the description for teachers’ application for 
positions of Teacher Trainer and 
Advocate/Technology Liaison  

• Monitor the applications received; interview and 
choose candidates 

• Provide the chosen trainers with financial and 
logistical support to complete trainings 

• Organize workshops once Teacher Trainers have 
received training 

• Provide support to trainers / advocate 
• Organize and carry out program and training 

assessment 
 

 

 
 
7.3.3 Delivery of Teacher Training 
 

Once they have received their training, the Teacher Trainers, together with the members 

of the Core Team, will organize and establish what the trainings will look like and how they will 

be delivered. Based on the results of this study, the researcher recommends that the Teacher 

Trainers attend and then deliver ACTFL workshops that provide first a foundation on essential 

evidence-based pedagogy and incorporate guidelines for the development of tasks that promote 
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students’ L2 active use and the development of their L2 performance in the three modes of 

communication (i.e., interpretive, presentational, and interpersonal). For example, one of the 

workshops could be the one that focuses on core (or high-leverage) practices, defined by Ball 

and Forzani (2009, p. 504) as “tasks and activities that are essential for… teachers to understand, 

take responsibility for, and be prepared to carry out in order to enact their core instructional 

responsibilities.” In L2 learning, Glisan and Donato (2016, 2021) have identified the following 

10 high-leverage practices, which they consider essential to provide L2 learners with a successful 

(in terms of L2 use and development) and meaningful classroom experience:  

1. Facilitating target language comprehensibility; 

2. Building a classroom discourse community by engaging learners in oral classroom 

communication and designing and conducting oral interpersonal pair and group tasks; 

3. Guiding learning learners to interpret and discuss authentic texts; 

4. Focusing on form in a dialogic context through PACE; 

5. Focusing on cultural products, practices, and perspectives in a dialogic context; 

6. Providing oral corrective feedback to improve learner performance; 

7. Establishing a meaningful and purposeful context for language instruction; 

8. Planning for instruction using an iterative process of backward design; 

9. Engaging learners in purposeful written communication; and 

10. Developing contextualized performance assessments. 

ACTFL offers online, short training courses on these practices, and attendants receive a 

certificate once they have completed them. After undergoing the core practices training, Teacher 

Trainers could divide up the practices throughout the academic year, offering workshops on the 
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most essential ones (e.g., practices 1 through 4) before the beginning of class, and on the other 

six throughout the school year. 

In the area of technology, it is suggested that instructors participate in the workshop 

Smart Board Applications for the Spanish Classroom. Although trainings in the use of Smart 

Board applications have been previously offered, none has specifically targeted the L2 

classroom. The Administrator and Technology Advocate/Liaison would recruit an instructor 

from the technology department of the district who will train one of the Teacher Trainers in the 

use of the Smart Board. This technology staff member should be knowledgeable in the use of the 

Smart Board applications. Instruction in this particular area would be especially valuable for 

these reasons: (1) All teachers have a Smart Board in their classrooms; (2) the Smart Board 

applications program has hundreds of interactive L2-ready tools and activities that are easily 

accessible to the teachers; (3) Smart Boards have already been purchased and the applications 

programs are included, therefore no additional expenditures would be necessary; and 4) the 

training would be given by a fellow colleague inside the district, so no extra costs would be 

incurred for this training. Because Smart Board applications contain many possible activities and 

adaptations for the L2 classroom, the Teacher Trainer, who has previously received training from 

a staff member of technology, would be asked to choose three of the applications that could be 

applied in the L2 classroom immediately, and would facilitate the incorporation of ACTFL’s 

core practices and the attainment of the instructional goals established by the Core Team.  

The advantages of the combination of the technology and methodology trainings are 

twofold. Not only does this approach address those needs presented in this study, allowing the 

participants to further their knowledge of methodology, but it also gives the participants the 

opportunity to implement that knowledge using technology, online programs, and apps. 
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Additionally, although the L2 methodology trainings involve the attendance of workshops 

outside the school system, the use of the institutions’ own teachers and technology trainers to 

train the rest of the faculty will keep costs to a minimum while employing the trainers´ strengths 

and addressing weaknesses within the school system.  

The training offered by the Teacher Trainers will be complemented by methodological 

and technical follow-up support for the participating teachers. During the school year it is 

essential that the Teacher Trainers continue to communicate regularly with the colleagues they 

have trained as these instructors attempt to incorporate the new concepts learned into their 

practice. This will involve frequent communication between Teacher Trainers and their peer 

teachers and classroom observations at least twice during the school year to monitor 

implementation, provide feedback, and make suggestions regarding the need for further training. 

For example, a teacher might choose to contact the Teacher Trainers to request assistance either 

in implementing a core practice or using technological devices or applications. When this 

happens, the Teacher Trainer will schedule a time to aid the teacher either through video chat or 

in person. This ongoing support and communication will help teachers feel successful and 

motivated to continue incorporating core practices to their teaching and actively using 

technology. Having trainers available to receive questions and offer follow-up support might 

strengthen the teachers’ knowledge of methodology and technology and give them the 

confidence they need to try out new things and use innovated technologies.  

A further opportunity for Teacher Trainers to support their peers will come at the end of a 

semester of implementation. All trainers and teachers will be asked to reconvene to 

collaboratively address any issues encountered in the classroom with the new methodology 

and/or technology. Recommendations and suggestions will also be given to the group that will 
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aid all members to work together and support each other while learning how to adopt new 

practices and use new tools. 

7.3.5 Follow-up Retraining Sessions 

Teachers who respond to the Teacher Trainers with an interest in being retrained or 

refreshed in the technology or methodology presented in the teacher trainings will have the 

opportunity to be retrained one-on-one by the Teacher Trainer that initially presented the 

training. The teachers who feel they require more one-on-one training regarding a specific 

methodology or technology application will arrange a time to be retrained by the Teacher Trainer 

who conducted the original training. This training can be scheduled by the parties involved at 

their discretion. If there is more than one teacher who requests retraining, the Teacher Trainer 

can attempt to retrain both teachers at the same time or program a one-on-one session with each 

teacher.  

This retraining can be conducted in a similar fashion as the first teacher training, or the 

Teacher Trainer may opt to present the material using a different approach to aid the teachers in 

applying differentiation in their classroom instruction depending on proficiency levels, while 

also allowing the teachers to immediately implement the methodology or technology during the 

training. In this manner the teachers can “play” with the technology and ask questions as they 

use said technology and discuss and create ways to implement the core practices in effective 

ways for the Spanish classroom.   

The Teacher Trainers could also offer to schedule a class period of the school day in the 

peer teacher’s classroom to observe the teacher as they implement the technology or 

methodology previously taught by the Teacher Trainer. This alternative method of retraining 

would give the Teacher Trainer the opportunity to observe their fellow teacher as they implement 
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the methodology or technology and help troubleshoot problems on the spot as they arise. The 

trainer would also make notes and observations about the application or use of the technology or 

methodology in question that can then be discussed and re-evaluated with the teacher. These 

observations will be complementary to those that are planned as part of the follow-up phase of 

the training process.   

Providing the teachers with follow-up support and the opportunity to be trained one-on-

one will give the them more confidence to implement the trainings in a way that they feel will be 

effective. As it is often challenging to add new and unfamiliar technologies and methodologies 

into the classroom, teachers may feel anxious, frustrated, and even intimidated when attempting 

to incorporate them into their practice. Retraining provides the teachers with practical feedback 

and support that can make the difference between simply attending another training where they 

hear instruction but where implementation does not occur, or alternately, internalizing the ideas 

and products they have learned about and applying them in productive ways in the classroom. Of 

course, in order for this component of the training to succeed, it is imperative that the institution 

compensate the Teacher Trainer’s effort, either financially and/or with reduced teaching 

responsibilities. 

7.3.6 Recognition and Celebration of Staff  

The next component of the Teachers as Trainers model is the recognition of those 

participating in the workshops for their efforts to improve their teaching skills. Teachers need to 

feel appreciated and connected to their peers and their organization in order to be open to new 

methodologies and innovation (Hersey et al., 1988). Therefore, it is recommended that the 

teachers be celebrated and recognized to motivate them and give them a sense of being important 

members of the institution. Recognition might involve anything from selecting a “Teacher of the 
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Month” to displaying certificates of accomplishment or highlighting a teacher and her 

accomplishments in the halls or via social media. The recognition chosen to be implemented 

could be a very specialized and individualized action or something generic. For example, the 

Teacher Trainers could recommend a teacher each semester who is effectively using technology 

or implementing the trainings into the classroom and give special recognition from the staff and 

the administration through a “Premier Praise Page” created on the school website. A short 

paragraph would be written and placed on this page describing who the teacher is and the 

outstanding work they are doing in the classroom and for the students. The teachers could also 

create a “Star Teacher of the Month” award to be given specifically within the Spanish 

Department. This award could also be chosen by the Spanish teachers of the department for a 

teacher who demonstrates a continuous effort to grow professionally and implement new 

technologies into the classroom. The “Star Teacher” could be celebrated with a visual 

announcement outside their door, in the classroom, or even as a shirt pin. They could also be 

given a gift card as an expression of admiration and recognition by their fellow Spanish teachers.   

7.3.7 Personnel and Program Evaluations 
 

The final stage of the implementation of the Teachers as Trainers program entails its 

assessment and that of the participating personnel based on the criteria and rubrics developed by 

the Core Team. This goal is meant to create accountability and a shared sense of responsibility 

among all parties involved in this method application process. Additionally, the planned 

assessment should be designed to ensure the attainment of goals and outcomes not only for 

teacher training, but also for the development of L2 students’ performance. The implementation 

of this phase will involve the team of core members, as well as the Teacher Trainers, and 

Technology Advocate/Liaison Team member. Without assessment, it would be difficult to 
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ascertain whether the training has been effective (Thompson & Cooley, 1986). The researcher 

recommends that the members of the Core Team document the benchmarks met by both the 

trainers and teachers and collect evidence throughout all the phases of the program (e.g., 

observation reports, surveys on trainers, interviews with participating teachers, etc.). This 

evidence would then be reviewed at the end of the school year to determine which aspects might 

not have functioned as expected, and to propose changes and new outcomes. In this manner, the 

program would continue to evolve and adapt to the needs of the department and its staff.  

7.4 Recommendations for Technology Needs Post Pandemic 

In March of 2020, as part of the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown, 

institutions worldwide closed their doors, which resulted in a shift to a fully remote learning 

environment for students and teachers. Although most public schools in the US have returned to 

the classroom in person, researchers (e.g., Almaiah et al., 2020; Bailey & Lee, 2020; Ghazali, 

2020; König et al., 2020) have already investigated the consequences and outcomes of this event 

and have posited the need to make adjustments for what this defining time in history will mean 

for the education system. The following sections will address the areas of weakness found in this 

study with further recommendations as they pertain to the current post-pandemic L2 Spanish 

classroom. 

7.4.1 Need #1: Lack of Methodological and Technology Training 

One major issue the existing literature (e.g., Bailey & Lee, 2020; Kaspar, 2020, König et 

al., 2020) on the state of education during the current COVID-19 pandemic has unveiled is the 

lack of technological training exhibited by teachers worldwide, and its resulting hindering 

effects. For example, König et al.’s (2020) work focused on Germany and France, and showed 

that instructors who had competence in the use of technology-based tools fared much better with 
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the pandemic’ online teaching challenges than colleagues who had not received training or had 

been exposed to some training in their formal education, but had not delved into the topics 

presented in depth. These data were consistent with Bailey and Lee’s (2020) study in South 

Korea. This work uncovered differences between technology-experienced teachers who had 

conducted online teaching in the past and inexperienced online teachers during the 2020 COVID 

shift to online learning. The investigators found that technology-experienced teachers were more 

adaptable to the challenges presented by online forums (e.g., in terms of creating topics and 

responding discussion threads), student assessment, and overall communication with the students 

in their classes.  

Hanna et al. (2020) conducted a study that specifically looked at L2 teachers and their 

attitudes toward computer-assisted language learning (CALL) during the COVID-19 pandemic 

in the United States. This study’s findings mirrored the results reported by Bailey and Lee (2020) 

König et al. (2020), as they pointed to the participating teachers’ limited knowledge of CALL 

and the vast discrepancy between training and actual online teaching. These three studies 

emphasized the imperative role that technology training plays in today’s education, but they also 

stressed the need for training to be in-depth and hands-on. That is, it is not enough to convey 

information: Teachers need to do to learn.   

The data in these recent works are also consistent with the findings in the present study, 

as they emphasize the weakness existing in the way institutions prepare teachers to incorporate 

technology into their practice teacher technology training systems. Based on the reported results 

and what the pandemic has taught us about online education, the researcher offers two 

recommendations for the Teacher as Trainers model. The first one would be to add online 

material developers’ roles to the program. These instructors would have the responsibility to 
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adapt and organize all pedagogical content for online instruction, which will bring uniformity to 

the curriculum and also facilitate teachers’ work. The second recommendation would be to add 

more specific online curriculum-related teacher trainings. These trainings would focus not only 

on the use of technology, but also on methodology. That is, the trainings would include 

guidelines for the development of tasks that would allow for active L2 use in online 

environments, as well as for formative and summative assessment that reflects ACTFL’s 

performance standards and recommendations.  

7.5.2 Need #2: Equipment Needs 

 Educational research on teaching practices during the pandemic also unveiled problems 

with the technology itself (devices, wi-fi connections, platforms, etc.) that influenced student 

learning worldwide. For example, Almaiah et al. (2020) that one of the factors that negatively 

influenced student learning in Jordanian university was the lack of equipment, Internet 

connectivity, and poor network infrastructure. The difficulties reported by these investigators 

were already present in the current study, and they exacerbated during the shift to online 

learning. The shift from in-person classes to online teaching exposed several deficiencies in the 

school district’s technology department. First, there were not enough devices to service all the 

students. The school district was some 500 laptops short of providing students with a means for 

online learning at the high school level alone. Second, there was also a growing awareness of the 

lack of online programming and access to websites that hindered teachers’ ability to create and 

post online materials for their students. Last, the lack of adequate Internet connection in the 

junior high and the high school was very evident as the teachers attempted to upload videos, 

documents, and computer programs to the school computers and onto Google Classroom while 

on campus.  
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During the 2020-2021 school year, the researcher was required to teach in-person, as well 

as online. This challenge further highlighted the deficiency in technology equipment and 

connectivity and created an even larger gap in the facilitation of L2 learning. Teaching language 

virtually, as well as in the classroom, has given new urgency to the need for better technology 

equipment. It has also pushed the school district to upgrade Internet connections and find 

alternative avenues to boost the wi-fi signals within the schools. 

Ying et al. (2021) also conducted a literature review regarding the challenges of English 

Language Learners (ELL) during the COVID-19 pandemic. This work highlighted the crucial 

role played by e-learning applications that in continuing education, especially those that facilitate 

virtual meetings, such as Microsoft Teams, Zoom, and Skype. During the pandemic, the 

researcher was asked by the administration to use several of these video conferencing platforms. 

However, difficulties arose when the computers/laptops provided by the schools did not have the 

current software downloaded for many of the applications, or the requirements needed for these 

applications were not feasible for the laptop provided due the age of the device.  

The researcher recommends that these issues, along with those addressed in the needs 

analysis, be considered a priority simply because the use of technology for online L2 Spanish 

classroom becomes impossible if the equipment and connections are not available for use or if 

they malfunction constantly. The technology liaison would be responsible to create a brief online 

survey or questionnaire for all the L2 Spanish teachers that would help pinpoint the difficulties 

and areas of concern experienced during the shift to online teaching. After these data are 

collected and analyzed, the needs could be prioritized and presented to the administration and the 

technology department in the hope to find a solution that benefits all parties.  
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7.5. Conclusion 

This chapter presented the researcher’s recommendations for the implementation and 

application of the Teachers as Trainers model in order to address and aid in the deficiencies 

found in this study within the institution, the faculty, and the technologies used. The researcher 

defined the Teachers as Trainers model, outlining the steps and procedures required to 

implement the program starting with a needs assessment and ending with an assessment of the 

program implemented by the model. The program could result in a more collaborative work 

space because it would rely on teams that would partner members of the district and 

administration with the faculty.  The researcher believes that by involving the school’s faculty, 

administration and IT members, the department and district would not only save financially, but 

would also provide their own teachers with the opportunity to take leadership and ownership of 

their own learning and professional development. The researcher also believes that peer trainings 

can enhance communication and support within the Spanish department in each of the 

participating schools as well promote healthy relationships with the administration and IT 

members in the district.   

Courses were suggested by the researcher for the Teacher Trainers, based on the nature of 

both the methodological and technological needs found in this study. These trainings would be 

held throughout the year, with the exception of a Smart Board training to be conducted before 

the school year begins. The researcher’s recommendations would address both the 

methodological and technological teacher weaknesses. Additionally, the model recommended 

incorporates a form of recognition and compensation for the Teacher Trainers, IT liaison, and the 
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faculty as a whole for their participation and hard work. It is the researchers’ belief that this 

could promote extrinsic motivation and encourage the teachers to step up and learn new 

technology applications and develop their skills further as well as help their fellow teachers.  

The researcher closed the chapter discussing some of the challenges that arose during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Based on the results of recent studies on the shift from in-person 

schooling to on-line instruction brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as her own 

personal experiences, the researcher revisited and expanded her teacher training 

recommendations. It is her hope that the suggestions offered will provide both administrators and 

instructors with ideas and guidelines to develop and enact more congruent, evidence-based L2 

curricula and practices that will not only be applicable to face-to-face instruction, but also to 

online teaching and assessment. 
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8. Conclusions 

8.1 Section Overview 

This section summarizes the previous chapters focusing on the data that were gathered 

and analyzed, in relation to the research questions posited in this study. The section then 

discusses the importance of the study and its relevance for today’s L2 instruction as it pertains to 

the use of technology in L2 Spanish classrooms. The researcher also addresses some limitations 

and areas for future research that this study has prompted as well as new challenges addressing 

the educational system and L2 learning as a result of the COVID pandemic.  

8.2 Summary of Results 

The rise of technology in our world has prompted school districts to invest millions of 

dollars in technology (Ficklen & Muscara, 2001). However, although the use of technology has 

been encouraged in the Spanish L2 classroom, in this study, the participants’ pedagogical 

applications of technology were found to be very inadequate in terms of current L2 evidence-

based practices. The use of technology in this work’s classrooms pointed to three main problems 

with the activity system of which the instructors were part: The lack of L2 methodology and 

technology training/knowledge, faulty devices and connections, and negative personal 

experiences and attitudes.  

The results of the data analysis showed that the participants employed technology in three 

main ways: (a) to review/learn new vocabulary or grammatical points in decontextualized, 

discrete-point tasks; (b) to present information to students; and (c) to introduce or enhance 

culture lessons. The findings revealed that ACTFL’s technology mandates were not adhered to, 
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as technology became a tool for teacher-centered practices instead of L2 active use. These results 

also pointed out that the participants were unaware of ACTFL’s technology guidelines. The 

interviews, classroom observations, and debriefings revealed the lack of knowledge the 

instructors had not only in terms of L2 teaching and learning, but also technology, which clearly 

emphasized the crucial need for training. 

Teachers’ use of technology (or lack of) in the classroom was also connected to 

institutional factors, such as faulty, old, or limited equipment and Internet connectivity. Other 

problems with the institution included poor administration and technology department support, 

problems with hardware and software, and a lack of technology training. Additionally, personal 

factors appeared to have played a role in the instructors’ classroom use of technology. These 

factors included the amount of technology the participants used in their personal lives, and their 

own positive or negative beliefs about technology. The findings showed that many of the 

participants used a very limited amount of technology in their personal lives due to their age, or 

their negative beliefs towards it, which, in some cases, led to a lack of confidence in pedagogical 

uses of technology. The findings also linked the participants’ rejection of technology to 

traditional views of L2 learning as well as past negative experiences due to a lack of 

methodological training, and institutional and/or technological support.  

To remedy the reported technology-related shortcomings, the researcher introduced the 

Teachers as Trainers model. She provided a blueprint for the establishment of a program that 

would incorporate a needs assessment and would rely on the collaboration of the administration 

and faculty to facilitate, organize, and deliver teacher training workshops and provide on-going 

methodological and technological support. The model recommended by the researcher would 

also recognize the participants, compensating them for their work and celebrating their efforts. 
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The final recommendations posited considered the new needs brought about by the COVID-19 

pandemic, which not only exacerbated the already existing flaws in methodology and 

technology, but also unveiled new challenges for both teachers and students. 

8.3 Implications of This Study 

This case study sought to examine the use and application of technology in the Spanish 

L2 classroom from the perspectives of six high-school teachers. This work’s findings confirmed 

some of the results previously reported. For example, previous studies have shown that teachers’ 

integration of technology into their practices varies depending upon several factors such as 

personal beliefs (e.g., Bebell, et al., 2004; Burnett, 1999; Kessler, 2007; Ketsman, 2012; Kim, 

2008; Papadima-Sophocleous et al., 2014; Safitry et al., 2015; Zyad, 2016); teacher training and 

methodology/technological knowledge (e.g., Kim, 2008; Thoms, 2011); and available, reliable 

technology devices and connections (e.g., Celik & Aytin, 2014; Izquierdo et al., 2017; Zapata, 

2002). This study contributed to the existing literature investigating areas that had not been 

studies before, such as technologies for use in Spanish L2 high school classrooms, the 

pedagogical reasons they are used, and adherence to ACTFL’s technology guidelines and 

recommended evidence-based practices.  

The researcher uncovered the ways in which the participating teachers employed 

technology in L2 Spanish classes and the reasons why they did so by triangulating three types of 

data: semi-structured interviews, classroom observations, and debriefings, and by applying the 

Engeström’s (1987) Activity Systems Theory to identify how different institutional and personal 

factors interacted and resulted in the teacher-centered, decontextualized L2 instruction that 

characterized technology use in the study’s classes. Using this unique approach, the researcher 

was able to trace the factors that can affect the use of technology in L2 classes. The findings 
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resulting from the analysis of her data and the construction of the teachers’ activity system 

allowed the researcher to recommend a program to address methodological and technology 

needs. It is her hope that both the data and program will aid the institutions of focus, as well as 

others, to offer L2 instructors the support they need to embrace and incorporate technology as 

recommended and expected in current L2 teaching and learning.    

8.4 Study Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

8.4.1. Limitations of the study 

Even though this case study provided a deeper understanding of the technologies being 

used in high school classes and the factors that might hinder/limit instructors’ employment of 

technology for the enactment of evidence-based, current L2 practices, this work had limitations. 

For example, the investigation was based on a limited number of participants and focused on two 

specific schools in Texas. This implies that the results might apply to other educational setting 

both in this country and abroad. Additionally, the data collection was completed before the 

COVID-19, and, therefore, the researcher was not able to explore any changes that might have 

taken place in the instructors’ use of technology and/or attitudes towards technology as a result 

of the pandemic.   

8.4.2.  Suggestions for further research 

This study focused on the implementation of technology in the L2 Spanish classroom as 

it relates to what types of technology are employed and how they are incorporated into teachers’ 

practice. The researcher suggests that future research should extend to other important aspects of 

instructors’ practices such as the development of lesson plans and instructional interventions, 

focusing on the processes that lead teachers to choose certain technologies over others and the 

role that their students’ needs might (or might not) play in their decisions. For example, for these 
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types of studies, think-aloud protocols (Leow & Morgan-Short, 2004; Yoshida, 2008) could be 

used while the teachers are planning their technology-based lessons and/or pedagogical 

interventions.  

Future work should also seek to include research with virtual L2 teachers. With the 

continued uncertainty that our world and education now face, the sudden need for virtual 

learning and teachers who can provide this type of teaching and facilitate this style of learning is 

becoming more essential for public and private institutions (Barr et al., 2020; Burgess & 

Sievertsen, 2020). More current studies (e.g., Moser et al., 2021; Petrie, 2020; Pokhrel & Chetri, 

2021) found that the rapid move in the Spring of 2020 from in-person teaching to online 

instruction highlighted certain areas of weakness within the educational system. Of concern was 

the lack of teacher technology knowledge regarding their own curriculum as well as a lack of 

understanding in the implementation of certain common technology applications and uses for 

classroom teaching and assessment. More work in this area is evidently needed, particularly in 

connection with teacher cognition and its relationship with the enactment of pedagogical moves. 

The differences and similarities between on-site and virtual L2 teachers in terms of existing 

methodological knowledge and the planning and enactment of technology-supported instruction 

may bring a new wave of research to the current L2 field (Brady 2021; Liguori & Winkler, 

2020).  

Additionally, future studies could investigate the implementation of the Teachers as 

Trainers training model proposed by the researcher in this study. The study would involve the 

examination of the program from the planning phase to the training phase and all the way 

through to its assessment. Sources of data could include semi-structured interviews; think-aloud 

protocols; observations and debriefing; student surveys; and the analysis of artifacts such as 
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meeting notes, lesson plans, learners’ work. This type study would provide the L2 teaching field 

with data on the effectiveness of the proposed model, which could benefit institutions in other 

educational settings.  
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Appendix A 

Initial Interview Questions 

1. Tell me about your educational background. 

2. How long you have been teaching? Tell me about your teaching experience. 

3. How would you describe your technology abilities? 

4. How often do you use technology in your personal life? How do you use it? 

5. What training do you have in the area of technology in the Spanish classroom? 

6. How often do you use technology in the classroom and for what purpose? 

7. What advantages and disadvantages do you feel technology has in the classroom? 

8. How supportive do you feel your school administration is in the area of technology in the 

classroom? 

9. What are your personal feelings or beliefs about technology in the classroom? How effective 

is it?  
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Appendix B 

Sample Observation Protocol  
 
Name of Participant Location Date/Time 

   

 
 
Classroom set-up: 
 
 
 
Classroom atmosphere 
 
 
 
Teacher mood/student moods/interactions: 
 
 
 
Lesson/ objective: 
 
 
 
Lesson steps and procedures (material covered): 
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Technology used: 
 
 
 
Student engagement: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assessments given: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes/Other observations: 
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Appendix C 

Sample Observation Debriefing 

Participant: 
#1 

Date:      11/2/2018                             Debriefing #:1 

1) How often do you use Kahoot in your classroom?  
-3 to 4 times a week depending on the unit…vocabulary uses more, but grammar uses less 
frequently.  
 

2) Do you feel that Kahoot is effective? How? In what ways do you feel it helps the students? 
-Yes, It’s effective. 
-The repetitive nature helps with retention. It’s fun and engages most students. You have your 
stragglers. They have to think fast, and it engages their competitive spirit as well. 
 

3) I noticed some of the students were not participating, what do you do about that? How do you try 
and engage them? 
-It’s hard to get 100%. Mostly encourage. Sometimes she makes it a grade. Some students are not 
going to participate regardless.  Sometimes issues with connectivity with their phones and issues 
with their device prevents them from participating. They can team up with another student but they 
don’t usually do that. 
 
 

4) What is your objective when using Kahoot?  
-Vocabulary recognition. This app helps them recognize the vocabulary and then they can use it in 
sentences. I have noticed that when they recognize more words in the text they have better 
comprehension.  It gives them a variety, instead of always doing worksheets, and it’s a visual and 
fun way to do it. They prefer it I know.  

5) What other types of technology apps do you use in class?  
-I use Quizlet Live too. It’s very similar, but it’s quicker and then you have to have them switch 
teams around. But it also is similar and is what I like to use for vocabulary learning. 

6) What differences do you see using the technology versus a more traditional approach such as 
worksheets? 
- They definitely enjoy it more. The students are more engaged. But you’re also stuck to the 

format of the technology. You can’t do certain formats and questions and fill in the blanks with 
Kahoot like you could with a worksheet. You can do more extensive written work with a 
worksheet. 
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7) How did you learn about Kahoot? Were you trained on it? What methodologies does if follow? 
-I learned about it from _____________(co-worker). She uses it and swears by it. She showed me 
how to use it once and then I saw how easy it was so I just used it. The kids loved it, so I just keep 
using it. It helps. I’ve noticed that it helps them.  
-I think it follows a more whole language approach because the vocabulary are in context, so the 
students have to read the entire text to choose the correct answer.  This uses a more wholistic and 
communicative approach to vocabulary learning.  
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Appendix D 

Final Interview Questions 
 
 

1. How often do you use ____________(insert technology observed) in the classroom? 
 

 
2. What is your purpose or goal when you implement these technologies? 

 
 

3. How effective do you feel these technologies are? 
 
 

4. When you plan to use technology, what methodologies do you use? What strategies do 
you feel make sense when implementing technology?  
 
 

5. How do you feel the technologies you use align with the ACTFL Technology Standards? 
 

 
6. Do you enjoy using technology? 

 
 

7. How do you feel that your professional development training prepared you to implement 
technology in the L2 Classroom? 

 
 

8. In the future, what goals or desires for the use of technology would you like to achieve? 
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Appendix E 

Informed Consent 

Consent to Participate in a Research Study 

Texas A&M University-College Station, TX 

Title of Study: Instructional, Social and Institutional Factors Affecting Teachers’ Application of 

Technology in the L2 Spanish Secondary Classrooms. 

Investigator: Rachel Allen, Department of Hispanic Studies, Texas A&M University 

Introduction 

You are invited to participate in a research study on the use of technology in the L2 secondary 

Spanish classroom. You were selected as a possible participant because you are a teacher in a 

secondary Spanish classroom at Montgomery High School, and have experience with the use of 

technology in the Spanish classroom. Please read the information in this form and ask any 

questions that you may have before agreeing to be in the study.  

Purpose of Study   

The purpose of the study is to obtain a comprehensive view of L2 teachers’ use of varying types 

of technologies in high school L2 Spanish classes through the investigation of the specific ways 

in which instructors implement technology, the beliefs that shape their practice, and the 

institutional factors that can facilitate or hinder their and their students’ experience. The study 

will more specifically address the personal, methodological, and institutional reasons that guide 

their choice and use of technology, and the extent to which participants consider their experience 

successful. The data collected in the study will be part of the researcher’s dissertation work. 

Your participation in the study will be anonymous, and will not affect in any way your 

employment situation.     
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Description of the Study Procedures 

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to do the following things:  

1. Be a participant in two interviews, one at the beginning of the research and one at the end. 

2. Allow the researcher to observe four classes where you will be using technology. 

3. Provide a copy of the lesson plans for each class observed. 

4. Meet with the researcher after observations for debriefings about what she saw or observed in 

your practice. 

Risks/Discomforts of Being in this Study 

Although the researcher will do her best to be invisible during observations, certain distractions 

may result in changes in your students’ behavior due to the researcher’s presence in the 

classroom. 

This study involves minimal risk; that is, no risks to your physical or mental health beyond those 

encountered in the normal course of everyday life. For questions about your rights as a research 

participant, to provide input regarding research, or if you have questions, complaints, or concerns 

about the research, you may call the Texas A&M University Human Research Protection 

Program (HRPP) by phone at 1-979-458-4067, toll free at 1-855-795-8636, or by email at 

irb@tamu.edu. The informed consent form and all study materials should include the IRB 

number, approval date, and expiration date. Please contact the HRPP if they do not. 

Benefits of Being in the Study 

The benefits of participation are the ability to be introspective about your teaching practice, 

leading to a deeper understanding of the methodology you employ in your classroom. 

Confidentiality  
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Any information that is obtained in connection with this study that can reveal your identity will 

remain confidential to the extent permitted or required by law. People who have access to your 

information include the Principal Investigator and research study personnel. Representatives of 

regulatory agencies such as the Office of Human Research Protections (OHRP) and entities such 

as Texas A&M University Human Research Protection Program may access your records to 

make sure the study is run correctly and that information is collected properly. All data you will 

provide as part of this study will be destroyed once they have been analyzed. Previous to its 

destruction, they will be stored in locked filing cabinets and encrypted computer folders in the 

main researcher’s office and computer. This consent form will be filed securely in the same 

official area. The recordings of your oral interviews and debriefings will also be destroyed once 

the data have been analyzed. Previous to their destruction, they will be stored in computer files 

protected with a password. 

Right to Refuse or Withdraw Participation 

The decision to participate in this study is entirely up to you. You may refuse to take part in the 

study at any time without affecting your relationship with the investigators of this study or Texas 

A&M University. You have the right not to answer any single question, as well as to withdraw 

completely from any part of the study at any point during the process; additionally, you have the 

right to request that the interviewer not use any of your interview material. 

Right to Ask Questions and Report Concerns 

You have the right to ask questions about this research study and to have those questions 

answered by the researcher before, during, or after the study. If you have any further questions 

about the study, at any time feel free to contact me, Rachel Allen at Rachel.allen@misd.org or by 

telephone at 936-689-9820. If you like, a summary of the results of the study will be sent to you. 
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Consent 

Your signature below indicates that you have decided to volunteer as a research participant for 

this study, and that you have read and understood the information provided above. You will be 

given a signed and dated copy of this form to keep, along with any other printed materials 

deemed necessary by the study investigator.    

Contact Information 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to the 

research team at: Rachel.allen@misd.org / 936-689-9820. 

This research has been reviewed and approved by the Texas A&M Institutional Review Board 

(IRB). You may talk to them at 979-458-4067, or toll free at 1-855-795-8636, or by e-mail at 

irb@tamu.edu.  

Participant's Signature: ___________________________ Date: ______________ 

Investigator's Signature: ___________________________ Date: ______________ 

  

 

 


