PAGE  
9

Running head:  TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION AND LANGUAGE TEACHING
Technology Integration in Foreign/World Language Standards-based Instruction:  

The Effects of the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest

Melissa S. Ferro

George Mason University

EDUC 897:  Independent Study:

Technology and Foreign/World Language Teacher Education

Dr. Debra Sprague

Spring 2009

Abstract


This proposal is for a research study that seeks to gain an understanding of how foreign/world language teachers are integrating technology in their instructional practices and how these instructional practices reflect the Standards of Foreign Language Learning (SFLLs). Specifically, this project will investigate language teachers from across the United States who participated in either the 2008 or 2009 ACTFL Video Podcast Contest. Through the use of online surveys and individual online interviews, data will be collected to identify and explain how and why these teachers use technology in their lessons and whether or not their use is connected to the SFLLs. Part of this project will also seek to understand the effects that their participation in the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest has had on their use of technology in their teaching.
Introduction

In the last decade, foreign language education has seen many changes. First, new standards for language learners, for language teachers, and for language teacher preparation programs have been established. These standards have led to paradigm shifts in how languages are taught and learned. The new paradigm calls for instructional practices that integrate speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills in order to focus on the language learner’s development of communicative and cultural competence. In addition to these pedagogical changes, the language learners have changed. The seats in foreign language classrooms are no longer reserved for the academically gifted. Today’s language learners have diverse cognitive, linguistic, and cultural needs that must be effectively addressed by their teachers. Third, the terrorist attacks in New York, London, Madrid, and elsewhere have increased our awareness of national and international security threats and have prompted a rather loud call for foreign language departments to expand the number of languages they offer. This call has affected not only what languages are being taught, but who is qualified to teach these languages, and how teacher educators can best prepare these teachers to meet the diverse needs of today’s language learners. 

Technological advances have the potential to greatly facilitate teaching languages for communicative and cultural competence, particularly when these technologies are integrated into a standards-based curriculum. A review of the literature has shown that much of the research surrounding technology integration in the FL/WL classroom has focused on learning outcomes for using technology to develop reading, writing, listening, and in more recent cases, speaking skills. With a focus on language skill development, few studies have made direct connections between learning outcomes and the SFLLs. Those that have made connections to the SFLLs have mostly focused on the study of cultures and few authors have explicitly made mention of the SFLLs. Another important point is that many of these studies have involved the researcher as teacher or the voluntary participation of language teachers who were willing to use the prescribed technologies for that particular study.  Although these studies have significantly contributed to our understanding of the effective uses of various technologies, there is a dearth in the current research that would explain how and why language teachers chose to integrate technology into their lessons and whether or not their use of technology reflects the SFLLs. 
The Proposed Study


To fill the current gap in the research, this study proposes to investigate how the FL/WL teachers, who participated in the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest, use technology in their instructional practices and how these practices reflect the SFLLs. It also seeks to understand the beliefs and attitudes that these teachers hold towards the integration of technology in their teaching and how these beliefs and attitudes have developed over time. By examining the different beliefs, attitudes and technology use among these teachers based on the years they have been teaching and the languages that they teach, this study will shed light on the current realities of technology integration in FL/WL education in the current era of standards-based instruction. Lastly, part of this project will also seek to understand the effects that their participation in the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest has had on their use of technology in their teaching.


The ACTFL Video Podcast Contest was created by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages in order to increase a national awareness of the benefits and importance of studying world languages. To participate in the contest, foreign language students were asked to create short video clips that explain how they use the language in their everyday lives and why learning languages is so important. Students who were under 18 years of age had to have their videos submitted by their FL/WL teachers. What is not known is how these teachers may have integrated the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest into a lesson or unit plan. It is possible that some of these teachers are very technology savvy and have been using technology in a variety of ways. But it is also plausible that this contest may have been the first attempt by some of the teachers to integrate technology into their teaching.

The idea for this study surfaced as a result of my work with ACTFL. During the design phase of the contest, I worked as a graduate intern for the Director of Education at ACTFL. The majority of my work involved creating the documents and other collateral for the contest’s website. I was also involved in evaluating and selecting the student finalists for both the 2008 and 2009 contests. After the 2009 winners were announced, I began to wonder how this video contest may have impacted the participating teachers’ use of technology. After an initial review of the literature, I began to wonder how these teachers formed their beliefs about the use of technology in their teaching. How do they use technology, and do those uses reflect the SFLLs?  Would their beliefs and use of technology vary depending on how many years they have been teaching?  Or, perhaps their beliefs and use of technology might vary based on their own language learning experiences, in their home countries. Using an integrated mixed methods design, this study will collect data through the use of an online survey and an online one-on-one interview. 

This study is based on the trajectories of standards-based teaching, technology integration in teaching and learning, and teacher education. The next section of this proposal will provide a detailed description of the standards related to language teaching and learning. It will also include a review of the recent literature pertaining to current uses of technology in language education. Finally, it will provide an overview of the current literature on preparing today’s teachers to teach with technology. The importance of the literature review serves two-fold. First, it will demonstrate the gap in the current research. Second, and perhaps more importantly, it will show the intersection of these three trajectories, which is where the focus and purpose of this proposed study lie. 
A Review of the Literature

Standards for Language Learners

In 1999, the National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project published the first set of Standards for Foreign Language Learning (SFLLs). These standards have served as a set of guidelines, broadly defining what K-12 students studying a foreign language should know and be able to do. Comprised of five categories, commonly known as the 5Cs of communication, connections, comparisons, cultures, and communities, the SFLLs have changed the way languages are taught and learned. The main goal of the 5Cs is to serve as a guide for language teachers to implement instructional practices that promote the development of communicative and cultural competence. This differs from prior practices that focused on teaching the four language skill areas of reading, writing, speaking, and listening in isolation. 

With a new focus on developing communicative skills, connecting foreign language study to other content areas, studying cultures and comparing them to one’s own, and extending language study to the local communities, language educators and those in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) research have debated over which methods of instruction are most effective. There has been a general movement towards using communicative methods that provide opportunities for the learner to use the language in authentic, real-life situations. To assess these types of activities, new performance-based assessments are slowly replacing the traditional paper and pencil tests. It is believed that these new practices better meet the diverse cognitive, linguistic and cultural needs of today’s language learners. A copy of the SFLLs can be accessed at http://www.actfl.org/i4a/pages/index.cfm?pageid=3324 .
Standards for Language Teachers

A few years after the SFLLs were established another project began that sought to create a set of standards that would guide teacher educators to better prepare FL/WL teachers to teach using the SFLLs. In 2002, the Standards for the Preparation of Foreign Language Teachers written by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) were approved by the National Council on the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The ACTFL/NCATE standards have become the newest set of benchmarks that indicate what foreign/world language teachers should know and be able to do. The ACTFL/NCATE standards are based upon the six domains of: language, linguistics, comparisons; cultures, literatures, cross-disciplinary concepts; language acquisition theories and instructional practices; integration of standards into curriculum and instruction; assessment of language and cultures; and professionalism. 

According to these domains, today’s language teachers must seek opportunities to learn about language varieties within the target language, integrate knowledge of other disciplines into their instruction, and offer distinct view points accessible only through the target language. Additionally, they must develop a variety of instructional and assessment practices that meet the needs of diverse language learners. And they must also show that they are life-long learners who engage in opportunities to strengthen their own linguistic and cultural competencies. Because the ACTFL/NCATE standards are highly regarded throughout the field, teacher preparation programs have used these standards to develop their licensure coursework and their requirements for student-teaching internships. In addition, teacher education programs seeking NCATE initial certification or recertification must provide evidence in the form of course projects and papers that their FL/WL teacher candidates meet each of the six domains. A copy of the ACTFL/NCATE standards is available at http://www.actfl.org/i4a/pages/Index.cfm?pageid=3384 .

A closer look at both sets of standards reveals that neither the SFLLs nor the ACTFL/NCATE standards include a separate standard or domain for technology integration. Perhaps this is because both sets of standards were developed at a time when the impact of the Internet and the World Wide Web on globalizing education was in its nascent stage. Now, a decade after the SFLLs were written and seven years after the ACTFL/NCATE standards were initiated, we know that the Internet has greatly facilitated the globalization of market economies and societies that had previously been disconnected. As products and services flow across the globe, so do languages and cultures. Although these technologies were not created specifically to facilitate language teaching, they have begun to impact instructional practices. Language teachers no longer have to rely on textbooks to teach the foreign, when they have the access to the world at their fingertips.


A few studies that have sought to understand how teachers are using online technologies in ways that reflect the SFLLs. One study (Moore, 2006) investigated how middle school and high school Spanish teachers use technology to teach culture. Using a mixed methods design, data was collected using a survey and non-participant observations that took place over a three year period. The findings indicated that teachers placed little emphasis on teaching culture and when they did, they used minimal use of technology. The most common use of technology was the television and VCR, which Moore (2006) reported were “physical extensions of the teacher (p. 590) in what is still a teacher-centered classroom.

These results are less than favorable especially when one considers that the majority (68%) of the teachers in this study had been teaching for more than 11 years and had the highest mean score for technology use. And, considering that Moore’s (2006) study took place from 2000-2003, these teachers were in classrooms at a time when the publication of the SFLLs had created a rather large splash in the field. Moore offers an explanation that recognizes that although “the profession has come to a consensus that language cannot be taught separately from culture, there continues to be an imbalance of energies devoted to research learning and testing” (p. 591). Moore’s study offers one view into the realities of technology integration with respect to one of the 5Cs. Though the importance of this study cannot be overstated, there have been other studies that have shown that technology integration is taking place in the FL/WL classroom. To place Moore’s study in a wider context, the next section will provide a look at how technology integration has been implemented and researched in foreign/world language classrooms.
Technology Integration and the Language Classroom

The research and scholarly publications on technology integration in the FL/WL classroom has shown that today’s language teachers are spending time online, using the Internet to access authentic materials that were created and intended for native speakers (Warschauer, 1997; Green & Youngs, 2005; Moore, 2006). They are also taking their students online to use blogs (Godwin-Jones, 2003, Ducate & Lomicka, 2005; Arnold, 2007), wikis (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Arnold, 2007), podcasts (Godwin-Jones, 2005), email exchange programs (MacDonald, 2003; Arnold, 2007), WebQuests (Godwin-Jones, 2004; Arnold, 2007), and websites that contain materials designed specifically for language learners (Green & Youngs, 2005; Moore, 2006; Arnold, 2007). In addition, there are several other technologies, such as Multimedia CD-ROMs, Interactive PowerPoint Games, digital presentation software such as PhotoStory and iMovie, that can provide today’s diverse language learners with multimodal, multi-sensory language learning experiences. These studies and scholarly writings have provided some evidence that today’s language teachers are making an effort to integrate a wide variety of technologies in their classroom instruction. What is less clear is that given today’s era of standards-based instruction, how effective are these technologies at facilitating the integration of language and culture in order to meet the SFLLs and promote the development of communicative and cultural competence. 

Research on instructional technology developed specifically for language learning has been reviewed in three notable meta-analyses that sought to explore the pedagogical uses of technology resources intended for language learning (Garrett, 1991; Salaberry, 2005) and how these technologies have been evaluated for their effectiveness in terms of pedagogical benefits (Garrett, 1991, Zhao, 2005a). What these analyses have shown is that the development of instructional technologies specific to language learning and their implementation over time have mirrored the shifts in pedagogical paradigms and the philosophical and epistemological beliefs about how a second language is acquired. Research studies that sought to investigate the effectiveness of these technologies have also reflected the pedagogical practices of the time in which they were conducted (Salaberry, 2005; Zhao, 2005a). For example, Zhao (2005a) states “there was a shift among researchers of language education in the mid 1980s from product-oriented research to more process-oriented research which focuses on understanding how students learn instead of what and how much they learn” (p. 34).  The new focus on process instead of product, on how students learn instead of how much they learn is compatible with the philosophical and epistemological beliefs at that time, psycholinguistics. 

Using a psycholinguistic lens, researchers in second language acquisition (SLA) began to look less at how language learners master grammatical form, and more at the cognitive process involved in meaning-making (Skehan,1998). The shift from the behaviorist belief where drill and repetition were the most effective ways to acquire forms of the target language, the psycholinguistic belief looked at the cognitive processes of the individual as s/he makes sense, or meaning, of the language. Research by psycholinguists involving the intersection of technology and FL/WL instruction has sought to identify the most effective ways that technology can facilitate meaning-making for the individual language learner. The problem with research that seeks to identify best practices is that the findings are often generalized to mean best practices for all students, with little consideration for their cultural, linguistic, or cognitive differences. In the field of foreign language education, this problem is augmented by the fact that the seats in the FL/WL classroom are no longer reserved for the academically gifted. 

The acknowledgement that today’s language learners may have learning disabilities, may not be native speakers of English, and whose prior knowledge is based on social and cultural experiences that may not be valued in the language classroom means that a one-size fits all mentality will no longer suffice (Hall Haley, 2001). Technology has the potential to facilitate multimodal, multi-sensory instruction, particularly with language learners. But can that potential be realized without considering the social aspects of language learning? 

In the last decade, the pedagogical paradigm has begun to shift once again, from the psycholinguistic lens to one that is based on social learning theory. Several scholars in FL/WL education (Allen, 2004; Spordark, 2005; Ducate & Lomicka, 2005; Moore, 2006) have called for a constructivist approach to technology integration that is based on Vygotsky’s (1978) social learning theory. According to Vygotsky (1978), meaning-making is facilitated by social interaction. Dabbagh and Bannan-Ritland (2005) note that many scholars in the field of instructional technology believe that technology-based instructional activities should be open-ended, flexible, realistic investigations. During these activities, students should have the opportunity to work collaboratively as they construct their own knowledge and meaning of their social worlds through problem-solving, exploration, and reflection. The idea is that when technology is integrated following a constructivist model, it can foster the development of critical thinking skills while developing both communicative and cultural competence (Spordark, 2005; Moore, 2006).  This approach differs greatly from traditional teacher-centered pedagogical practices based upon behaviorism and objectivist views that support the idea that the all knowledge is objective and can be best learned through direct instruction provided by the teacher.


Not all scholars agree that educational/instructional technologies have facilitated constructivism in today’s classrooms. Cuban (2001) has been critical of educational technology, stating that it has failed to deliver, or at the very least, has yet to have reached its potential (Garrett, 1991). An increasing number of scholars from teacher education, foreign language education, and instructional technology (Garrett, 1991; Ertmer 1999; Sadera & Hargrave, 2005) Moore, 2006; Niederhauser, Lindstrom, & Strobel, 2007; Bai & Ertmer, 2008) believe that the use of technology in the foreign language classroom is a reflection of the teaching philosophy held by the teacher. The idea that successful integration of technology depends on the beliefs and attitudes that are held by teachers has caused quite a stir in education research and teacher education. The next section will provide an overview of recent trends in teacher preparation programs and the related research that has investigated how teacher beliefs and attitudes affect their use of technology.
Technology and Teacher Education


Research surrounding technology and language learning has focused more on technology development than on the interaction that occurs between the user and the technology (Zhao, 2005b; Brown-L’Bahy, 2005). Zhao (2005b) calls for research to examine not only the effect of technology on language learning, but also to identify and examine those factors that may affect the willingness of language teachers to integrate technology in their teaching. Brown-L’Bahy (2005) has echoed this call but has added that this interaction extends beyond the classroom. She notes that because our beliefs and assumptions about teaching and learning and the role of technology include all of our life experiences, we must look beyond the walls of the classroom to examine other dimensions that include social, political, economic and cultural factors. Researching these dimensions and other factors that may affect the teacher’s attitudes and perceptions towards technology integration has gained momentum in the last decade. Although Ertmer (1999) was not the first to conduct these types of investigations, her work will serve as a springboard for the present study.

Ertmer (1999) has provided a model that looks at factors affecting technology integration in terms of external and internal barriers. According to Ertmer external barriers are first-order factors that include access to various technology, technology training, and on-going technical and pedagogical support that can affect the creation of a positive environment for integration. Internal barriers are more complex as they include deeply ingrained beliefs about teaching and learning that may very well not be realized by the teachers themselves. Ertmer says that the continuum of technology integration spans across two extremes.  At one extreme is the application of drill and practice programs into an existing teacher-centered curriculum.  At the other end is the ability to create full electronic learner-centered communities that are based on constructivism and social learning theory. She postulates that as new technologies are introduced, a teacher’s position on the continuum may shift based on changes in their first and second-order barriers. This movement indicates that external and internal barriers are never completely eliminated, nor do they exist or operate in isolation. Thus, Ertmer presents the notion that there is an evolution of technology integration that ebbs and flows as first and second-order barriers change/react to new technologies.

The implications of Ertmer’s (1999) model on teacher education research are rather significant. Instead of addressing the symptoms of first and second-order barriers and seeking ways to eliminate them, Ertmer’s work encourages research for systemic change by examining how teachers evolve the ways in which they integrate technology. Sadera and Hargrave (2005) note that even though many teacher education programs model student-centered, constructivist methodologies, they often do not challenge teachers to change their belief system about how teaching and learning should occur. They believe that many of today’s pre-service teachers enter teacher education programs with the strong belief that knowledge is objective and can be taught and learned best through direct teacher-centered instruction. These teachers tend to adapt the constructivist methodologies that are modeled in their programs to their existing belief system. As a result, technology integration reflects this belief system and often falls short of its potential to create learner-centered environments that promote the development of critical thinking skills that are needed for individuals to construct their own knowledge.

In addition to Ertmer’s model, this proposed study is greatly influenced by Moore’s (2006) work with FL/WL teachers because it is one of the few studies that have examined the use of technology and the SFLLs. As mentioned earlier, Moore (2006) surveyed and observed FL/WL teachers over a three year period to determine how they used technology to teach culture. She looked at the participating teachers’ years of teaching experience as a potential indicator of the level and types of technology used. She found that the most common technologies used to teach culture was the television and VCR, and that these technologies fit the existing teacher-centered instructional environment. The limitations of her work include a limited focus on only the cultural standard and the absence of teacher interviews that might have better explained the data from the non-participant observations. 

When one considers all the research that supports the use of new technologies in FL/WL classrooms and the recent paradigm shift towards learner-centered instruction, Moore’s findings become more haunting.  They beg the question, what are the current realities of technology integration in standards-based FL/WL instruction?  If teacher educators are to follow the advice of Sadera and Hargrave (2005) and challenge the existing belief systems of today’s pre-service FL/WL teachers, then they will need to have a better understanding of how these belief systems evolve over time.  One possible approach is to investigate how the belief systems of practicing FL/WL teachers have evolved.

The purpose of this literature review was to provide the lenses from which the proposed study will be conducted. I have selected to present standards-based teaching, technology integration in teaching and learning, and teacher education as trajectories across time and space, rather than fixed isolated entities. I have done so because I believe the current gap in the research lies at the intersection of these three trajectories. With new languages being offered, a growing number of today’s FL/WL teachers have not been educated in the United States. They are likely to hold belief systems about teaching and learning based on traditional teacher-centered instructional practices. They may not be familiar with the SFLLS.  And, it is very possible that they have not had any training to prepare them to teach for communicative and cultural competence in learner-centered classrooms. As a result, teacher educators must seek to understand the different needs of FL/WL teachers when it comes to helping them evolve their belief systems about technology integration while at the same time, being mindful of the SFLLs and the diverse needs of today’s language learners.

Research Questions

This study therefore, is intended to replicate and extend the work of Ertmer (1999) and Moore (2006) by asking the following questions:
1. How have these FL/WL teachers developed their current views regarding the use of technology in their teaching?

2. How does this group of teachers integrate technology in their instructional practices?  

a. Is there a difference in how they integrate technology based on the number of years they have been teaching?

b. Is there a difference in how they integrate technology based on the language(s) they teach?

3. To what extent does their use of technology reflect the SFLLs?

a. Is there a difference in how their use of technology reflects the SFLLs based on the number of years they have been teaching?

b. Is there a difference in how their use of technology reflects the SFLLs based on the language(s) they teach?

4. What effect has the ACTFL Podcast Video Contest had on these teachers’ future use of technology in their instructional practices?

Method

Design


The proposed project is for a mixed methods study that will employ both quantitative and qualitative data collection instruments and data analysis methods. Mixed methods research can take several forms as one cannot mix methods without recognizing that they are also mixing research paradigms (Greene, 2007). This study will follow what Greene (2007) calls a dialectic stance to mixed methods social inquiry. Through this lens, the traditional qualitative and quantitative paradigms are viewed as being socially constructed and as such “should be respectfully and intentionally used together to engage meaningfully with difference and, through the tension created by juxtaposing different paradigms, to achieve dialectical discovery of enhanced, reframed, or new understandings” (p. 69). This approach recognizes that different epistemologies, ideologies, and methodologies should be viewed as compatible when we consider that social inquiry in the field of education is far too complex to be fully understood using only one qualitative or quantitative lens. Although there is often tension between these two seemingly incompatible lenses, I believe, as does Greene (2007), that “it is precisely in these tensions that the generative potential of mixed methods inquiry might best be realized (p. 27). It is from this position that I propose an integrative mixed methods design that places equal weight and value on the qualitative and quantitative data. 

Sample


The sample for this study is one of convenience and is purposive (Creswell, 2005). As Maxwell (2005) notes, the qualitative researcher will often deliberately select a particular group of participants because they most likely have the information that is sought. Based on the research questions for this study, it is essential that the sample contain FL/WL teachers who have participated in the ACTFL Video Podcast contest. It is also important that the sample contain FL/WL teachers who have used technology in their instructional practices on at least one occasion. For this project, the participants will first complete an online survey. As part of the online survey questions, participants will be asked to volunteer for a one-on-one online interview.

To recruit participants for the survey, ACTFL has requested that the initial recruitment email be sent from their Director of Education to all of the FL/WL teachers who have participated in either the 2008 or 2009 contest. The initial recruitment email will provide the potential participants with general information about the study and will ask for their voluntary participation. Teachers who are interested in participating in the study will respond directly to me. Using email, I will then electronically collect the consent forms. Once I receive a consent form from a participant, I will send an email with the link to the online survey.

To recruit participants for the online on-one-one interviews, the final question on the online survey asks the participants if they would like to take part in a one-on-one online interview to discuss their answers in further detail. I anticipate that seven to ten participants from the survey will volunteer for the interview. If there are more volunteers for the one-on-one interviews than can be interviewed in a timely manner for this study, a second purposive sample will be selected in order to include teachers in the interviews who have varying teaching experience and who represent a wide variety of languages.
Participants 

The participants in this study are FL/WL teachers located throughout the United States. They teach a FL/WL in public, private, or charter schools to students in kindergarten through grade 12.  A few of the participants may teach beginner level world language courses at the post-secondary level. For this reason, the sample is said to consist of K-16 FL/WL teachers. All of the participants have taken part in either the 2008 and/or the 2009 ACTFL Video Podcast Contest. 
Setting


This study will take place in an electronic environment. There will be no face-to-face communication. An electronic setting was selected for all phases of communication and data collection because the participants in this study are located across the United States, making it more difficult and more costly to communicate face-to-face. Participants will be required to use their own computers to communicate with the researchers and to take part in an online survey and an online one-on-one interview.  The primary source of communication is electronic mail. Survey data will be collected using Survey Monkey, an electronic host for online surveys. The one-on-one interviews will also take place in an electronic environment called Tapped In. One of the features of Tapped In includes the ability for real-time communication to take place between two or more individuals. Much like instant messaging, a text-based conversation can occur by typing in questions and answers in a dialogue window. 

It is anticipated that the participants will have had some prior experience with this type of technology. Due to restrictions placed on maintaining an electronic setting by the Human Subjects Review Board (HSRB) at George Mason University (GMU), participants who are not comfortable with the electronic environment will be asked to reconsider participating in this study.
Data Collection Methods


Data collection will not take place until the appropriate permissions are received through HSRB. Consent forms will be collected by email from each participant prior to providing the online link to the survey. There are two primary data collection instruments for this study. They are an online survey and an online, one-on-one semi-structured interview. The secondary data collection instrument will include any email correspondence that takes place between the researchers and the participants. The nature of this correspondence will primarily pertain to clarifying information provided during the semi-structured interviews.

Survey. The online survey contains three sections. The first section contains 8 questions on the participants’ general information related to the languages, levels, and grades that they teach. It also includes questions regarding their prior education and/or training with instructional technologies. The second section contains 9 questions that ask the participants to share information regarding their experiences during the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest. The third section of the survey contains 5 detailed questions about the participants’ use of technology in their instructional practices. 

The participants will not be required to put their names on the survey, but they will be asked to share other demographic information and details about their experiences during the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest. They will also be asked to answer questions about the integration of technology in their teaching practices and how these practices reflect the Standards of Foreign Language Learning. The participating teachers will not have to have prior knowledge of the SFLLs in order to complete the survey. The survey can be accessed at:http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=TGUA3E1U5j_2f9hK6TwiDv5Q_3d_3d .

Semi-structured interviews. To recruit participants for a follow-up one-on-one semi-structured online interview, the survey will contain one question that asks the participants if they would like to take part in a one-on-one online interview to discuss their answers in further detail. These one-on-one interviews will ask the participants about their attitudes and beliefs towards the use of technology in their lessons, how they learned to incorporate technology in their instructional practices, and details about their experiences during their participation in the ACTFL Video Podcast contest. Participants who agree to the interview will be asked to provide their email address on the survey.

The online interviews will take place using Tapped In. Participants will be contacted by email to set a date and time to meet in a private meeting room that has already been established on Tapped In. Because of the nature of  semi-structured interviews, it is not possible to anticipate how the participants will respond making it difficult to provide in advance every possible follow-up question that might be asked. To guide the interview I will use the questions provided on the semi-structured interview protocol that can be found in Appendix A. Each interview will take approximately one hour.



After the interviews are completed, I may need to contact the participants by email in the event that I need to ask them follow-up questions or to clarify one of their comments/responses from the interview. 
Data Collection Procedures


Data collection procedures for this study include collecting and storing data files both electronically and in paper format. Consent forms will be saved in an electronic file as well as in paper format. The printed versions of these forms will be stored at my home in a locked file cabinet. 



The survey data will be collected by Survey Monkey. The raw data that is quantitative in nature will be transferred to an SPSS file. The raw data from the open-ended survey questions will be transferred to a MS Word file and saved electronically. Printed versions may be used during the analysis phase. If this is the case, these paper files will be stored in the same locked file cabinet as the consent forms. Because the surveys are taken anonymously, there may be a need to assign code numbers or pseudonyms to individual participant data to facilitate data analysis.

The data from the online interviews is automatically transcribed by Tapped In. After each interview session, Tapped In will email me a full transcript of the interview. As soon as I obtain the transcriptions, I will assign a pseudonym to each participant. I will replace the participants’ real names with their assigned pseudonyms in all of the transcripts to ensure that I am the only researcher to know their actual identities. Once again, I will save these transcripts both electronically and in paper format. The paper files will be stored in the same locked file cabinet as the consent forms and the data collected from the surveys.


Data collected in the form of emails will be saved electronically and in paper format. Prior to saving the email data, all identifying markers of the participant’s identity, such as their name and email address will be removed and replaced with a pseudonym. Again, this is to ensure that I am the only researcher to know the actual identities of the participating teachers. The paper files will be stored in the same locked file cabinet as the consent forms, the survey data, and the transcripts from the online interviews.


Proposed Data Analyses


Data analysis will include both quantitative and qualitative procedures. At this point, it would be premature to provide a lock-step data analysis process because the survey data and the interview data will not be analyzed in isolation. As stated earlier, equal value will be placed on both qualitative and quantitative data. The purpose of using Greene’s (2007) dialectical approach to mixed methods social inquiry is to generate different ways of analyzing the data by engaging preliminary findings in a conversation that will allow me to generate insights that I might miss if I had analyzed each data set separately.

At this time, I do anticipate that some of the survey data and some of the interview data will be analyzed using the statistical software package, SPSS. Descriptive statistics, including frequencies will provide initial insight and will allow me to group the teachers according to the language(s) they teach and the number of years they have been teaching. Chi-Square analysis will be conducted to address the research questions that seek to compare groups using categorical data. The data from the open-ended questions on the surveys, and from the transcripts of the one on one interviews will be analyzed using categorizing and coding methods. Specifically, I will seek to identify emerging emic codes that use the participants’ own words, rather than etic codes that rely on my interpretation of what the participants said. Staying as close to the participants’ own words during data analysis will help me to avoid misinterpretations. Once I have identified what I believe is a substantial list of codes, I will begin to combine and collapse codes in order to identify larger categories that show both similarities and differences among the participants. Finally, I will use connecting analysis (Maxwell, 2005) to examine the relationships and connections among the categories. 

As I work with the interview data, I will continuously refer back to the preliminary findings from the quantitative data to help me better understand what is really going on with the participants in this study. Once I finish analyzing the open-ended questions on the surveys and the interview transcripts, I will look for opportunities to do additional statistical analysis, such as frequencies to see if any trends emerge. I believe this continuous dialogue between the different types of data will allow me to gain a better understanding of how these participants have developed their own beliefs about technology integration and whether or not their use of technology reflects the SFLLs.
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Appendix A

Semi-structured Interview Protocol
Technology Attitudes, Beliefs, and Use

1. Let’s begin with why you became a FL teacher. Could you tell me about what led you to this profession?

2. What language(s) do you teach and how long have you been teaching them?

3. Do you currently hold a teaching license for foreign/world languages?  Did you acquire that license through your school department?  Or, did you go through a university licensure program?  

4. What grades and levels have you taught –from past to present?  What are your favorite grade(s) and/or level (s) to teach?  Could you tell me why you enjoy teaching that grade and/or level?

5. How do you develop your lessons?  Are you required to follow a certain sequence of teaching by your department or county?  Do you follow a textbook?  Do you design your own thematic units?  

6. Taking into consideration the answer from the previous question, how much time would you say you spend on teaching grammar?  Vocabulary?  Roughly how much time would you say you spend on developing speaking skills?  Listening skills? Writing skills? Reading skills? 

7. Taking into consideration the answer from the previous question, what would you change about your lesson planning and teaching practices if you had the full autonomy to do so?

8. Do you make your own assessment tools—such as quizzes, exams or other types of project /performance-based assessments?

9. What are the typical technologies that you use in your instructional / assessment practices?  How did you learn to use these technologies?

10. Can you describe some of the most common classroom activities that you use with your students that include these technologies?

11. Could you describe one or two of your most effective lessons that have included some form of technology?

12. Why is it important to you to use these types of technologies?

13. What are some of the challenges you have faced with integrating technology into your teaching?  Have you been able to overcome these challenges?  How?

14. Are you able to keep yourself “up-to-date” with the current instructional technologies?  How have you been able to do so?

Experiences with the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest

1. So, now I’d like to switch focus and talk a bit about your experiences with the ACTFL Video Podcast Contest. How did you first hear about this contest?

2. Were you required to participate by your school or department?

3. How did you introduce the contest to your students?  Did you make it a part of a lesson/unit plan?  Did you require your students to participate?

4. What impact did your (and your students’) participation in this contest have on your classes?  On your department?  On your school? On your local community?

5. Had you previously had your students use video cameras to record themselves?  How?  Do you think that they enjoyed these activities?  Why?

6. Do you think this contest impacted the students’ beliefs about foreign/world language education?  How?

7. Has your participation in the video contest impacted your beliefs about the use of technology in your teaching?  How?

8. Do you think your future use of technology will change as a result of your participation in this contest?  How?

9. Did you participate in both the 2008-2009 contests?  (If the participant participated in 2008 but not 2009…then I will ask why s/he did not participate in 2009).

10. What recommendations do you have for improving the contest?

11. Is there anything else you would like to add to this interview that I have not already asked?

