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ABSTRACT 

 

Instructional technology is not going away any time soon and neither are the demands 

and expectations for teachers to incorporate it and for students to learn using it.  Instructional 

technology is the hardware or software that teachers use to deliver content to their students.  The 

primary purpose of the study was to address the abilities, attitudes, and perspectives of foreign 

language teachers toward instructional technology.  The study was guided by the theory of 

Fluency with Information Technology, focusing on continuously learning and adapting to apply 

technology in one’s personal or professional undertakings.   

The mixed methods explanatory sequential study was conducted to explore and interpret 

the attitudes and abilities of a non-probability sample of foreign language teachers in Texas 

regarding the classroom use of instructional technology.  Quantitative data were collected from 

37 participants via an online survey that collected demographic data as well as responses to 

attitudinal statements to measures the variables of interest.  A focus group was conducted to 

collect the qualitative data from five foreign language teachers.  The study’s external validity 

was limited to the participants.  Due to non-experimental nature of the study, no causal 

inferences were drawn. 

The quantitative results showed that foreign language teachers across the state were using 

instructional technology for a variety of reasons, but their experience and purpose of use varied 

greatly.  Most of the respondents felt that they were confident enough to incorporate instructional 

technology in their classes, having learned how to use it for themselves.  The focus group 

participants noted that the availability of instructional technology was still not on pace with core 

classes or with the government’s recommended standards for high speed Internet access.  Their 
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overarching concern was the possibility of being negatively evaluated by their administrators for 

not using instructional technology, despite not having it readily available to them.  The survey 

respondents and the focus group participants did agree that their teacher education programs did 

not sufficiently prepare them for incorporating instructional technology in the classroom.   

The results of the study have implications for teacher education programs, school 

districts, and foreign language teachers.  It is important to note that school administrators take a 

vital role in the selection and integration of instructional technologies, not only for foreign 

language teachers, but also for all other teachers.  There must be equality in the distribution of 

the new technologies so that all teachers may have adequate access to them.  Administrators 

must pay attention to the needs of foreign language teachers and realize the importance of 

adequate professional development opportunities for teachers that must include the technicalities 

of the integration of new technologies and the related pedagogical concerns.   
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

 In 2016, the United States Department of Education issued a report entitled “Reimagining 

the Role of Technology in Education: 2017 National Education Technology Plan Update” that 

included an update of the role of instructional technology in American schools from early 

childhood to higher education.  In it, the writers of the report discussed the power of learning 

through instructional technology in the classroom, the role of education leaders in technology, 

the need to use technology to measure learning, the importance of infrastructure to enable access 

and effective use of technology, and central to this study, a section touting the importance of 

teachers integrating technology in classroom instruction (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).   

Research shows that teachers’ use of technology in their classrooms are highly influenced 

by the information and communication technology they use at home (Tour, 2015).  Another 

contributing factor to whether teachers use instructional technology is age.  Younger teachers are 

more likely to use technology in their classrooms for playful reasons still related to content, 

while veteran teachers incorporate a stricter approach (Robinson & Mackey, 2006; Tan & 

McWilliam, 2009; Tour, 2015).   

Barron, Kemker, Harmes, and Kalaydjian (2003) conducted a seminal, large-scale study 

in one of the largest districts in the country and determined that half of the 2,156 survey 

respondents indicated that they were using technology in the classroom as a communication tool.  

Smaller percentages reported using technology as a tool for productivity, research, and problem-

solving (Barron et al., 2003).   

Despite the evidence showing that the use of technology is important in classroom 

teaching, using technology that is student-centered is not as prevalent as it should be (Barron et 
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al., 2003; Russell, Bebell, O'Dwyer, & O'Connor, 2003; Zhao & Frank, 2003).  Holland and 

Holland (2014) recognized that in incorporating instructional technology in classroom, “learners 

are gaining new content, communicating, capturing information, analyzing data, presenting, 

sharing, and even using location based activities” (p. 19).  The U.S. Department of Education 

(2017) reported that while many classrooms in the country had access to high speed broadband 

Internet access, many did not, which were the ones that needed the high-speed capabilities the 

most. 

 Ertmer (2005) indicated that the decision of whether and how to use technology laid 

solely on the shoulders of the educators themselves.  Further, Prestridge (2017) stated that 

teachers also determined when and what technology they would incorporate in their classroom.  

Gorder (2008) noted that “teachers need to know how and why to use technology in meaningful 

ways” (p.63).  To exact technological change in the classroom, it is necessary to understand 

“teachers themselves and the beliefs they hold about teaching, learning, and technology” 

(Ertmer, 2005, p. 27).  In separate articles, both Kagan (1992) and Pajares (1992) suggested that 

what highly influences teacher practice is not teacher knowledge, but rather teacher beliefs.  

Teacher beliefs can be broadly defined as “tacit, often unconsciously held assumptions about 

students, classrooms, and the academic material to be taught” (Kagan, 1992, p. 65).  If the goal 

of educational leaders is to have teachers employ instructional technology, then they must be 

aware of the pedagogical beliefs of teachers and the implications it has in the classroom.   

 The U.S. Department of Education (2016) posited that many pre-service teacher 

education program graduates feel unprepared to incorporate instructional technology from day 

one in their classrooms.  Further, in-service teachers desire more training than they are currently 

receiving in using instructional technology effectively.  Gorder (2008) argued that teachers are 



3 

familiar with their content and pedagogy, but learn with their students when it comes to 

technology.  The U.S. Department of Education (2017) noted that education stakeholders are 

augmenting their efforts to better prepare pre-service and in-service teachers to incorporate 

instructional technology “in transformative ways for learning,” but they also recognize nearly 

half of all teachers long for more professional development than what they are currently 

receiving (p. 2). 

 According to the Texas Education Agency (2014c), students are required to take two to 

three years of a foreign language to graduate with a Recommended or Distinguished degree plan 

respectively from a Texas high school.  Students who wish to graduate with an Arts and 

Humanities Endorsement may also elect to study the same language for as many years as they 

can or take two levels of two different languages (Texas Education Agency, 2014c).  American 

Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (2017) posited that knowing a second language is 

required for students in public schools to be successful in life.  This is especially true with “the 

continual globalization of the world’s economy” “bringing diverse cultures and communities into 

more frequent contact with each other” (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages, 2017, p. 3).  The ease of global travel and the Internet has also disintegrated the once 

formidable barrier of distance that separated communities facilitating the use of authentic texts 

and visuals in the classroom (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2017).   

 The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2016) reported that there were approximately 2,000 

postsecondary foreign language and literature teachers in the state of Texas, including teachers of 

American Sign Language, ASL.  Texas Public Education Information Resource (2016) reported 

that for the 2015-2016 school year, there were 14,652 foreign language teachers in Texas 

(11,140 females, 3,512 males).  The Texas Education Agency (2016b) further indicated that 
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98.32% of the teachers in foreign language classrooms in secondary settings were considered 

highly qualified to teach their content area.  The Texas Education Agency (2016a) reported that 

American Sign Language, Arabic, Chinese, Czech, French, German, Hebrew, Hindi, Italian, 

Japanese, Latin, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, and Turkish were being offered as foreign 

language options in Texas.  Further, it was disclosed that there were foreign language classes, 

from Kindergarten to secondary, that were defined as other because they were exploratory in 

nature or because they offered cultural or linguistic topics in a variety of perspectives (Texas 

Education Agency, 2016a).   

Statement of the Problem 

The literature that is currently available offers the abilities, attitudes, and beliefs of all 

pre-service and in-service teachers and the instructional technology that is available to them.  

Research is also available that addresses the abilities and perspectives of educators who teach 

English as a Second Language or English as a foreign language and incorporate Computer 

Assisted Language Learning (CALL).  While there has been significant growth in recognizing 

the advances made in instructional technology, one of the major gaps in knowledge is the 

perspectives of foreign language educators (non-English as a foreign language) and their 

pedagogical beliefs about instructional technology.  Another gap in the knowledge is the 

availability of technology to in-service foreign language teachers. 

Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical framework guiding this study was Fluency with Information Technology 

or FITness.  National Research Council (1999) used the term FITness to describe “a process of 

lifelong learning in which individuals continually apply what they know to adapt to change and 

acquire more knowledge to be more effective at applying information technology to their work 
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and personal lives” (p. 2).  FITness is divided into three parts of knowledge: intellectual 

capabilities or the ability of a person to “apply information technology in complex and sustained 

situations and to understand the consequences of doing so;” fundamental concepts or the 

groundwork on which instructional technology was constructed; and contemporary skills which 

is the ability to immediately use outdated or modern hardware or software to accomplish 

information processing tasks (National Research Council, 1999, pp. 2-3, 17-18).  A person who 

can develop these capabilities, knowledge, and skills is defined as more FIT, especially when 

s/he extends these skillsets to his/her professional and personal lives to be relevant to the user’s 

own interests within a variety of contexts (National Research Council, 1999)  

 National Research Council (1999) posited that people must know about information 

technology for personal, workforce, educational, and societal rationales.  Essential to this study 

were the workforce and educational rationales.  Teachers must use old-fashioned and modern 

hardware and software in the workplace daily, while simultaneously understanding the 

limitations that exist within such technology.  School districts must train their “employees in the 

use of business systems, it is naïve to consider such training as a one-time activity” (National 

Research Council, 1999, p. 5).  As systems are upgraded and become more complex, 

opportunities to grow must be provided to employees in the school district.  The other rationale 

for knowing about information technology is education.  Information technology allows for new 

types of educational opportunities for teachers to educate their students in areas that were not 

previously accessible to them.   
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the mixed methods explanatory sequential study was to explore and 

interpret the attitudes and abilities of a non-probability sample of foreign language teachers in 

Texas regarding the classroom use of instructional technology.  In the first phase, quantitative 

data were collected via an on-line survey questionnaire.  The research questions that guided this 

portion of the study were: 

1. What are the abilities of foreign language teachers towards instructional technology in 

their classrooms? 

2. What are the attitudes of foreign language teachers towards the use of instructional 

technology in their classrooms? 

In the second phase, qualitative data were collected and analyzed to better understand the 

quantitative results by exploring and documenting the perspectives of a sample of foreign 

language teachers regarding the advantages and disadvantages of instructional technology in 

foreign language classrooms.  The qualitative segment of the study was situated within the limits 

of interpretivism.  Schwandt (2007) defined interpretivism as “the approaches to studying social 

life…that assume that the meaning of human action is inherent in that action, and that they task 

of the inquirer is to unearth that meaning” (p. 160).  Crotty (1998) stated that the meaning of 

reality is made through social, cultural, and historical situations, and that interpretivism is an 

attempt to understand an individual or individuals’ social reality and is concerned with the 

meanings and experiences of individuals.  The research question guiding this portion of the study 

was:  

1. What are the perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding the availability and use 

of instructional technology in a classroom setting? 
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Glossary of Terms 

 The following terms that are used throughout the study are defined to assist the reader in 

better understanding them. 

 Attitudes: A psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity 

with some degree of favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). 

 Teacher beliefs: The overarching attitudes about education, including how and why 

teachers teach, learning, and students (Pajares, 1992). 

 Foreign language – Also known as a second language (Byram, 2008). 

 In-service teacher: A fully certified teacher who has met state mandates required to be a 

classroom teacher. 

 Instructional technology – The practices of a teacher that incorporate electronic media 

elements, such as pictures, videos, and sounds, to help students learn a new skill (Ayres, 

Shepley, & Douglas, 2016).  Seels and Richey (2012) argued for use of the term instructional 

technology instead of educational technology because it “incorporates not only K-12 setting, but 

training situations as well,” but they noted that both terms are used interchangeably (pp. 3-4).  

 Integration: The practice of incorporating technology as a component of the curriculum 

(Pierson, 2001). 

 Perception: Agreement or disagreement with a statement based on experiences (Matthen, 

2015). 

 Pre-service teacher: A future teacher. 

 Technology: Computers and specialized software, network-based communication 

systems, and other equipment and infrastructure (National Center for Education Statistics, 2002). 
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 Technology integration: The incorporation of technology resources and technology-based 

practices into the daily routines, work, and management of schools (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2002).  

Operational Definitions 

 For the study, the following operational definitions were adopted.  In the quantitative 

portion of the study, the perceived abilities and attitudes of foreign language teachers toward 

instructional technology were measured, using a three-part survey instrument: The Digital 

Technology and Classroom Survey (Gómez, 2016).  In the qualitative component of the study, 

perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding instructional technology in their classrooms 

were documented by analyzing qualitative data gathered from a focus group.   

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

The study was delimited to foreign language teachers who were members of a listserv 

belonging to a state organization.  Because of the non-probability nature of sampling, external 

validity was limited to study participants.  No causal inferences could be drawn due to the non-

experimental nature of the study.  The study assumed that (1) the participants completed the on-

line survey questionnaire honestly, (2) the focus group participants were honest in expressing 

their opinions regarding the availability and use of instructional technology in a classroom 

setting, (3) truth and realities could not be triangulated because to do so, multiple data sources 

must be collected, analyzed, and synthesized to contribute to verification and validations, and (4) 

the researcher remained academically rigorous with objectivity and subjectivity in both the 

quantitative and qualitative components of the study, respectively.  
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Significance of the Study 

 The study was significant for three reasons.  First, the U.S. Department of Education 

(2016) determined that “technology offers the opportunity for teachers to become more 

collaborative and extend learning beyond the classroom” (p. 28).  However, for foreign language 

teachers to understand the benefits of instructional technology, they must be able to use it 

effectively.  Lam (2000) stated that the turnover rate for instructional technology in foreign 

language classrooms was high.  By the time teachers master one instructional technology, it may 

be replaced by something new and inadequate training is a contributing factor to teachers not 

wanting to use it in their classroom (Lam, 2000).  Further, the U.S. Department of Education 

(2017) noted that more than half of the teachers they spoke to wanted more training than they 

were receiving in effectively using instructional technology in the classroom. 

 This study may help guide foreign language teacher education programs to adequately 

prepare future teachers about the need to embrace and incorporate instructional technologies in 

their own classrooms.  The U.S. Department of Education (2016) posited that new teachers must 

leave their teacher education programs with a thorough understanding of how to use technology 

to support learning.  This is especially important since most states have “adopted and are 

implementing college- and career-ready standards to ensure that their students graduate high 

school with the knowledge and skills necessary to succeed” (U.S. Department of Education, 

2017, p. 35).  Tondeur et al. (2012) established that many pre-service teachers who have 

graduated from universities feel unprepared to effectively incorporate instructional technology in 

their instructional practices.  This means that, for pre-service teachers to be adequately ready to 

teach, using instructional technology from day one of their careers, the programs that prepare 
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them “must move toward a model in which the use of educational technology is embedded 

throughout” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016, p. 14). 

 Finally, school districts must make access to instructional technology equitable for not 

only foreign language teachers, but also all teachers; thus, providing adequate professional 

development and a technology turnover rate that is logical with the changing times.  The U.S. 

Department of Education (2017) stated “high-speed connectivity and devices” are key elements 

of a robust and comprehensive instructional technology infrastructure and as such, should be 

available to all teachers and students when they need them (p. 5).  The U.S. Department of 

Education (2017) further recommended that school districts ensure that every student and 

educator should have access to at least one Internet access device and appropriate software and 

resources for use in and out of school.   
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 The primary purpose of the study was to examine the abilities and attitudes of foreign 

language teachers toward instructional technology in the classroom.  The secondary purpose of 

the study was to understand the perspectives of a small group of foreign language teachers 

toward instructional technology.  This chapter consists of the following sections: the definition of 

instructional technology, instructional technology in the classroom, instructional technology in 

the foreign language classroom, teacher beliefs about instructional technology, and foreign 

language teacher beliefs about instructional technology.  The study’s theoretical framework and 

mixed methods research design are also included in the review of the literature.  The chapter 

summary provides a conclusion.  Relevant literature was found through a variety of sources 

including books, peer-reviewed journal and publications, electronic databases such as Gale 

Science, JSTOR, ProQuest, Sage Journals, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink Journals, Taylor and 

Francis Journals, Wiley Online, and various websites.  The key words/terms included 

instructional technology, foreign language teaching +instructional technology, technology 

+foreign language teaching, history of instructional technology, integrating technology in the 

foreign languages, pre-service teachers +instructional technology, in-service teachers 

+instructional technology, and teaching in a digital age.  The literature was delimited to the years 

between 2007 and 2017 except for several seminal publications related to instructional 

technology in the area of foreign languages.  The paucity of the literature focusing on foreign 

language teachers and instructional technology suggested the need to conduct scientific inquiries 

in these areas.  
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The Definition of Instructional Technology 

Crowder (2009) conceded that technology has changed education.  Nagler, Ebner, and 

Schön (2017, p. 1) contended that students have become “mobile, social, smart, and media 

driven” because of readily accessible technology that is available to them.  Gagné (2010) defined 

instructional technology as “the practical procedures for using existing media to deliver 

instruction, and to deliver portions of instruction that supplement the communications of an 

instructor” (pp. 6-7).  The author further mentioned that instructional technology “includes 

practical techniques of instructional delivery that systematically aim for effective learning, 

whether or not they involve the use of media” (Gagné, 2010, p. 7).  Reiser (2001) noted that 

instructional technology must use some form of media for instructional purposes.  Instructional 

media is the physical means of delivering instruction and content to learners in a more effective 

manner (Earle, 2002; Reiser & Gagné, 1983).  Reiser (2001) further contended that “every 

physical means of instructional delivery, from the live instructor to the textbook to the computer 

and so on, would be classified as an instructional medium” (p. 54).  Lam (2000) defined 

technology as “machines or tools designed to accomplish a specific task or tasks” (p. 394).  For 

this study, instructional technology was defined by the machines or tools used to deliver 

instruction based upon interaction with a human who is expected to learn something new.  

Central to this study is Earle’s (2002) summary of instructional technology, stating that the focus 

must be on how and why instructional technology is used and not the quantity of the available 

resources.  It should be noted that instructional technology can also be known as educational 

media, educational technology, education technology, and information and communications 

technology and each country uses different terms for the variety of resources that are available. 
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Instructional Technology in the Classroom 

 The history of instructional technology is as cobbled together as the definition.  The first 

major era of instructional technology was from 1920 to 1959, known as the visual and audio-

visual period.  Instructional technology in the 1920s was very much visual, employing “static 

media such as pictures, slides, flash cards, models, and charts to deliver instruction” (Hashim & 

Gapor, 2010, p. 230).  After the development of audio technologies, there was a shift to audio-

visual instruction.  Audio-visual instruction combined audio technologies with visual 

technologies, such as “sound recording, radio broadcasting, and motion film with sound” 

(Hashim & Gapor, 2010, p. 230; Levinson, 1945; Wrigley, 1922).  Cuban (1986) proposed that 

radio became a primary source of technology from which children could learn as educational 

programs were broadcasted into many classrooms and into the homes of children as well.  The 

next advent of instructional technology was the invention of the television and its use as an 

educational tool in the 1950s.  Crowder (2009) alleged that because of the advances in military 

weaponry, the United States was at the forefront of technology for many years, which was until 

the launching of the Russian spacecraft Sputnik that moved the United States behind Russia as a 

leader in technology (Crowder, 2009; Schulz, 2000).  The television allowed true visual images 

from all over the world to stream in rather than having to use one’s imagination when listening to 

the radio (Crowder, 2009).   

The next major phase in instructional technology was the process period from 1960 to 

1979 (Hashim & Gapor, 2010).  This phase incorporated specific behavioral objectives rooted in 

the theory of behaviorism (Skinner, 1954) and behavioral objectives (Mager, 1962).  Television 

was still the primary source of instructional technology in schools.  Educational programs on 
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television were “promoting social, emotional and intellectual growth of young children” (Palmer, 

1974, p. 303).   

From 1980 to the present, behavioral learning gave way to cognitive learning theory and 

constructivism which also dictated the way by which educational technology has developed 

(Hashim & Gapor, 2010).  In 1981, IBM released the first mainframe personal computer and the 

eventual development of computer-assisted instruction of drill and practice became a mainstay of 

teaching students (Murdock, 2007).  Students became more responsible than ever for their own 

learning, because, with the aid of technology in the classroom and in the home, they could 

construct new skills and knowledge.  In their study, Franz and Papert (1988) found that 

computers were not part of the classroom, rather, they were in separate rooms and were not 

integrated into the daily curriculum, something that is still very true today.  This made computers 

more of a hindrance than a help.  Murdock (2007) stated that the 1990s were a boom in 

instructional technology with the development of the multimedia personal computer and the 

advent of the videodisc and CD-ROMs and the continuance of computer-assisted instruction for 

learning.  In another study, Sheingold and Hadley (1990) determined that teachers were using the 

computer as a multipurpose tool.  Sheingold and Hadley (1990) found that teachers were using 

the instructional software, content-specific software, and the needed teaching tools (word-

processing software).  In addition, computers were being used for demonstrating ideas to the 

whole class and as a remediation tool for students who needed extra assistance (Sheingold & 

Hadley, 1990).  As early as 1996, schools were being rewired to allow students and teachers 

access the Internet, causing an explosion in schools because of its reach to the most remote areas 

while making the most ambiguous information available to the masses with the click of a mouse 

(Murdock, 2007).   
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In 2013, President Barack Obama unveiled an initiative called ConnectED, which sought 

to equip students in American schools with access to high-speed access to the Internet (Slack, 

2013).  The initiative further sought to provide teachers with adequate and appropriate training to 

create interactive lessons to better meet the needs of the students (Slack, 2013).  The final part of 

the initiative asked the private sector to be more innovative in developing devices that allowed 

students the opportunity to “access to more rigorous and engaging classes, new learning 

resources, rich visualizations of complex concepts, and instruction in any foreign language” 

(Slack, 2013, p. 1).  In developing devices to help provide a digital learning platform for 

students, ConnectED also asked the private sector to offer resources for teachers that were 

competitively priced with pre-printed materials (Slack, 2013).  The 2017 National Education 

Technology Plan Update documented the strides being made in technology in American 

education.  The brief determined that while instructional technology was more prevalent in 

schools with more classrooms having access to high-speed Internet access and more students 

have digital devices to use, some schools in the United States were not using instructional 

technology daily to improve learning (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).  The brief further 

mentioned that pre-service and in-service teachers were unprepared to incorporate instructional 

technology to support student learning (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).  

Even though greater varieties of instructional technologies are readily available in 

schools, problems still exist.  Sheingold and Hadley (1990) noted that one of the greatest barriers 

to instructional technology in the schools was the amount of time allotted to teachers to design 

and then carry out intricate lessons involving computers.  In addition, it takes teachers anywhere 

from five to six years to master using a new instructional technology (Sheingold & Hadley, 

1990).  Kaufman (as cited in Schawbel, 2013) would argue that a learner must make a 
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commitment to devote 20 hours of what he calls deliberate practice to learn a new skill.  

However, the personal interests of the learner affect the time it takes to master a new skill 

(Schawbel, 2013).  The more a learner is naturally interested in learning a skill, the more apt he 

or she is to learn it (Schawbel, 2013).  Nonetheless, by the time teachers feel comfortable 

integrating the technology daily, a new technology is available and the cycle of learning and 

utilizing a new instructional technology begins anew (Lam, 2000).   

In the early years of instructional technology in schools, Sheingold and Hadley (1990) 

noted that there needed to be enough technology for all teachers and students to have unlimited 

access to make them successful in their classrooms.  Cuban (1993) highly criticized the sluggish 

pace at which schools were putting into service newer technologies in schools.  In their study, 

Sandholtz and Reilly (2004) implied that while “the number of computer and Internet 

connections in schools have steadily increased over the years,” it has been slow to appear in the 

classroom because of teacher ability (p. 487).  This was highly contested by Lam (2000) who 

believed that teachers were not afraid to use technology in their classes, instead, wanted adequate 

professional development to understand and correctly integrate it into their classrooms and for 

school administrators to slow down when purchasing new technology and understand the needs 

of both students and teachers.  

In a study of 3000 teachers, Gray, Thomas, Lewis, and Tice (2010) indicated that less 

than half of the teachers used the technology for instructional purposes.  The authors noted that 

the technology consisted of computers and devices that could be connected to computers, 

networks, and computer software (Gray et al., 2010).  Further, Becker (2000) and Gray et al. 

(2010) noted that teachers were mainly using technology for daily tasks such as calculating and 

recording grades and taking attendance.  Others emphasized that teachers were using technology 
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to develop teaching materials (Becker, 2000; Cuban, Kirkpatrick, & Peck, 2001; Russell et al., 

2003) or for communicative tasks with peers and parents (Russell et al., 2003; Zhao, Pugh, 

Sheldon, & Byers, 2002).  On two occasions, Cuban indicated that computers had not 

transformed the practice of teaching for a greater percentage of teachers, particularly at the 

secondary level (1986, 2000).  The trend of using instructional technology more as a tool for 

daily tasks than a tool for delivering content continues.  Gray et al. (2010) found that teachers 

were in fact using instructional technology for word processing, graphing student progress, 

making presentations, and using a variety of Internet search engines.   

Becker (2000), however, contradicted Cuban by claiming that under the right conditions, 

computers were “clearly becoming a valuable and well-functioning instructional tool” (p. 25).  

Becker’s (2000) conditions included teachers being relatively familiar with and comfortably 

using technology, school hours permitting students to successfully use computers as part of their 

assignments, availability of technology and equipment for seamless transitions among 

assignments in the classroom, and the teacher’s teaching philosophy supporting a student-

centered constructivist approach that is defined by the interests of the student and not that of the 

teacher or the curriculum.  Bull et al. (2016) declared that merely having access to technology 

would not impact education, rather, the use of it will, which can only happen when teachers are 

prepared and have ongoing support and professional development.  This corresponds with the 

findings of the educational technology briefs that require teacher education programs to prepare 

new teachers to incorporate instructional technology from day one in their careers and requiring 

school districts to provide ongoing professional development (U.S. Department of Education, 

2016, 2017).  Tondeur, van Braak, Ertmer, and Ottenbreit-Leftwich (2017) concluded that 

teachers use instructional technology when it aligns with their own pedagogical beliefs.   
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Instructional Technology in the Foreign Language Classroom 

The Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2011) noted that the previous 20 years had seen 

a boom in developing the communicative competence of foreign language students.  Today’s 

students are expected to communicate with native speakers in the target language.  Foreign 

language teachers must prepare students to learn the target language, assist them in becoming 

independent learners, and encourage the use of the instructional technology (Gretter & Gondra, 

2016).  In a typical foreign language classroom, the technological resources include 

television/VCR/DVD player carts, computers, tablets, Internet access, SmartBoards, document 

readers, overhead projectors, and many other instructional technologies as deemed important by 

the teacher.  Reiser (2001) further mentioned videos, CD-ROMs, slide projectors, in addition to 

what is listed above as instructional technologies.  Becker (2000) suggested instructional 

technologies such as electronic mail, digital presentation software, and spreadsheet software.  

Hashim and Gapor (2010) considered radio as an instructional technology. 

In 1990, Sheingold and Hadley reported that 62% of foreign language teachers who 

participated in their study were using computers for instructional purposes to drill and practice 

with their students.  In addition, Becker (2000) noted that “in math, social studies, and foreign 

languages, the subjects where students use computers the least often, very few teachers have 

more than one or two computers in their classroom” (p. 31).  In a study conducted by H. K. Kim 

and Rissel (2008), the researchers discovered that “external supporting factors (e.g., 

encouragement from the university and peer pressure) could be either positive or negative when 

integrating technology in the foreign language classroom.  Unpredictable use in terms of time 

and frequency also related to the teachers’ experiences in integrating technology, suggesting the 

need to pay more attention to the helpfulness of computer use versus frequency (H. K. Kim & 
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Rissel, 2008).  At best, foreign language teachers should be given the opportunity to investigate 

the best computer technology applications that support their beliefs about language learning and 

second language acquisition (H. K. Kim & Rissel, 2008).  In their study, Sardegna and 

Dugartsyrenova (2014) concluded that “technology-based activities are generally well received 

and can enhance and complement in-class learning opportunities,” but “such activities cannot, 

and should not, replace practical, hands-on experiences” that are the mainstay of most foreign 

language classrooms (p. 163). 

The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) developed the 

World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (The National Standards Collaborative 

Board, 2015).  According to the standards, the goals for any foreign language program should 

include Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities.  The 

Communication goal requires that students effectively communicate in more than one language 

in different situations for various purposes while the Cultures goal expects students to interact 

with a variety of the cultures that are being studied (The National Standards Collaborative Board, 

2015).  The Connections goal asks language learners to “build reinforce, and expand their 

knowledge of other disciplines” through the target language; the Comparisons goal allows 

language learners to reflect on the target language by paralleling what they have learned to their 

own native language (The National Standards Collaborative Board, 2015, p. 1).  The 

Communities goal asks language learners to take what they have learned in the classroom and 

use it to participate in their home communities and the around the world (The National Standards 

Collaborative Board, 2015).  Of the five goals, the Communities goal is the most technologically 

oriented, and expects learners to “use the language within and beyond the classroom to interact 



20 

and collaborate in their community and the globalized world” (The National Standards 

Collaborative Board, 2015, p. 1).  

The ACTFL and the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21) further determined that 

students need to “learn languages other than English and increase their knowledge of other 

cultures” (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011, p. 2).  One of the tenets of P21 is the need 

for students to be technologically literate, incorporating technology to appropriately “research, 

organize, evaluate” and then communicate their findings (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 

2011). 

Teacher Beliefs about Instructional Technology 

Drawing on the work of Abelson (1979) with artificial intelligence systems, Nespor 

(1987) identified four characteristics of beliefs, namely, (1) existential presumption, (2) 

alternativity, (3) affective and evaluative loading, and (4) episodic structure.  Relevant to this 

study, Nespor (1987) contended that beliefs existed in episodic memory and that they were 

drawn from personal experiences or cultural sources that they have in their memories.  Goodman 

(1988) concluded that teachers were highly influenced by their past experiences in the present 

and these experiences filtered how new information was processed.  Further, Nespor (1987) 

determined that these experiences and sources influenced successive events.  Ertmer (2005) 

contented that just as pre-service teachers enter teacher education programs with foundational 

beliefs about their role as an educator, their students, and what they are to be teaching, they also 

have deeply-held beliefs about the role of instructional technology.   

Several studies have indicated that what a teacher believes about the usefulness of and 

difficulty associated with integrating technology influences whether s/he would use technology 

for instruction in the classroom (Inan & Lowther, 2010; Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby, 



21 

& Ertmer, 2010; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004).  C. Kim, Kim, Lee, Spector, and DeMeester 

(2013) recognized that the “fundamental beliefs (regardless of the technology involved) that 

teachers bring into teaching should be studied to understand how differently (or not at all) 

technology is integrated” (p. 78).  A study by Sheingold and Hadley (1990) determined that 

teachers were motivated to teach with computers in their classrooms and were comfortable with 

various technologies.  Teachers were taking advantage of the available professional development 

opportunities to learn the integration of the new technology and felt administrative support was 

needed to continue learning, using, and subsequently integrating newer technologies (Sheingold 

& Hadley, 1990).  Petko (2012) argued that teachers needed to have “a fundamentally positive 

attitude toward the potential benefits” of instructional technology otherwise “all remedial 

measures will ultimately prove futile” and described remedial measures as “improvement of 

hardware, software and content, the adaptation of curriculum procedures and academic strategy 

papers, or the providing of continuing education, coaching, support and educational leadership” 

(p. 1352). 

Funkhouser and Mouza (2013) believe that two barriers (knowledge and skills and 

attitudes and beliefs) to instructional technology can be directly attributed and subsequently 

addressed by teacher education programs.  The U.S. Department of Education (2016) 

emphasized that teacher education programs could not limit technology courses to a single 

occurrence within the coursework; it needed to be used in every class to emphasize the 

helpfulness of what is being used.  Ertmer (2005) determined that “the decision regarding 

whether and how to use technology for instruction rests on the shoulders of classroom teachers” 

(p. 27).  There is a strong correlation between beliefs and understanding teacher behavior 

(Calderhead, 1996; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Kane, Sandetto, & Heath, 2002; Pajares, 1992).  
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Pajares (1992) further noted that “…few would argue that the beliefs teachers fold influence their 

perceptions and judgments, which in turn, affect their behavior in the classroom” (p. 307).  

Researchers have described inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs and their actual classroom 

practices (Calderhead, 1996; Ertmer, Gopalakrishnan, & Ross, 2001; Fang, 1996; Kane et al., 

2002).  Of these researchers, Ertmer et al. (2001) asserted that the visions and beliefs of teachers 

about technology did not match the actual practice in the classroom.  Funkhouser and Mouza 

(2013) noted the need to change “preservice teachers’ deeply rooted traditional beliefs in order to 

foster meaningful use of technology” (p. 273).  Ertmer (2005) claimed that teachers themselves 

are the “final frontier” to successful instructional technology in the classroom. 

Despite the readiness of instructional technology in schools, use of high-level technology 

may still be relatively low (Barron et al., 2003; Newman, 2002 February 26; Zhao et al., 2002), 

suggesting that the pedagogical beliefs of teachers may be a hindrance to incorporation (Ertmer, 

2005).  The challenge for teachers becomes moving from surface level use of instructional 

technology in the classroom to using instructional technology to enhance learning in the 

classroom (Penuel, 2006).  Barriers to effective incorporation of instructional technology include 

negative teacher attitudes, as well as the pressures to increase scores on standardized tests 

(Union, Union, & Green, 2015).  Multiple sources cite the limited access to teacher training and 

technical support for teachers (Hicks, 2011; Smith & Okolo, 2010; U.S. Department of 

Education, 2017).  Another barrier to incorporation of a variety of technologies is proof of the 

effectiveness of instructional practices based on instructional technology in the classroom (Smith 

& Okolo, 2010).  Ertmer (2005) and Wang (2002) both asserted that teachers who use 

instructional technology in a more constructivist, student-centered manner are using technology 

in a more meaningful manner.  As a result, classrooms became more students student-centered 
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where teachers acted more as coaches and facilitators versus the primary source of information 

(Sheingold & Hadley, 1990).  In the study conducted by Sheingold and Hadley (1990), it was 

noted that teachers felt that computers had made a real difference in how they taught.  Teachers 

mentioned that they changed what their expectations were of their students by expecting more 

out of them, while simultaneously presenting more intricate topics to their students while having 

the ability to pay greater attention to students who needed more assistance (Sheingold & Hadley, 

1990).  Regardless, for teachers to use instructional technology in transformative ways for 

themselves and their students “a comprehensive process of change” was required on their part. 

Foreign Language Teacher Beliefs about Instructional Technology 

 While the beliefs of general education teachers have been studied frequently, in the area 

of foreign languages, there is less information.  H. K. Kim and Rissel (2008) stated that the 

greatest indicator of whether a foreign language teacher would or would not implement 

educational technology is his or her attitude toward its execution in the classroom regarding 

advancement in curriculum, which had also been supported by earlier researchers (Clark, 1988; 

Clark & Peterson, 1986; Hofer & Pintrich, 1997; Howard, McGee, Schwartz, & Purcell, 2000; 

Pajares, 1992; Prawat, 1992).  Further, H. K. Kim and Rissel (2008) stated that teachers 

“encouraged to use technology with little introduction or support from subject-matter experts” 

(p. 61).  Additionally, without appropriate introduction and support, new technologies tend to fall 

short of the expectations or fail in the teaching and learning of foreign languages (Davies, 2011).  

In a foreign language classroom, major activities may include input, interaction, and the creation 

of output in authentic contexts.  Computer-assisted language learning, or CALL, creates 

“environments for promoting student participation, as well as generating authentic contexts for 

interaction and the negotiation of meaning” (H. K. Kim & Rissel, 2008, p. 63).  Employing 
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CALL in the foreign language classroom may provide the teachers with the opportunity to assess 

their roles and views on teaching a foreign language (H. K. Kim & Rissel, 2008).  

Theoretical Framework 

 Fluency with Information Technology guided the study.  Those who are considered 

“FIT” continually apply “what they know to adapt to change and acquire more knowledge to be 

more effective at applying information technology to their work and personal lives” (National 

Research Council, 1999, p. 2).  The three different types of knowledge are concepts, capabilities, 

and skills; to be FIT, one must be able to complete activities involving elements of the different 

types of knowledge to reinforce each other (National Research Council, 1999).  In a study of the 

FITness model with 300 college students, McEuen (2001) found that while students did have 

adequate access to technology, both personally and through the school, they were neither going 

to school prepared with the conceptual knowledge of computers and technology nor were they 

being trained to use it during their years in higher education.  Students reported being able to use 

the technology as an instrument for communication or entertainment, but lacked the skills to 

troubleshoot the technology.  McEuen (2001) further argued that students needed to know the 

conceptual foundations, “what technology can do, what it cannot do, what risks are involved 

with computers and access to information, and so on” to understand the full impact of technology 

(p. 16).   

 Kaminski, Switzer, and Gloeckner (2009) conducted a different study with graduating 

senior college students to determine their FITness.  The authors argued that the workforce could 

benefit from having students graduate with the appropriate skills necessary to.  The authors 

found that students were not being engaged “in advanced uses of technology for communication, 

sharing information, and problem solving,” as well giving students “experience in the use of 



25 

digital technologies such as creating digital audio, digital video, Web pages, and graphics to 

communicate learning or share information” (Kaminski et al., 2009, p. 232). 

Mixed Methods Research 

 Plano Clark (2017) defined mixed methods research as “the synergistic combination of 

different aspects of quantitative and qualitative research including the different perspectives, 

intents, research questions, data sources, analytic techniques, and interpretations” associated with 

the research methodologies (p. 305).  While all methods of data collection have limitations, 

mixed methods research provides a way to counterbalance or eliminate some of the 

disadvantages that either quantitative or qualitative can have (Byrne & Humble, 2007; Johnson 

& Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  In employing mixed methods research, results can be more 

“informative, complete, balanced, and useful” (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 129).  

The conclusions that can be drawn from mixing the quantitative and qualitative methodologies 

are “more nuanced, contextualized, and corroborated” (Plano Clark, 2017, p. 305).  Mixed 

methods research allows for more thorough analysis of the data and adequately takes advantage 

of the strengths of quantitative and qualitative research (Green & Caracelli, 1997; Greene, 

Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).  Mixed methods research is best employed when neither the 

quantitative nor the qualitative data is sufficient to describe the patterns found in the research 

(Ivankova et al., 2006; Morse & Niehaus, 2009).   

 The present study employed a mixed methods explanatory sequential model.  Johnson et 

al. (2007) would identify this study as a quantitative dominant mixed methods research because 

it “relies on a quantitative, post-positivist view of the research process, while concurrently 

recognizing that the addition of qualitative data and approaches are likely to benefit” (p. 124).  
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Upon moving to the qualitative portion of the research process, the framework shifts from post-

positivist to constructivist (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  The quantitative portion of the 

explanatory sequential study comes first because “the goal is to seek an in-depth explanation of 

the results from the quantitative measures,” followed by collecting qualitative data to better 

understand the findings of the quantitative portion in the discussion portion of the study, 

followed by drawing implications (Ivankova et al., 2006). 

Summary 

 The review of the literature supported the idea that teachers are using instructional 

technology to teach new content to their students.  However, the motivation for incorporating 

instructional technology strongly aligns with their personal beliefs; therefore, teachers must 

understand the benefits of it before they will use it.  Teachers will only use instructional 

technology if they feel that it will help their students, but this is only from the perspective of 

general education teachers.  Far less is known about the perceptions and beliefs of foreign 

language teachers, even though research is being done abroad with the perspectives of teachers 

of English as a second or other foreign language.  There is also a need for adequate and 

appropriate professional development to incorporate instructional technology in the classroom.  

Instructional technology is not going away, rather, it is evolving and appearing in classrooms 

faster than teachers can keep up the pace.   

  



27 

CHAPTER III: METHOD 

Introduction 

 This chapter describes the methods used to answer the study’s research questions.  The 

study incorporated a mixed methods design.  Creswell (2014) defined mixed methods research as 

“the middle of the continuum because it incorporates elements of both qualitative and 

quantitative approaches” (p. 3).  The reason for mixing the methods of research was that neither 

qualitative nor quantitative research methods was sufficient to understand the trends of 

instructional technology in the foreign language classroom.  Mixing both qualitative and 

quantitative research methods allowed the researcher to fully expand the study and further 

understand the advantages and disadvantages of instructional technology in the foreign language 

classroom. 

 The purpose of the mixed methods explanatory sequential study was to explore and 

interpret the attitudes and abilities of a non-probability sample of foreign language teachers in 

Texas regarding the classroom use of instructional technology.  In the first phase, quantitative 

data were collected via an on-line survey questionnaire.  The research questions that guided this 

portion of the study were: 

1. What are the abilities of foreign language teachers towards instructional technology in 

their classrooms? 

2. What are the attitudes of foreign language teachers towards the use of instructional 

technology in their classrooms? 

In the second phase, qualitative data were collected and analyzed to better understand the 

quantitative results by exploring and documenting the perspectives of a sample of foreign 
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language teachers regarding the advantages and disadvantages of instructional technology in 

foreign language classrooms.  The research question guiding this portion of the study was:  

1. What are the perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding the availability and use 

of instructional technology in a classroom setting? 

Research Design 

 This study employed a two-phase, explanatory sequential mixed methods design 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  The researcher first collected and analyzed the quantitative 

data, followed by the collection and analysis of qualitative data.  Finally, the researcher 

synthesized the quantitative and qualitative results to draw conclusions, discuss the findings, and 

offer theoretical and practical implications. The design is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1.  The process for an explanatory sequential design. 

Quantitative 

 The quantitative component of the study was descriptive in nature.  Descriptive research 

is a type of quantitative investigation that is conducted to measure and document the specific 

characteristics of a sample or population that are specified by the researchers (Gall, Gall, & 

Borg, 2017).  The study was cross-sectional, which was conducted to collect data at one point in 
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time from individuals that varied in age or developmental stage (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2017).  The 

collection of data relied heavily on recollection of past events, using Qualtrics, an online survey 

administration software.  The researcher chose a survey study because of the “economy of the 

design and the rapid turnaround in data collection” (Creswell, 2003, p. 154).  There were no 

independent or dependent variables; thus, hypothesis testing was not possible.  No causal 

inferences could be drawn because of the non-experimental nature of the investigation. 

Qualitative 

 A focus group was conducted to collect the data for the qualitative component of the 

study.  Carey and Asbury (2012) noted that the purpose of a focus group is to collect “rich, 

detailed data” that is “focused on the topic selected” and not how the group interacts (p. 15).  

Carey and Asbury (2012) detailed that “focus groups can provide insights into attitudes and 

beliefs that underlie behavior and by providing context and perspective that enable experiences 

to be understood” (p. 17).  Creswell (2003) and Carey and Asbury (2012) suggested that a 

primary advantage of a focus group is the ability to give the researcher the control over the line 

of questioning.   

Interpretivism (Crotty, 1998), which is the umbrella term for theoretical perspectives that 

attempt to understand and explain human experiences, guided the conduct of the focus group.  

Interpretivism is designed to understand individuals’ social reality by focusing on how they see 

the world.  Coding and inductive analysis were utilized to organize the data based upon common 

patterns or themes (Mertler, 2006).  Halcomb (2007) stated that focus groups enable the 

researchers to synthesize and validate the ideas and/or concepts while discovering participants’ 

perspectives.  Conducting one focus group was not sufficient to provide the researcher with 

multiple realities or truths; thus, triangulation of the data did not occur.  
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Subject Selection 

 Foreign language teachers for the quantitative portion of the study were recruited 

throughout the State of Texas.  For the qualitative component of the study, which utilized a focus 

group, participants were recruited from an urban school district in South Texas.  Permission to 

conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board at Texas A&M University 

(HSRP # 38-17).  

Quantitative 

 The survey participants were recruited from the Texas Foreign Language Association 

listserv.  The listserv is open to educators of all languages who teach in the state of Texas.  The 

languages include Spanish, French, German, American Sign Language, Mandarin, Japanese, and 

Latin among others.  For the study, only K-12 teachers were contacted electronically and invited 

to participate in the study.  There were 37 foreign language teachers who were voluntarily agreed 

to participate in the study and provide the researcher with useable data.   

Qualitative 

 The proper sample size for a focus group can be from four to 12 people (Carlsen & 

Glenton, 2011).  For the qualitative component of the study, the researcher contacted 10 foreign 

language teachers.  Five (2 middle school and 3 high school) voluntarily agreed to participate in 

the focus group. 
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Instrumentation 

 An on-line survey questionnaire was used to collect the quantitative data.  To collect the 

qualitative data, a focus group was conducted. 

Quantitative 

 A three-part survey instrument, the Digital Technology and Classroom Survey, DTCS 

(Gomez, 2016) was slightly modified and used to collect the quantitative data (Appendix A).  

Permission to use the instrument for the study was obtained from the author.   

The first part of the survey addressed the perceived abilities of foreign language teachers 

regarding the integration of instructional technologies in their classrooms.  This section of the 

survey was composed of five parts: (1) availability of the device, which had five items 

(Coefficient α = 0.76), (2) the school or district network with 4 items (Coefficient α = 0.93), (3) 

parental and student communication with six items (Coefficient α = 0.88), (4), classroom 

preparation, instruction, and administrative tasks with eleven items (Coefficient α = 0.90), and 

(5) teacher preparation with six items (Coefficient α = 0.84).  A four-point Likert-type scaling 

was used (1 = Nothing, 2 = Very Little, 3 = Some, 4 = A Great Deal). 

 The second part of the survey addressed the attitudes about the technology integration by 

the foreign language teachers.  This portion of the survey included twenty items (Coefficient α = 

0.96) with a four point Likert-type scaling (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = 

Strongly Disagree) to measure the attitudes of the teachers.  

 The third and final part of the survey was designed to collect the data on the selected 

characteristics of the survey participants.  They were specifically asked to provide data on 

gender, age, ethnicity, and teaching assignment for the 2016-2017 school year.  They were also 

asked to record if their school district was urban, suburban, or rural and if the school was 



32 

designated as Title 1.  Teachers were also asked if they had access to Computers on Wheels 

(COWs), tablet carts, computer laboratories, language laboratories, if computers were available 

in the classroom, if tablets were available in the classroom, and if printers were available for 

checkout.  Finally, teachers were asked to identify their digital identity (immigrant or native).   

Qualitative 

 Because of the explanatory sequential mixed methods nature of the study, the quantitative 

data were analyzed and used to formulate the focus group’s lead questions and inquiries to 

understand the feelings of foreign language teachers regarding instructional technology.  The 

leading questions and inquiries for the focus group included the following: (1) What dimensions, 

incidents, and people intimately connected with the experience of instructional technology stand 

out for you? (2) How has instructional technology affected you? (3) What changes do you 

associate with instructional technology? (4) What feelings were generated by using instructional 

technology? (5) What thoughts stood out for you? (6) Tell me about the first time you integrated 

any kind of instructional technology in your classroom. (7) Tell me about the different kinds of 

instructional technology you have used in your classroom. (8) Tell me about your biggest 

challenges in integrating instructional technology in your classroom. (9) How could your 

undergraduate teacher education program have helped you better prepare to integrate 

instructional technology in the foreign language classroom? (10) What would you like others to 

know about instructional technology in the foreign language classroom? (11) What else would 

you like to share with me with regards to instructional technology? 
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Data Collection 

 The quantitative and qualitative data had to be collected to answer the study’s research 

questions.  The quantitative data were collected electronically.  A focus group was conducted to 

collect the qualitative data. 

Quantitative 

 Data were collected over the course of four months, from January 2017 to April 2017, 

through Qualtrics, an online survey administration software.  Data collection began on January 

23, 2017.  The researcher sent an email, via the listserv, which included the invitation to 

participate in the study and the link to the on-line survey.  Follow-up emails were sent to listserv 

members on February 5, February 18, February 25, and April 7.  A total of 37 foreign language 

teachers completed the survey instrument.  Consent to participate in the study was embedded in 

the on-line survey, which the participants had to sign to complete the survey. 

Qualitative  

 Qualitative data were collected from a five-person focus group.  The focus group was 

conducted on June 26, 2017 at the home of the researcher in Corpus Christi, Texas.  The 

researcher explained the purpose of the study, assured confidentiality, reminded the participants 

that they would be audio-recorded, and informed them that they could withdraw at any time 

without being penalized.  The researcher asked if they had any questions.  Each participant 

signed a voluntary consent form.  The researcher served as the recorder and moderator.  She 

encouraged open discussion and probed the participants for further clarification when needed.   
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Data Analysis 

 The quantitative data were analyzed statistically.  The qualitative data were content-

analyzed.  The quantitative and qualitative data were synthesized to draw conclusions, discuss 

the findings, and propose theoretical and practical implications. 

Quantitative 

 The raw quantitative data were coded and entered into a computer.  The Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used for data entry, manipulation, and analysis.  

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and organize the results.  Specifically, appropriate 

measures of central tendency, measures of variability, frequency distribution tables, and 

percentage distribution tables (Field, 2013) were employed.   

 Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha (Crocker & Algina, 1986) was used to estimate the internal 

consistency of the four constructs.  Specifically, α = [k/k-1] [1-(Σσi
2/σx

2)], where k is the number 

of items on the test, σi
2 is the variance of item i, and σx

2 is the total test variance (sum of the 

variances plus twice the sum of the co-variances of all possible pairs of its components, that is, σx
2 

= Σσi
2 + 2Σσij) was computed for each of the constructs. 

Qualitative 

The transcripts of the focus group (Appendix B) were analyzed to examine the statements 

of the participants about instructional technology in their classrooms.  Specifically, the following 

steps were performed: 1) getting a sense of the whole by reading the transcription carefully; 2) 

identifying text segments with brackets; 3) assigning a code word or phrase to describe the 

meaning of the text segment; 4) making a list and grouping the code word; 5) reviewing the 

transcription; and 6) reducing the codes to themes, which are similar codes put together, forming 

the major ideas of the transcription (Creswell, 2005).  “A code in qualitative inquiry is most 
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often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, and attribute for a position 

of language-based or visual data” (Saldaña, 2009, p.3). 

In accordance with the explanatory sequential mixed methods model, the quantitative and 

qualitative results were synthesized to draw conclusions, discuss the findings, and offer 

theoretical and practical implications. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of the two-phase, mixed methods explanatory sequential study was to 

explore and interpret the attitudes and abilities of a non-probability sample of foreign language 

teachers in Texas regarding the classroom use of instructional technology.  In the first phase, 

quantitative data were collected via an on-line survey questionnaire.  The research questions that 

guided this portion of the study were: 

1. What are the abilities of foreign language teachers towards instructional 

technology in their classrooms? 

2. What are the attitudes of foreign language teachers towards the use of 

instructional technology in their classrooms? 

In the second phase, qualitative data were collected and analyzed to better understand the 

quantitative results by exploring and documenting the perspectives of a sample of foreign 

language teachers regarding the advantages and disadvantages of instructional technology in 

foreign language classrooms.  The research question guiding this portion of the study was: What 

are the perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding the availability and use of 

instructional technology in a classroom setting? 

Quantitative Results 

Profile of the Subjects 

 The study was conducted via a listserv dedicated to foreign language teachers in Texas.  

The sample for the quantitative component of the study consisted of 37 educators who identified 

themselves as foreign language teachers in Texas.  The respondents ranged in age from 27 to 73, 

with 48.60 as the mean.  Most of the respondents were female (94.60%).  When responding to 
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ethnicity, Hispanic or Latino/Latina was the mode (48.60%), followed by White, Non-Hispanic 

or Latino/Latina (32.480%).  Of the teachers surveyed, 51.40% designated their school districts 

as urban, followed by suburban (32.40%) and rural (10.80%).  Most the respondents (54.10%) 

declared that their schools did not receive Title 1 funds.  With respect to digital identity, the 

majority (75.70%) were digital immigrants, meaning they were born before the advent of 

technology.  Results are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

A Profile of Subjects, n=37 

Variable       F   % 

 

Gender   

 Female       35   94.60 

 Male       2   5.40   

 

Ethnicity 

 Hispanic or Latino/Latina    18   48.60  

White, Non-Hispanic or Latino/Latina  12   32.40 

Other       5   13.50 

African-American     1   2.70 

No response      1   2.70 

       

School District 

 Urban       19   51.40 

Suburban      12   32.40 

Rural       4   10.80 

No response      2   5.40 

 

Title 1 

 No       20   54.10 

 Yes       16   43.20 

 No response      1   2.7  

 

Digital Identity 

 Digital Immigrant     28   75.70 

 Digital Native      9   24.30 
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Device Availability 

 Survey respondents were asked to determine if they had access to various technologies.  

They were asked about portable technologies such as Computers on Wheels (CoWs), tablet carts, 

and printers.  The majority had access to CoWs (62.20%) and tablet carts (51.40%).  The 

majority (67.60%) reported that their students did not have access to printers for checkout. 

Foreign language teachers were also asked if students had access to computers or tablets 

in the classroom.  While one teacher did not respond to the question, 48.60% of the teachers 

determined that their students did have access to computers in the classroom.  Twenty-five of the 

37 teachers (67.60%) reported that their students did not have access to tablets in the classroom. 

Teachers were finally asked about computer laboratories or language laboratories in their 

schools.  The majority (78.40%) stated that they did have access to a computer lab.  When it 

came to designated language laboratories, 75.70% declared that they did not have one in their 

schools.  Results are summarized in Table 2. 

Device Ability 

 Survey respondents were asked about their ability to use five widely available devices.  

The overwhelming majority (91.90%) responded that they could do a great deal with a 

computer.  When asked about their ability to use the Internet, 94.60% of the survey respondents 

declared that they could do a great deal.  Of the 37 teachers who responded to the survey, 

37.80% declared that they could do some with a video conference unit.  There were 40.50% of 

the foreign language teachers who reported that they could do a great deal with an Interactive 

White board.  The final device that teachers were surveyed was the use of a digital camera and 

54.10% said they could do a great deal.  Results are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 2 

Availability of Technology to Foreign Language Teachers, n=37 

Variable       F   % 

 

Computers on Wheels (CoWs)   

 Yes       23   62.20 

No       12   32.40 

No Response      2   5.40 

 

Tablet Carts 

 Yes       19   51.40 

No       16   43.20 

No Response      2   5.40 

 

Printers for Checkout       

 Yes       11   29.70 

 No       25   67.60 

 No Response      1   2.70 

       

Computers in the Classroom 

 Yes       18   48.60 

No       18   48.60 

No Response      1   2.70 

 

Tablets in the Classroom 

 Yes       11   29.70 

 No       25   67.60 

 No response      1   2.7 

 

Computer Laboratories 

Yes       29   78.40 

No       7   10.00 

No Response      1   2.70 

 

Language Laboratories 

 Yes       7   18.90 

 No       28   75.70 

 No Response      2   5.4 
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Table 3 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use a Device, n=37 

Variable       F  % 

 

Computer    

A great deal   34  91.90 

    Some    2  5.40 

    Very little   1  2.70  

    Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Internet    

A great deal   35  94.60 

    Some    2  5.40 

    Very little   0  0.00  

    Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Video Conference Unit  

    A great deal   10  27.00 

Some    14  37.80 

    Very little    6  16.20 

    Nothing   7  18.90  

 

Interactive Whiteboard  

A great deal   15  40.50 

    Some    8  21.60 

    Very little   2  5.40  

    Nothing   12  32.40 

 

Digital Camera   

A great deal   20  54.10 

    Some    13  35.10 

    Very little   0  0.00 

    Nothing    4  10.08 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The means of the respondents’ responses were used to rank the teachers’ perceived 

abilities to use the devices from the highest (a great deal) to the lowest (nothing).  The Internet 

was reported to be used the most, followed by the computer, the digital camera, the video 

conference unit, and the Interactive Whiteboard.  Table 4 shows the results. 
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Table 4 

Mean Ranking of Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use a Device, n=37  

Device         Mean* 

Internet        3.95 

 

Computer        3.89 

 

Digital Camera       3.32 

 

Video Conference Unit      2.73 

 

Interactive Whiteboard      2.70 

 

*4=A great deal, 3=Some, 2=Very little, 1=Nothing 

 

District Services Ability 

 Respondents were asked to determine how much they could do with the services that 

were being provided by their school districts.  With respect to entering and viewing grades and 

entering and viewing attendance, 100.00% responded that they could do a great deal.  Most the 

teachers stated that they could enter or view the results of student assessments (83.80%).  

Finally, teachers were asked about their ability to enter or view Individualized Education 

Program (IEP) or parts of the IEP relevant to their interactions with their students, and 56.80% 

reported they could do a great deal.  Results are summarized in Table 5.  
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Table 5 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use District Services, n=37 

Variable         F  % 

 

Enter or view grades    

A great deal   37  100.00 

      Some    0  0.00 

      Very little   0  0.00  

      Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Enter or view attendance records    

A great deal   37  100.00 

      Some    0  0.00 

      Very little   0  0.00  

      Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Enter or view results of student assessments    

      A great deal   31  83.80 

Some    5  13.50 

      Very little    1  2.70 

      Nothing   0  0.00  

 

Enter or view IEPs or parts of IEP relevant to interactions with the student 

A great deal   21  56.80 

      Some    10  27.00 

      Very little   1  2.70 

      Nothing    5  13.50 

 

The means of the respondents’ responses were used to rank the perceived abilities of 

teachers to use school district services from the highest (a great deal) to the lowest (nothing).  

Entering and viewing student grades and entering and viewing of student attendance records 

were ranked the highest, followed by entering or viewing the results of the student assessments, 

and entering or viewing IEPs or parts of the IEP relevant to the interactions with the student.  

Results are shown in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Mean Ranking of the Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use District Services, n=37 

           Mean* 

Enter or view grades         4.00 

 

Enter or view attendance records       4.00 

 

Enter or view results of student assessments      3.81 

 

Enter or view IEPs or parts of IEP relevant to interactions with the student  3.27 

 

*4=A great deal, 3=Some, 2=Very little, 1=Nothing 

 

Parent and Student Communication Modes 

 Foreign language teachers were asked to determine the extent to which they could 

communicate with parents and students through different mediums.  The mediums included 

e-mail or listserv to send out group updates or information, using e-mail to address individual 

concerns, online bulletin board for class distribution, course or teacher webpage, course or 

teacher blog, and text messaging.  The majority (64.90%) responded that they could use e-mail 

or a listserv to send out group updates or information a great deal, and could use email to 

address individual concerns (81.10%) a great deal.  Only 37.80% of the respondents could 

maintain an online bulletin board for class distribution a great deal.  Most of the respondents 

declared that they could use course or teacher webpages (59.50%) for communication with 

parents and students a great deal.  There were teachers who could do nothing with a course or 

teacher blog (32.40%) while 29.70% responded that they could do a great deal.  An equal 

number of teachers responded that they could do some (32.40%) or a great deal (32.40%) with 

text messaging as a mode of communication with parents and students.  Results are summarized 

in Table 7.   
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Table 7 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use Parent and Student Communication Modes, n=37 

Variable         F  % 

 

E-mail or listserv to send out group updates or information   

A great deal   24  64.90 

      Some    12  32.40 

      Very little   1  2.70  

      Nothing    0  0.00 

 

E-mail to address individual concerns 

A great deal   30  81.10 

      Some    6  16.20 

      Very little   1  2.70  

      Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Online bulletin board for class distribution 

      A great deal   14  37.80 

Some    13  35.10 

      Very little    4  10.80 

      Nothing   6  16.20  

 

Course or teacher webpage 

A great deal   22  59.50 

      Some    9  24.30 

      Very little   3  8.10 

      Nothing    5  8.10 

 

Course or teacher blog 

      A great deal   11  29.70 

      Some    9  24.30 

      Very little   5  13.50 

      Nothing   12  32.40 

 

Text messaging 

      A great deal   12  32.40 

      Some    12  32.40 

      Nothing   7  18.90 

      Very little   6  16.20 

 

The means of the respondents’ responses were used to rank the perceived abilities of 

teachers with regards to the different modes of communication with parents and students the 
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highest (a great deal) to the lowest (nothing).  The use e-mail to address individual concerns was 

ranked the highest, followed by e-mail or a listserv to send out group updates or information, 

course or teacher webpage to communicate with parents and students, online bulletin board for 

classroom distribution, text messaging, and course or teacher blog.  Results are shown in Table 

8. 

Table 8 

Mean Ranking of the Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use Communication Modes, n=37 

           Mean* 

E-mail to address individual concerns      3.78 

 

E-mail or listserv to send out group updates or information    3.62 

 

Course or teacher webpage        3.35 

 

Online bulletin board for class distribution      2.95 

 

Text messaging         2.78 

 

Course or teacher blog        2.51 

 

*4=A great deal, 3=Some, 2=Very little, 1=Nothing 

 

Classroom Preparation, Instruction, or Administrative Tasks 

 Survey respondents were asked about their ability to use eleven tools.  The tools were: 

word processing software, spreadsheets and graphing programs, software for making 

presentations, graphics and image-editing software, software for administrative duties, 

simulation and visualization programs, drill/practice/tutorials, subject-specific programs, the 

Internet, blogs and/or wikis, and social networking sites.  The majority of the teachers (94.60%) 

responded that they could use word processing software a great deal.  There were 54.10% of the 

teachers who could use spreadsheets or graphing programs a great deal.  Of the 37 teachers who 

responded to the survey, 81.10% declared that they could use software for making presentations, 
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such as PowerPoint or Prezi, a great deal.  An equal number (37.80%) declared that they could 

use graphics or image-editing software a great deal or some.  More teachers responded that they 

could do some (35.10%) with software for administrative duties.  Further, 35.10% said they 

could do very little with simulation and visualization programs.  The tool designated as 

drill/practice/tutorials had 48.60% of the foreign language teachers responding that they could do 

a great deal.  Similarly, 59.50% responded that they could do a great deal with subject-specific 

programs.  Using the Internet as a tool yielded a result of 94.60% of teachers responding a great 

deal.  Of the respondents, 40.50% responded that they could do some with blogs and/or wikis.  

There were 43.20% of the teachers who could use social networking sites a great deal.  Results 

are presented in Table 9.   

Table 9 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Abilities to Use Tools for Classroom Preparation, Instruction, or 

Administrative Tasks, n=37 

 

Variable       F  % 

 

Word processing software    

A great deal   35  94.60 

    Some    2  5.40 

    Very little   0  0.00  

    Nothing    0  0.00 

 

Spreadsheets and graphing software    

A great deal   20  54.10 

    Some    13  35.10 

    Very little   2  5.40 

    Nothing    2  5.40 

 

Software for making presentations 

A great deal   30  81.10 

Some    7  18.90 

Very little   0  0.00 

Nothing   0  0.00 
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Table 9 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Graphics, image-editing software 

A great deal   14  37.80 

    Some    14  37.80 

    Very little   5  13.50 

    Nothing   4  10.80 

Software for administrative duties 

A great deal   12  32.40 

Some    13  35.10 

    Very little   7  18.90 

    Nothing   5  13.50 

Simulation and visualization programs 

    A great deal   4  27.00 

    Some    10  27.00 

    Very little   13  35.10 

    Nothing   10  27.00 

Drill/practice/tutorials 

    A great deal   18  48.60 

    Some    12  32.40 

    Very little   5  13.50 

    Nothing   2  5.40 

Subject-specific programs 

    A great deal   22  59.50 

    Some    12  32.40 

    Very little   2  5.40 

    Nothing   1  2.70 

The Internet 

    A great deal   35  94.60 

    Some    2  5.40 

    Very little   0  0.00 

    Nothing   0  0.00 

Blogs and/or wikis 

    A great deal   9  24.30 

    Some    15  40.50 

    Very little   7  18.90 

    Nothing   6  16.20 

Social networking sites 

    A great deal   16  43.20 

    Some    7  18.90 

    Very little   7  18.90 

    Nothing   7  18.90 

 

 The means of the respondents’ responses were used to rank the perceived abilities of 

foreign language teachers to use a variety of tools in the classroom from the highest (a great 
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deal) to the lowest (nothing).  The Internet and word processing software were ranked the 

highest, followed by the use of software for making presentations, subject-specific programs, 

spreadsheets and graphic programs, tools for drill, practice, and tutorials in the foreign language, 

and graphics or image-editing software.  There were lower mean rankings for the use of software 

for administrative duties, social networking sites, blog and/or wiki, and simulation and 

visualization programs.  Results are shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Mean Ranking of the Tools for Classroom Preparation, Instruction, or Administrative Tasks, 

n=37 

 

Tool        Mean* 

Internet       3.95 

 

Word Processing Software     3.95 

 

Software for making presentations    3.81 

 

Subject-specific programs     3.49 

 

Spreadsheets and graphing programs    3.38 

 

Drill/practice/tutorials      3.24 

 

Graphics, image-editing software    3.03 

 

Software for administrative duties    2.86 

 

Social networking websites     2.86 

 

Blog and/or wiki      2.73 

 

Simulation and visualization programs   2.22 

 

*4=A great deal, 3=Some, 2=Very little, 1=Nothing 
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Preparation for Instructional Technology Integration 

 Respondents were asked to react to the extent they felt they were prepared to incorporate 

technology in their classrooms.  Most (51.40%) of the teachers replied that their undergraduate 

teacher education preparation programs did nothing to prepare them to integrate technology in 

the foreign language classroom.  Less than half of the foreign language teachers (48.60%) felt 

that graduate teacher education programs also did nothing to prepare them for the integration of 

instructional technology.  Approximately 40.50% of the respondents felt that professional 

development activities did help some.  The respondents also reported that trainings provided by 

staff responsible for technology support and/or integration at their school did help some to 

prepare them to integrate instructional technology.  Most of teachers (75.70%) felt that a great 

deal of the preparation to incorporate instructional technology was the result of independent 

learning.  Finally, teachers responded that workshops offered through their local Education 

Service Centers helped some in preparing them to incorporate instructional technology in their 

classrooms.  Results are shown in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Preparation to Integrate Instructional Technology, n=37 

Variable       F  % 

 

Undergraduate teacher education preparation program    

    A great deal   3  8.10 

    Some    4  10.80  

    Very little   11  29.70 

Nothing   19  51.40 

 

Graduate teacher education 

    A great deal   4  10.80 

    Some    4  10.80 

    Very little   11  29.70 

    Nothing   18  48.60 

 

Professional development activities 

    A great deal   14  37.80 

    Some    15  40.50 

    Very little   8  21.60 

    Nothing   0  0.00 

 

Training provided by staff responsible for technology support and/or integration at their school 

    A great deal   14  37.80 

    Some    16  43.20 

    Very little   6  16.20 

    Nothing   1  2.70 

 

Independent learning 

    A great deal   28  75.70 

    Some    8  21.60 

    Very little   1  2.70 

    Nothing   0  0.00 

 

Workshops offered by Education Service Centers 

    A great deal    6  16.20 

    Some    13  35.10 

    Very little   10  27.10 

    Nothing   9  21.60 

  

 The means of the respondents’ responses provided were used to rank the teachers’ 

perceptions about their preparation to incorporate instructional technology in their foreign 
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languages classrooms from the highest (a great deal) to the lowest (nothing).  The independent 

learning was ranked the highest, followed by professional development activities, training 

provided by staff responsible for technology support and/or integration at their schools, 

workshops offered by Education Service Centers, graduate teacher education programs, and 

undergraduate teacher education preparation programs.  Results are depicted in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Mean Ranking of Foreign Language Teachers’ Preparation to Integrate Instructional 

Technology, n=37 

 

Method        Mean* 

Independent learning       3.73 

 

Professional development activities     3.16 

 

Training provided by staff responsible for technology support  3.16 

and/or integration at their schools 

 

Workshops offered by Education Service Centers   2.46 

 

Graduate teacher education programs     1.84 

 

Undergraduate teacher education preparation programs  1.76 

*4=A great deal, 3=Some, 2=Very little, 1=Nothing 

 

Attitudes towards Integrating Instructional Technology 

 Survey respondents were given 20 statements that measured their attitudes towards 

integrating instructional technology in the foreign language classroom.  Many of the respondents 

either strongly agreed or agreed with the statements regarding their attitudes towards integrating 

instructional technology.  The results are presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Foreign Language Teachers’ Perceived Attitudes to Integrating Instructional Technology, n=37 

        F  % 

 

I feel confident that I understand computer capabilities well enough to maximize them in my 

classroom. 

    Strongly agree   17  45.90 

    Agree    17  45.90 

    Disagree   2  8.10 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that I have the skills necessary to use the computer for instruction. 

    Strongly agree   22  59.50 

    Agree    14  37.80 

    Disagree   1  2.70 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that I can successfully teach relevant subject content with appropriate use of 

technology. 

    Strongly agree   22  59.50 

    Agree    13  35.10 

    Disagree   2  5.40 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident in my ability to evaluate software for teaching and learning. 

 

    Strongly agree   16  43.20 

    Agree    18  48.60 

    Disagree   3  8.10 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that I can use correct computer terminology when directing students’ computer 

use. 

    Strongly agree   17  45.90 

    Agree    17  45.90 

    Disagree   2  5.40 

    Strongly disagree  1  2.70 

 

I feel confident that I can help students when they have difficulty with the computer. 

    Strongly agree   14  37.80 

    Agree    16  43.20 

    Disagree   7  18.90 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 
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Table 13 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

I feel confident I can effectively monitor students’ computer use for project development in my 

classroom. 

    Strongly agree   10  27.00 

    Agree    21  56.80 

    Disagree   6  16.20 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that I can motivate my students to participate in technology based projects. 

    Strongly agree   16  43.20 

    Agree    20  54.10 

    Disagree   1  2.70 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident I can consistently use educational technology in effective ways.  

    Strongly agree   16  43.20 

    Agree    19  51.40 

    Disagree   2  5.40 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident I can provide individual feedback to students during technology use. 

    Strongly agree   16  43.20 

    Agree    17  45.90 

    Disagree   3  8.10 

    Strongly disagree  1  2.70 

 

I feel confident I can regularly incorporate technology into my lessons, when appropriate to 

student learning. 

    Strongly agree   17  45.90 

    Agree    18  48.60 

    Disagree   2  5.40 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident about selecting appropriate technology for instruction based on curriculum 

standards. 

    Strongly agree   15  40.50 

    Agree    17  45.90 

    Disagree   5  13.50 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident about assigning and grading technology-based projects. 

    Strongly agree   18  48.60 

    Agree    14  37.80 

    Disagree   5  13.50 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 
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Table 13 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

I feel confident about keeping curricular goals and technology uses in mind when selecting an 

ideal way to assess student learning. 

    Strongly agree   14  37.80 

    Agree    20  54.10 

    Disagree   3  8.10 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident about using technology resources (such as spreadsheets, electronic portfolios, 

etc.) to collect and analyze data from student tests and products to improve instructional 

practices. 

    Strongly agree   12  32.40 

    Agree    14  37.80 

    Disagree   10  27.00 

    Strongly disagree  1  2.70 

 

I feel confident that I will be comfortable using technology in my teaching. 

    Strongly agree   20  54.10 

    Agree    15  40.50 

    Disagree   2  5.40 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident I can be responsive to students’ needs during computer use. 

    Strongly agree   17  45.90 

    Agree    14  37.80 

    Disagree   6  16.20 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that, as time goes by, my ability to address my students’ technology needs will 

continue to improve. 

    Strongly agree   22  59.50 

    Agree    14  37.80 

    Disagree   1  2.70 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

I feel confident that I can develop creative ways to cope with system constraints (such as budget 

cuts on technology facilities) and continue to teach effectively with technology. 

    Strongly agree   10  27.00 

    Agree    19  51.40 

    Disagree   8  21.60 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 
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Table 13 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

I feel confident that I can carry out technology based projects even when I am opposed by 

skeptical colleagues. 

    Strongly agree   17  45.90 

    Agree    17  45.90 

    Disagree   3  8.10 

    Strongly disagree  0  0.00 

 

 The means of the respondents’ responses were used to rank the perceived attitudes of 

foreign language teachers to integrating instructional technology in the classroom from the 

highest (strongly agree) to the lowest (strongly disagree).  Results are shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 

 

Mean Ranking of Foreign Language Teachers’ Perceived Attitudes to Integrating Instructional 

Technology, n=37 

 

Attitudinal Statement        Mean* 

 

I feel confident that I have the skills necessary to use the   3.57 

computer for instruction. 

 

I feel confident that, as time goes by, my ability to address    3.57 

my students’ technology needs will continue to improve. 

 

I feel confident that I can successfully teach relevant subject   3.54 

content with appropriate use of technology. 

 

I feel confident that I will be comfortable using technology    3.49 

in my teaching. 

 

I feel confident that I can motivate my students to participate   3.41 

in technology based projects. 

 

I feel confident I can regularly incorporate technology into my   3.41 

lessons, when appropriate to student learning. 

 

I feel confident that I understand computer capabilities well   3.38 

enough to maximize them in my classroom. 

I feel confident I can consistently use educational     3.38 

technology in effective ways.  
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Table 14 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

I feel confident that I can carry out technology based    3.38 

projects even when I am opposed by skeptical colleagues. 

 

I feel confident in my ability to evaluate software for    3.35 

teaching and learning. 

 

I feel confident about assigning and grading      3.35 

technology-based projects. 

 

I feel confident that I can use correct computer terminology   3.35 

when directing students’ computer use. 

 

I feel confident about keeping curricular goals and technology   3.30 

uses in mind when selecting an ideal way to assess student  

learning. 

 

I feel confident I can be responsive to students’ needs during   3.30 

computer use. 

 

I feel confident I can provide individual feedback to students   3.30 

during technology use. 

 

I feel confident about selecting appropriate technology for    3.27 

instruction based on curriculum standards. 

 

I feel confident that I can help students when they have    3.19 

difficulty with the computer. 

 

I feel confident I can effectively monitor students’ computer   3.11 

use for project development in my classroom. 

 

I feel confident that I can develop creative ways to cope with   3.05 

system constraints (such as budget cuts on technology  

facilities) and continue to teach effectively with technology. 

 

I feel confident about using technology resources (such as    3.00 

spreadsheets, electronic portfolios, etc.) to collect and  

analyze data from student tests and products to improve  

instructional practices. 

* 4=strongly agree, 3=agree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree 
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Qualitative Results 

 The qualitative component of the two-phase, mixed methods explanatory sequential study 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) was used to answer the study’s research question (What are the 

perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding the availability and use of instructional 

technology in a classroom setting?) as well as to further explain the quantitative results in greater 

detail.  After the initial quantitative data were collected and analyzed, the questions for the focus 

group were formulated.  The lead questions were: 

• What dimensions, incidents, and people intimately connected with the experience of 

instructional technology stand out for you? 

• How has instructional technology affected you? 

• What changes do you associate with instructional technology? 

• What feelings were generated by using instructional technology? 

• What thoughts stood out for you? 

• Tell me about the first time you integrated any kind of instructional technology in your 

classroom. 

• Tell me about the different kinds of instructional technology you have used in your 

classroom. 

• Tell me about your biggest challenges in integrating instructional technology in your 

classroom. 

• How could your undergraduate teacher education program have helped you better prepare 

to integrate instructional technology in the foreign language classroom? 

• What would you like others to know about instructional technology in the foreign 

language classroom? 
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• What else would you like to share with me with regards to instructional technology? 

Profile of Subjects 

 The focus group consisted of five foreign language teachers who taught in public schools 

at the middle or high school levels.  They all were of Hispanic heritage and consented to 

participate in the study and to be audio-recorded.  

 Participant number one was 44 years old at the time of the study.  She had 15 years of 

experience teaching a foreign language at the high school level.  She had a major in Spanish and 

a minor in Chicano Studies. 

 Participant number two was 41 years old.  She had 18 years of experience teaching at 

both the middle and high school levels.  She had a major in Spanish and a minor in English. 

 Participant number three was 36 years old.  She had three years of experience at the high 

school level.  She had a major in Spanish and a minor in Translation. 

 Participant number four was 46 years old.  She had 14 years of experience at the high 

school level.  She had a major in Spanish and a Master’s degree in Secondary Education.   

 Participant number five was 41 years old.  She had five years of experience at the middle 

school level.  She had a major in Spanish. 

Focus Group Process 

 The focus group was conducted on June 26, 2017 at the home of the researcher in Corpus 

Christi, Texas.  The researcher explained the purpose of the study to the participants, assured 

them of the confidentiality of their identities, reminded them that they would be audio-recorded, 

and informed them that they could withdraw at any time without being penalized.  The 

researcher asked if they had any questions.  Each participant signed a voluntary consent form.  

The researcher served as the recorder and moderator, encouraged open discussion and probed the 
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participants for further clarification when needed.  The transcript of the focus group, done by the 

researcher, is in Appendix B. 

The Coding Process 

 The first step in the coding process was to transcribe the data from the focus group.  The 

researcher then read through the transcriptions while listening to the audio-recordings several 

times to ensure the soundness of the data as well as to saturate herself in the data (Glesne, 2011).  

The researcher then copied the transcription to a new document and began highlighting codes 

that stood out to her, which were saved separately as a new document.  The researcher then 

began moving common codes together to form categories and omitting information that was 

repetitive or irrelevant to the study.   

The themes emerged because of the research question guiding this portion of the study 

and the commonalities found in the coding process, as well as the researcher’s interest in teacher 

education programs.  Two salient themes emerged from the coding process.  The first theme was 

the availability of instructional technology.  The categories for this theme were (1) who does not 

have access to instructional technology, (2) who has access to instructional technology, (3) types 

of instructional technology, (4) descriptions of instructional technology, and (5) feelings towards 

instructional technology.  The second theme was the use of instructional technology.  The 

categories for this theme were (1) teacher education, (2) how teachers are incorporating 

instructional technology, (3) why instructional technology is not being used, (4) what is being 

used, and (5) what they want others to know about instructional technology in the foreign 

language classroom.  Table 15 shows the two themes and their respective categories. 
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Table 15 

Themes and Categories 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Theme 1: A mirage: The availability of instructional technology 

 Category 1: Who does not have access to instructional technology? 

 Category 2: Who has access to instructional technology? 

 Category 3: Types of instructional technology 

 Category 4: Descriptions of instructional technology 

 Category 5: Feelings towards instructional technology 

 

Theme 2: The use of instructional technology 

 Category 1: Teacher education 

 Category 2: How teachers are incorporating instructional technology 

 Category 3: Why instructional technology is not being used 

 Category 4: What is being used 

 Category 5: What foreign language teachers want 

 Category 6: What they want others to know about instructional technology in the foreign 

 language classroom 

 

A Mirage: The Availability of Instructional Technology 

 The first theme was the availability of instructional technology to foreign language 

teachers.  When the five focus group participants were asked if they had access to instructional 

technology, all said no.  Participant number four admitted, “I don’t use instructional technology.  

I don’t have the technology to use.  It’s just not available for foreign language.  You have to 

either be core subject or be assigned to the lucky room to get the Smart Board, or the Smart TV, 

or have access to a computer lab, which is very hard, especially if you’re foreign language or an 

elective course.”  Additionally, she compared instructional technology to a mirage, stating that 

“You see it, aww and it’s right there and when you get there, it’s really not there and that’s the 

hard part.”   

Participant number one stated “The majority of the time, foreign language department 

does not have new technology.”  Participants number three said, “At the previous school at 
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which I used to work, I never had access to technology even though they [administration] 

suggested that I use it.”   

When asked, who did have access to instructional technology, all research participants 

unanimously declared that instructional technology was primarily made available to core 

teachers.  Core teachers are those whose content is related to English, mathematics, science, and 

social studies.   

Participant number two discussed the fact that, at her school, an email was sent out to all 

staff regarding the use of the computer laboratories in the school and how teachers were 

constantly reminded that core classes were given precedence in their use.  She further mentioned 

that when computer labs were available, it was never at a time that was convenient for her in her 

lesson plans, but that computer labs were always made convenient for the core teachers. 

Participant number five said “If we’re trying to implement any technology within non-

core, it’s affecting us because of course only core will get the, you know, first on technology.  

We don’t.”  Participant number three agreed with the other participants; however, at the new 

school where she worked for the past school year, she did have access to technology.  She stated, 

“unfortunately, the first two years, I was not capable of incorporating technology.  At the school 

that I am currently working at, everybody has access, from core classes to electives, and it has 

been completely different in the manner in which I instruct my class.” 

Participant number five recognized that core classes should have primary access to 

instructional technology because of state assessments, but she felt that instructional technology 

should be made available equally and equitably to all teachers, especially those who “teach high 

school credit courses” such as foreign language classes.  All other participants agreed that there 

was an issue of equity when it came to the distribution of instructional technology and not just 
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amongst the foreign language classes versus the core classes, but from school to school as well, 

especially to serve the needs of all students and not just those of a certain population such as 

special education, gifted and talented, at-risk, adaptive education, diverse learners, or those in 

general education classrooms.  Participant number two declared “If it’s going to be done for one 

school, it should be done for all schools.”  Participant number noted the reality that the 

participants face when she stated, “math is going to get the Smart Boards before we do, and 

English gets any project that they need, any computer labs that they need, science same thing.”  

Participant number three was in a unique position, having taught at a school where she had no 

access to instructional technology for two years and then, during her third year, she had all the 

access she wanted.  She said, “Well, I think that yes, the technology is exceptional when it is 

available for the all equally.  I think that, in our case, there is a lot of inequality.  We all don’t 

have the same access to technology.  That’s the only thing I can say, inequality.” 

 When asked what kinds of instructional technology were available to them, the focus 

group participants mentioned having document cameras, laptop computers, Wi-Fi access, 

different foreign language-related applications, the Internet, computers on wheels (CoWs), 

overhead projectors, LCD projectors, Smart TVs, Smart Boards, and some laptops available for 

the use of all students.  There was a mutual consent among four of the five participants that 

instructional technology was still very much lacking in their schools.  However, not all the 

schools at which these participants worked had the same access to technology.  All noted that 

they did have access to computer laboratories, but had to sign up a week or more prior to using 

them.   

Participant number two stated that her school had called to offer her the computer 

laboratories only when there was space available after core classes were given the priority.  
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Participants number one, two, and five noted that they had little to no daily access to 

instructional technology.  Participants number one and three stated they did have access to the 

instructional technology where they taught.   

Upon further probing, participant number three declared that all teachers and students at 

her school had access to laptops for their daily work.  Participant number five stated that on 

several occasions, she had to bring her own personal laptop, DVD player, and color printer to use 

in her classroom because of the lack of resources.  She further mentioned that she had provided 

her own Hotspot signal so her students could have Internet access on their phones.  The 

participants agreed that their respective schools had a Bring your own Device policy in place, but 

all noted that not all their students had a device to use in class.   

The last piece of technology that the participants discussed was the student-provided 

smartphone.  Participant number one described it as the easiest to use for instructional purposes 

and lamented that some teachers were still strongly opposed to their use in schools.  Participant 

number four asserted that some of her school leaders were against letting students use their 

smartphones because they perceived them as a distraction in the learning environment when 

students were using them to find information for their assignments.  The most impactful was 

participant number five, who had nearly gotten an ELMO document camera to use in her class.  

She stated that she and her teaching partner were “given two by the district and they were signed 

in and we never saw them.  The cameras disappeared, the ELMOs disappeared, and nobody 

came forward to say that they had them the whole time, so we were out of that until we were 

given one because the core teachers ended up getting the Smart TVs and the Smart Boards.” 

 The researcher then asked the participants to describe the instructional technology 

available to them.  Research participant number two stated that she had been given “small 
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computers, kind of Chromebooks” that “were missing keys, some didn’t even turn on” to which 

the other participants laughed.  Participant number five described the instructional technology 

she received as “a hand-me-down that was already giving up.”  Participant number one 

commented that instructional technology available to foreign language teachers was “either 

broken, not at its best, not updated, it’s not the latest technology so it’s a lot of glitching, almost 

not worth it, the effort sometimes,” but finished with “it’s the way of the world and what it’s 

going to.”   

 When they had access to technology, the participants acknowledged an array of feelings.  

Participant number five described her access to instructional technology as frustrating and 

disappointing, especially because she felt that her class was overlooked.  She went on to say that 

she had not given up complete hope in getting instructional technology.  Participant number one 

stated that she “was really excited to be able to take my kids on a virtual tour of El Prado 

[Museum] to really be able to show them 360° degrees of everything and to kind of give them a 

little bit of that immersion to understand the beauty of it.”  She also indicated that instructional 

technology built “a connection between the student and what” she was teaching and in doing so, 

it was more meaningful and significant to her students and to their lives, and not something that 

she was teaching.  Participant number four said that it was a great feeling when she could access 

technology because she could implement the suggested lesson plans and ensure that her students 

were learning.  Participant number two replied that she had limited use of instructional 

technology, but liked it and emphasized “when it works” to which all the participants laughed 

and agreed.   

 Table 16 shows selected excerpts of the codes that made the categories and themes 

possible. 
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Table 16 

Categories and Codes for A mirage: The Availability of Instructional Technology 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Category 1: Who does not have access to instructional technology? 

  We (FL teachers) don’t” 

  “foreign language” 

  “lacking completely” 

 “foreign language department does not have new technology” 

 “elective course” 

 

Category 2: Who has access to instructional technology? 

 “Priority is for core classes only” 

 “Todo mundo tiene acceso desde las clases principales hasta las electivas” 

 “Core subject” 

 “The lucky room” 

 “always convenient to the core classes” 

 “only core will get the first on technology” 

 

Category 3: Types of instructional technology 

 “Chromebooks” 

 “ELMO (document camera)” 

 “computer lab” 

 “use my Hotspot” 

 “Bring Your Own Device” 

 

Category 4: Descriptions of instructional technology 

 “broken” 

 “not at its best” 

 “there’s something wrong with it” 

 “whatever is left over” 

 “no fui capaz de incorporar tecnología” 

 “a lot of glitching” 

 “almost not worth the effort sometimes” 

 “a hand-me-down” 

 “not updated” 

 “not the latest” 

 

Category 5: Feelings towards instructional technology  

 “Frustration” 

 “Disappointing” 

 “really great feeling” 

 “best feeling in the world” 

 “not giving up complete hope” 
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The Use of Instructional Technology 

 The second theme of the study was the use of instructional technology in the foreign 

language classroom.  The categories for this theme were teacher education, how teachers are 

incorporating instructional technology, why instructional technology is not being used, what is 

being used, what foreign language teachers want, and what they want others to know about 

instructional technology in the foreign language classroom.  When the researcher inquired about 

their preparation as undergraduates to incorporate technology, the participants agreed that they 

had not received any or sufficient training to incorporate technology in the classroom.  

Participant number one, who had received her undergraduate degree in 1996, declared 

that technology was not as present as it is now in our society, but that she remembered a class 

where she was taught to use office machinery, such as a copy machine and a laminator.  She 

lamented how there are “people who don’t understand how to use” such machinery now because 

it is “obsolete” and that the only ones who know how to use them are veteran teachers. 

Participant number two attested to not knowing how to use office machinery like 

participant number one had suggested.  At her previous school district, teachers had a designated 

person who ran their copies for them so that the machines would not break.  When she moved to 

her current district, she assumed that it was the same but it was not and she had to learn to use a 

copy machine to prep her own materials.   

Participant number five commented that “There wasn’t a lot of implementation or 

integration of the technology.  It’s more so now” when asked about her undergraduate teacher 

education program.   

Participants number three said, “When I graduated as a teacher, I don’t remember having 

taken any class that would show me specifically how to implement technology in my 
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classroom.”  Participant number two emphasized, “In my opinion, I think that at the 

undergraduate level, there’s really nothing you can do because you do not know what school 

you’re going to end up and what technology they have access to” and the other participants 

agreed with her.   

Participants number three wanted for new foreign language teachers to know that “You 

have to know which school you’re going to and if you’re going to have access or not, you have 

to know the technology completely and adequately, we’re not all going to have access to that.”  

Participant number four added, “They [University professors] probably could’ve told us that it 

was going to be difficult to have technology in the classroom, to find other ways to use 

instructional technology like as far as you know if you’re at a campus that has (computer) labs, 

okay well make sure you sign up for the labs at the beginning of the year or you know, make 

sure that there’s other you know if, like the bring your own device policy.”  She concluded by 

stating that “If I would have known that years ago, I probably would have done something else” 

which reverberated strongly with the other research participants and more so with the 

researcher.”  

 Research participants were asked to describe a time when they incorporated instructional 

technology in their lessons.  Research participant number four discussed using technology to 

bring authentic experiences to the classroom.  She incorporated a cultural lesson, using the 2016 

presidential election.  She said, “I decided I was going to show a video on ¡Habla!, it’s a 

documentary from HBO.  It focuses predominantly on Latin-Americans, professionals, everyday 

people, celebrities, politicians, you name it, they’re there and so, I used that as a lesson about 

how important the Latino voice is.  It doesn’t matter who you are, but your voice and your vote 

counts, and so we use that as culture, there were questions that went along with it, and the 
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students walked away realizing that it didn’t matter, you could be a reformed gang member, you 

could be a celebrity, you could be a politician, and they appreciated that because they were able 

to see how important it is to vote and it shows not to be ashamed of who you are because reality 

of it is, you should never be ashamed of who you are.”  In discussing this lesson, she mentioned 

that students wrote the names of people who appeared in the video and then researched them for 

further learning.  She described the lesson as “awesome.”  She further discussed using 

instructional technology to have students practice grammar practice drills from various language-

related websites.   

 While participant number four discussed a more recent example of instructional 

technology incorporation, the other research participants discussed their first attempts at using 

technology in their classrooms.  Participant number five discussed how her first attempt in 

incorporating instructional technology in the classroom required students to use their own 

personal phones “to research on a famous Hispanic leader,” and recalled having “a hard time 

trying to do that” because core classes had signed up for the computer laboratories.   

Participant number one recalled that she had received instructional technology in 2011 

for the first time to incorporate in her classroom.  She said it took being assigned the Advanced 

Placement courses at the high school where she was teaching to be given “a brand-new projector 

for those classes.”  After the initial investment of instructional technology in her classroom, she 

described using the projector to “show them [students] artwork with music and show them 

videos that really were historically authentic, so to be able to have that to go with the authentic 

texts that were teaching really made me happy to see the kids’ reactions.”  She concluded by 

adding that a district official finally understood that she “didn’t have a projector available” to her 
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at all times, so technology was not something that she could include in her lesson plans every 

day.   

Participant number two acknowledged that her first time incorporating technology was in 

2009.  Her students had to use computers that “were missing keys, some didn’t even turn on” to 

complete a project for which “they had to do a country [research] project, the culture, the money, 

the, their politics, everything about the country.  Foods, if they had their traditional dress, famous 

people from the country.”  Participant number three started teaching in 2015 and described using 

instructional technology to show her students videos and expose them to music from the different 

Spanish-speaking countries. 

 The researcher then inquired why the participants were not using instructional 

technology.  Participant number five mentioned that teachers often find resources for what they 

teach, but the district where she was employed blocked many of the possible sources.  She has 

waited as long as two days for district instructional technology officials to unblock sites, but by 

that time, her classes had already moved on to a different concept, making the site irrelevant to 

what she was teaching.   

Participant number one indicated that foreign language teachers often receive technology 

that is outdated and having to fix it “takes away from the time that” she “could be doing 

instruction some other way that is best for the student” and for her as a teacher. 

Participants numbers four and five spoke at length about the strength and reliability of the 

Wi-Fi on their campuses.  They felt that, at best, the Wi-Fi available to them was unreliable, with 

Participant number five mentioning that weather was often a factor.  “When there was bad 

weather and the Wi-Fi would go out, it would set some classes back while they waited to receive 
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the lesson that was supposed to be presented when the Wi-Fi was unavailable, which made it 

difficult to use.”   

 Participant number four spoke about what she had to do when she did not have access to 

instructional technology.  Specifically, she incorporated more traditional activities with “pen and 

paper and discussion as opposed to actually letting the kids work the technology.”  Participant 

number one replied that she often printed authentic materials for students when she did not have 

access to instructional technology.  She further indicated that foreign language teachers must 

create or “have to really think outside the box on a daily basis,” while participant number two 

chimed in with “And improvise!”  Participant number one stated that “the best technology we 

have” was “thinking outside the box.”  Participant number three reiterated that at her school, all 

teachers and students had access to technology, which had affected her teaching style.  When she 

did not have access to technology, participant number five added that she relied on “books, 

because we lack the resources.”   

 The conversation then naturally shifted to what teachers wanted.  Participant numbers 

four and five wanted access to a Smart Board to facilitate their teaching.  Participant number five 

further declared that if she had access to instructional technology, she “would like to implement 

more hands-on…and researching stuff that has to do with what I teach, but it can’t happen if I 

don’t have the supplies.”  She said, “We’re supposed to be getting Smart TVs or Smart Boards, 

but you know they tell us those things, and until you actually see it being installed in the 

classroom, there’s no reason for you to get excited about it because you don’t have it yet.” 

Participant number five indicated that she wanted access to instructional technology be 

made easy for teachers and students “because we’re already having to do a whole lot of extra” 
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especially when foreign language teachers are often put in classrooms where they are “lucky” to 

get a whiteboard, “let alone a Smart Board.” 

 When asked what the participants wanted others to know about instructional technology 

in the foreign language classroom, the conversation shifted to administration from the teachers’ 

point of view.  Everyone agreed that their school leaders had been advocating the use of 

instructional technology.  Participant number two addressed her concern of school leaders going 

into her classroom and completing her professional evaluation based on the little technology that 

was available to her.  She wondered “If you’re (administration) expecting me to use technology, 

but nothing is provided, are you going to dock me on my professional evaluation?”  Participant 

number one added, “I don’t like anybody telling me what I will use in my classroom because I 

don’t think they understand what it’s like to teach a foreign language so I don’t like someone 

dictating to me how I’m going to use this technology to teach Spanish.”  Participant number one 

concluded by saying that school leaders “expect a whole lot of us without giving us a whole lot, 

especially as it relates to access to instructional technology.”   

Participant number four stated that if a teacher pushed school leaders hard enough, 

eventually they would give in and help teachers out; however, “it has to be something that you 

are passionate about and as long as you tell them this is what my students need to progress.”  She 

also emphasized that the school district she worked for “only gives us [foreign language 

teachers] what they feel we should use, ...but you’re taking something away from me by not 

allowing me to have what the textbooks say that I need, what the state says that I need.”   

 Table 17 shows selected excerpts of the codes that made the categories and themes 

possible. 
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Table 17 

Categories and Codes for the Use of Instructional Technology 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Category 1: Teacher education 

 “no recuerdo haber tomado ninguna clase que me ensenará específicamente como 

 implementar la tecnología en mi salón de clase”  

 “you do not know what school you’re going to end” 

 “If I would have known that years ago, I probably would have done something else” 

 “was going to be difficult” 

 “wasn’t a lot of implementation or integration of the technology” 

 “we weren’t prepared” 

 

Category 2: How teachers are incorporating instructional technology 

 “researching an assigned country” 

 “research on a famous Hispanic leader 

 “show them artwork with music and show them videos that really were historically 

 authentic” 

 “grammar and the practices, drills” 

 “show a video on ¡Habla!, the HBO documentary” 

 “culture” 

 “virtual tour of El Prado (Museum) 

 

Category 3: Why instructional technology is not being used 

 “We lack the resources”  

 “very hard to grab Wi-Fi, signal is either weak or everybody is on it” 

 “we don’t have access” 

 

Category 4: What is being used 

 “pen and paper” 

 “discussion” 

 “authentic texts” 

 “creative lesson plans” 

 “think outside the box” 

 “improvise” 

 “books” 
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Table 17 (cont’d) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Category 5: What foreign language teachers want 

 “implement more hands-on” 

 “If we could just get some” 

 “letting the kids work the technology to show what they’ve learned” 

 “Smart Board” 

 “Smart TV” 

 “researching stuff” 

 

Category 6: What they want others to know about instructional technology in the foreign 

language classroom 

 “If you’re (administration) expecting me to use technology, but nothing is provided, are 

 you going to dock me on my professional evaluation?” 

 “expect a whole lot of us without giving us a whole lot” 

 

 

Summary of the Results 

 The quantitative results of the study showed that foreign language teachers across the 

state were using instructional technology for a variety of reasons, but their experience and 

purpose of use varied greatly.  Most of the respondents felt that they were confident enough to 

incorporate instructional technology in their classes, having learned how to use it for themselves.  

The focus group participants showed that the availability of instructional technology was 

still not on pace with core classes or with the government recommended standards for high speed 

Internet access.  Their overarching concern was the possibility of being negatively evaluated by 

their administrators for not using instructional technology, despite not having it readily available 

to them.   

The survey respondents and the focus group participants did agree that their teacher 

education programs did not sufficiently prepare them for incorporating instructional technology 

in the classroom.  Both groups mentioned having access to the same instructional technologies, 

except the focus group participants indicated that it was not easily accessible. 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 The U.S. Department of Education (2017) stated that technology in the classroom can be 

“transformative” by “accelerating, amplifying, and expanding the impact of effective teaching 

practices” when “thoughtfully applied” (p. 5).  However, the brief also recognized that despite 

the progress that had been made “many schools do not yet have access to or are not yet using 

technology in ways that can improve learning on a daily basis” which underscored the need “to 

accelerate and scale up adoption of effective approaches and technologies” (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2017, p. 7).   

 The brief detailed that while the focus has been to provide adequate Internet access and 

devices to students, teachers must be sufficiently prepared from day one to teach effectively with 

technology, as well as have the ability to select “engaging and relevant digital learning content” 

for their students (U.S. Department of Education, 2017, p. 7).  The report called upon teacher 

preparation programs to ensure that new teachers not only come prepared to incorporate 

technology, but are trained to elect and then employ applications and appropriate tools to help 

their students learn, followed by appropriately assessing the value of what they have chosen 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2017).  Such learning was to be modeled by faculty in teacher 

preparation programs and not through the completion of a single course in instructional 

technology separate from other courses, but rather from all courses and practical experiences 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2017).   

 In the review of the literature, it was notable that most of the available publications were 

seminal works regarding the availability of instructional technology in classrooms.  Interestingly, 

there has been a call to incorporate technologies in foreign language teacher development 
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education programs since the 1940s (Schulz, 2000).  Because the experiences of foreign 

language teachers and their abilities, attitudes, and perspectives about the incorporation of 

instructional technology is so limited, this study aimed to begin filling the void regarding the 

future discussion of instructional technology and foreign language teachers.   

 In this mixed methods study, quantitative and qualitative data were gathered to determine 

the abilities, attitudes, and perspectives of foreign language teachers toward instructional 

technology.  A mixed methods approach was chosen because neither the quantitative nor the 

qualitative data were sufficient to understand the patterns of instructional technology in the 

foreign language classroom.  The quantitative portion of the study was delimited to members of a 

listserv for foreign language teachers in the state of Texas and guided by the following research 

questions: (1) What are the abilities of foreign language teachers toward instructional technology 

in their classrooms? (2) What are the attitudes of foreign language teachers toward the use of 

instructional technology in their classrooms?   The data collection for the qualitative 

component of the study utilized a focus group that was conducted in Corpus Christi, Texas.  The 

guiding research question was: What are the perspectives of foreign language teachers regarding 

the availability and use of instructional technology in a classroom setting? 

Summary of the Results 

 The quantitative portion of the study included 37 foreign language teachers who 

completed the online survey questionnaire.  Computer laboratories was the most available 

technology-related tool (78.40%), followed by computers on wheels (62.20%), tablet carts 

(51.40%), computers in the classroom (48.60%), printers for checkout (29.70%), tablets in the 

classroom (29.70%), and language laboratories (18.90%).   
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On the scale of one (nothing) to four (a great deal), the respondents had the ability to use 

the Internet the most (3.95), followed by computers (3.89), digital cameras (3.32), video 

conference unit (2.73), and interactive whiteboard (2.70).   

On the scale of one (nothing) to four (a great deal), they could use the district services to 

enter or view grades (4.00) and entering or viewing attendance records (4.00) the most, followed 

by entering or viewing results of student assessments (3.81) and entering or viewing IEPs or 

parts of IEP relevant to interactions with the students (3.27).   

On the scale of one (nothing) to four (a great deal), E-mail to address individual concerns 

was the communication mode employed the most (3.78), followed by E-mail or listserv to send 

out group updates or information (3.62), course or teacher webpage (3.35), online bulletin board 

for class distribution (2.95), text messaging (2.78), and course or teacher blog (2.51).   

On the scale of one (nothing) to four (a great deal), Internet and word processing software 

were the most widely used tool for classroom preparation, instruction, or administrative tasks 

(3.95), followed by software for making presentations (3.81), subject-specific programs (3.49), 

spreadsheets and graphing programs (3.38), drill/practice/tutorials (3.24), graphics and image-

editing software (3.03), software for administrative duties (2.86), social networking websites 

(2.86), blog and/or wiki (2.73), and simulation and visualization programs (2.22). 

On the scale of one (nothing) to four (a great deal), their preparation to incorporate 

technology in the classrooms was the most for independent learning (3.73), followed by 

professional development activities (3.16), training provided by staff responsible for technology 

support and/or integration at their schools (3.16), workshops offered by education service centers 

(2.46), graduate teacher education programs (1.84), and undergraduate teacher education 

preparation programs (1.76). 
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 The respondents agreed with the 20 statements regarding their attitude towards 

integrating instructional technology.  The average mean scores for the attitudinal statements (1 = 

strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree) ranged from 3.00 to 3.57.  The statements “I feel confident 

that I have the skills necessary to use the computer for instruction” and “I feel confident that, as 

time goes by, my ability to address my students’ technology needs will continue to improve” had 

the highest ranking (3.57).  The lowest ranking belonged to the statements “I feel confident about 

using technology resources (such as spreadsheets, electronic portfolios, etc.) to collect and 

analyze data from student tests and products to improve instructional practices” (3.00), followed 

by “I feel confident that I can develop creative ways to cope with system constraints (such as 

budget cuts on technology facilities) and continue to teach effectively with technology” (3.05).   

 The analysis of the qualitative data showed that, with respect to the region where the 

focus group participants were located, foreign language teachers felt that they were lacking the 

instructional technology that was available in other classes.  Analysis of the qualitative data 

resulted in two major themes: the availability of instructional technology and the use of 

instructional technology.   

Conclusions 

 Due to non-probability nature of sampling, the external validity of the conclusions is 

limited to the study’s participants because they were not a representative sample of foreign 

language teachers in Texas.  The quantitative and qualitative results can be used to offer the 

following conclusions: (1) foreign language teachers are capable of using instructional 

technology for a variety of educational and administrative purposes, influenced by their level of 

expertise; (2) if foreign language teachers’ access to instructional technology is less than 

desirable (e.g., not on pace with core classes) but they are expected to incorporate it in their 
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teaching-learning activities, it should not adversely affect their performance evaluation; and (3) 

foreign language teachers must be provided with training programs to prepare them for the 

integration of instructional technology in their classrooms.   

Discussion 

 The results clearly indicated that Texas foreign language teachers have access to 

instructional technology in their classrooms and are correspondingly using it.  The discussion 

focuses on teachers’ use of instructional technology, teacher evaluation, and appropriate training. 

How and Why Teachers Use Instructional Technology?  

 In the state of Texas, teachers of all content areas are expected to incorporate 

instructional technology to educate their students.  The Texas Education Agency (2014b) 

decreed that Texas teachers must demonstrate appropriate use of technology and make learning 

relevant for today’s learners within the scope of the curriculum to deliver the content.  Foreign 

language teachers can and subsequently are using instructional technology for a variety of 

educational and administrative tasks.  However, how much they can do is influenced by their 

level of proficiency.  The Texas Education Agency (2014b), as part of its Teacher Standards, 

expects that teachers must incorporate technology to assist students in thoroughly interacting 

with the curriculum in effective ways, leading to the mastery of the subject matter.  Instructional 

technology is referred to as “one means to support specific learning goals” for students rather 

than a remedy for all the ills in education (Chun, Smith, & Kern, 2016, p. 77). 

 One of the aims of the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) for the content area 

of foreign languages requires that students learn with age-level appropriate and culturally 

authentic materials in the chosen language of study (Texas Education Agency, 2014a).  One way 

teachers are accomplishing this is by incorporating instructional technology to find materials that 
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are age-appropriate and culturally authentic for their students.  Chun et al. (2016) claimed that 

foreign language teachers rely not only on computers and devices to teach their students, but also 

use other resources such as “writing to audio recordings, images, and film” (p. 64).  This serves 

as an evidence that teachers are using instructional technology to find authentic materials with 

which to teach their students. 

Teacher Evaluation 

 In Texas, teachers are currently evaluated by the Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support 

System, or T-TESS.  The teacher evaluation system has been in place since the fall of 2016, 

having been piloted in volunteer school districts across the state since 2014-2015 and the 2015-

2016 school years (Texas Classroom Teachers Association, 2015, 2016).  T-TESS replaced the 

Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS), which had been in place since 1997 

(Texas Classroom Teachers Association, 2015).  The Texas Education Agency (2016c) released 

the T-TESS Teacher Handbook in which it clearly delineates that to be rated as proficient in the 

dimensions of Standards and Alignment and Activities, teachers are expected to use instructional 

technology, when applicable, and aligned to instructional practices.  Teachers who use 

instructional technology that is mostly aligned or misaligned to instructional purposes are 

deemed as developing or improvement needed, respectively (Texas Education Agency, 2016c).  

Teachers who use technology to enhance mastery of goal(s) are rated as distinguished or 

accomplished, depending upon meeting the other requirements as stated in the rubric.  The 

results of a qualitative study done by Moran (2017) indicated that the teachers who participated 

in the interview process wanted to be held accountable for their job performance, if only to weed 

out teachers who were unsuccessful or to validate the successful teachers.  However, if foreign 
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language teachers are expected to incorporate instructional technology in their daily activities, 

but their access is limited, then it should not negatively affect their evaluations.   

Appropriate and Adequate Training 

 There is a definite need to appropriately and adequately train teachers to use instructional 

technology in Texas prior to and throughout their careers (Texas Education Agency, 2014b; 

Texas State Board for Educator Certification, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2016, 2017).  

As early as 2004, the state of Texas outlined what pre-service foreign language teachers should 

be able to do, which included the “application of technology” to “promote language acquisition” 

and the culture(s) represented by the language (Texas State Board for Educator Certification, 

2004, p. 4).  The brief further noted the need for pre-service teachers to “use workshops, 

coursework, travel abroad, professional organizations, and interactions with colleagues in LOTE 

(Languages other than English) and across disciplines to keep up with current technology” 

(Texas State Board for Educator Certification, 2004, p. 4).  The Technology Application 

Standard VII for beginning teachers set forth by the Texas Education Agency (2017) requires 

that “all teachers know how to plan, organize, deliver, and evaluate instruction for all students 

that incorporates the effective use of current technology for teaching” (p. 6).   

 Atkinson (2017) presented the case for teaching as an “evolutionarily adaptive behavior” 

because teachers and their educational practices evolve because of new technology (p. 527).  The 

pace at which schools have transitioned to learning digitally has been astonishing.  This 

significant pace is driving educators to the Professional Practices and Responsibilities Standards 

of the Texas Education Agency (2014b), requiring teachers to self-reflect on their own teaching 

practices to improve their effectiveness by engaging in relevant and targeted professional 

development.  Under the T-TESS evaluation system, teachers should not only be attending 
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professional development activities, but determining the professional development needs of 

others in and beyond the school (Texas Education Agency, 2016c).   

Theoretical Implications 

 One of the tenets of Fluency with Information Technology requires the user to follow 

“information technology effectively across a broad range of applications” (National Research 

Council, 1999, p. 14).  The three dimensions of Fluency with Information Technology include 

“intellectual capabilities, conceptual knowledge, and an appropriate skill set” contribute to the 

study’s theoretical implications (National Research Council, 1999, p. 14).  Intellectual 

capabilities refer to the ability of a person to “apply information technology in complex and 

sustained situations and to understand the consequences of doing so” (National Research 

Council, 1999, p. 17).  Conceptual knowledge refers to “the foundations on which information 

technology is built” and rather than replacing information technology, it is augmented with new 

concepts (National Research Council, 1999, p. 18).  An appropriate skill set refers to “the ability 

to use particular (and contemporary) hardware or software resources to accomplish information 

processing tasks” (National Research Council, 1999, p. 18).  All teachers must balance the three 

dimensions of Fluency with Information Technology to be considered “FIT” as per the definition 

given by the National Research Council (1999).  The survey respondents indicated that for the 

most part, they had learned to navigate instructional technologies for themselves or through 

professional development activities to develop an appropriate skill set.  Further, the survey 

respondents and the focus group participants indicated that their undergraduate and graduate 

teacher education programs did not play a significant role in preparing them to integrate 

instructional technology in their classrooms.  One of the focus group participants said that she 
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was not as comfortable with instructional technology as were the other teachers, but was still 

willing to learn and integrate it to the best of her ability. 

 In establishing an appropriate skill set, teachers need the time to learn new hardware or 

software for themselves, via either self-directed learning or professional development activities, 

and a few hours of professional learning may not be sufficient in accomplishing the task.  The 

Texas Education Agency (2006) advocated for access to professional development in technology 

applications that supports lesson planning, classroom management, and administrative tasks. 

Practical Implications 

 The study was conducted because there was a need to examine the abilities, attitudes, and 

perspectives of foreign language teachers toward instructional technology.  Much of the research 

found in the literature had focused on all teachers.  The findings of this study could be used to 

improve teacher education programs by requiring that graduates must be adequately trained so 

that they are ready to incorporate technology from day one in their career.  This can only be 

accomplished if it has been successfully modeled for pre-service teachers in their teacher 

education programs by professors, as well as having been exposed to a variety of technologies in 

all courses and not isolated in one class.  Another implication of the study is the need to create 

innovative professional development for instructional technology for pre- and in-service 

teachers.  The U.S. Department of Education (2017) stated the need for teachers and students to 

have access to high speed Internet connections and Wi-Fi capable devices.  The study’s 

qualitative results showed that instructional technology is still very much lacking in the 

classrooms of foreign language teachers. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

 The study offers opportunities for further studies in that (1) it was delimited to members 

of a listserv for foreign language teachers in the state of Texas, (2) external validity was limited 

to the participants who agreed to take the online survey, and (3) the focus group consisted of a 

non-probability sample of five foreign language teachers.  The researcher suggests adding a 

section to the online survey, specifically asking what the computer to student ratio is in the 

classroom.  To add to the generalizability of the study, the researcher suggests the following: (1) 

replicating the study in a different state, (2) replicating the study nationwide, (3) replicating the 

study with a larger professional organization for foreign language teachers, and (4) forming 

focus groups of foreign language teachers across the country and a variety of languages, using 

video-conferencing software.  A recommendation for further research is an experimental 

intervention or a casual-comparative inquiry, comparing the abilities and attitudes of in-service 

foreign language teachers who receive the training to those who do not, following the initiative 

of the Texas Region One Science Collaborative, where teachers receive 100 contact hours of 

professional development for integrating technology with content.  A final suggestion for future 

research is a longitudinal study to examine a teacher education program that produces many 

foreign language teachers and examine how successful those teachers are in their careers or they 

leave the profession to work elsewhere. 

Final Remarks 

 The study examined the abilities, attitudes, and perspectives of foreign language teachers 

toward instructional technology.  The results of the study showed that there are two major 

themes, the availability and use of instructional technology in our schools.  Although this study 

suggests the opportunity for further research, it is important to note that school administrators 



84 

take a vital role in the selection and integration of instructional technologies not only for foreign 

language teachers but also for all other teachers.  There must be equality in the distribution of the 

new technologies so that all teachers may have adequate access to them.  Administrators must 

pay attention to the needs of foreign language teachers and realize the importance of adequate 

professional development opportunities for teachers that not only includes technicalities of the 

integration of new technologies, but also takes into consideration the related pedagogical 

concerns.   
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Consent Form 

Digital Technology and Classroom Survey 

Introduction  

The purpose of this form is to provide you with the information that may affect your decision as 

to whether or not to participate in this research study.  If you decide to participate in the study, 

this form will also be used to record your consent.   

You have been asked to participate in a research project studying the relationship between 

personal characteristics and the beliefs and use of instructional technology in foreign language 

classrooms across the state of Texas.  You are selected to be a possible participant because you 

belong to a listserv for foreign language teachers.   

What will I be asked to do?  

If you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete the survey to the best of 

your knowledge regarding your beliefs about and use of instructional technology in foreign 

language classroom.  The one-time survey will take no more than 45 minutes.   

What are the risks involved in this study?  

The risks associated with the survey are minimal and not greater than the ones ordinarily 

encountered in daily life.   

What are the possible benefits of this study?  

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in the study; however, your participation 

will contribute to the growing body of knowledge regarding instructional technology in the 

foreign language classroom.   

Do I have to participate?  

No.  Your participation is voluntary.  You may decide not to participate or to withdraw at any 

time without your current or future relations with Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi being 

affected.   

Who will know about my participation in this research study?  

The study is confidential.  Your confidentiality will be maintained at all times.  No identifiers 

linking you to this study will be included in any sort of report that might be published.  Research 

records will be stored securely and only Nilsa Becho Sullivan and her advisers, Dr. Dan Pearce 

and Dr. Kamiar Kouzekanani, will have access to the records.   

 

Whom do I contact with questions about the research?  

If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Nilsa Becho Sullivan, (361) 356-

7129, nbecho@islander.tamucc.edu, Dr. Dan Pearce, (361) 825-5881, dan.pearce@tamucc.edu, 

or Dr. Kamiar Kouzekanani, (361) 825-2318, kamiar.kouzekanani@tamucc.edu.   
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Whom do I contact about my rights as a research participant?  

The study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at Texas A&M University-

Corpus Christi.  For questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you can contact 

Caroline Lutz, JD, Research Compliance and Export Control Officer, (361) 825-2497or 

caroline.lutz@tamucc.edu.  

o By clicking here, I voluntarily agree to participate in the study and am authorizing the use 

of my responses for research purposes.  Checking the box serves as an electronic signature. 

(1)  

 

 

Q2 Are you currently a foreign language teacher? 

o Yes (1)  

o No (2)  

 

Part I: Abilities 

 

 As an in-service teacher, please indicate your ability in each of the following areas: 
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Q3 With regard to devices available, how much can you use... 

 Nothing (1) Very Little (2) Some (3) A Great Deal (4) 

Computer (1)  o  o  o  o  
Internet (2)  o  o  o  o  

Video 

Conference Unit 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  

Interactive 

Whiteboard (4)  o  o  o  o  
Digital Camera 

(5)  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Q4 With respect to your system on your school or district network, how much can you...  

 Nothing (1) Very Little (2) Some (3) A Great Deal (4) 

Enter or view 

grades (1)  o  o  o  o  
Enter or view 

attendance 

records (2)  
o  o  o  o  

Enter or view 

results of student 

assessments (3)  
o  o  o  o  

Enter or view 

IEPs or parts of 

IEP relevant to 

your interactions 

with the student. 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  
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Q5 With regard to communication with parents and students, how much can you... 

 Nothing (1) Very Little (2) Some (3) A Great Deal (4) 

Email or list-

serve to send out 

group updates or 

information (1)  
o  o  o  o  

Email to address 

individual 

concerns (2)  
o  o  o  o  

Online bulletin 

board for class 

distribution (3)  
o  o  o  o  

Course or 

teacher web 

page (4)  
o  o  o  o  

Course or 

teacher blog (5)  o  o  o  o  
Text Messaging 

(6)  o  o  o  o  
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Q6 With respect to classroom preparation, instruction, or administrative tasks, how much can 

you do... 

 Nothing (1) Very Little (2) Some (3) 
A Great Deal 

(4) 

Word Processing 

Software (1)  o  o  o  o  
Spreadsheets and 

graphing programs 

(2)  
o  o  o  o  

Software for making 

presentations (e.g. 

PowerPoint, Prezi) 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  

Graphics, image-

editing software (e.g. 

Photoshop) (4)  
o  o  o  o  

Software for 

administrative duties 

(5)  
o  o  o  o  

Simulation and 

Visualization 

Programs (6)  
o  o  o  o  

Drill/practice/tutorials 

(7)  o  o  o  o  
Subject-specific 

programs (8)  o  o  o  o  
The Internet (9)  o  o  o  o  

Blogs/and or Wikis 

(10)  o  o  o  o  
Social Networking 

Websites (11)  o  o  o  o  
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Q7 To what extent has each of the following prepared you to integrate digital technology in your 

classroom? 

 Nothing (1) Very Little (2) Some (3) A Great Deal (4) 

Undergraduate 

teacher 

education 

preparation 

program (1)  

o  o  o  o  

Graduate teacher 

education (2)  o  o  o  o  
Professional 

development 

activities (3)  
o  o  o  o  

Training 

provided by staff 

responsible for 

technology 

support and/or 

integration at 

your school.  (4)  

o  o  o  o  

Independent 

Learning (5)  o  o  o  o  
Workshops 

offered by 

Educational 

Service Center 

(6)  

o  o  o  o  

 

 

Part II: Technology Integration 

 

  For the purpose of the study, technology integration is defined as using computers to 

support students as they construct their own knowledge through the completion of 

authentic and meaningful tasks.  

 

Q8 For each statement, please indicate your level of agreement/disagreement.   
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SD = Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
D = Disagree (2) A = Agree (3) 

SA = Strongly 

Agree (4) 

I feel confident 

that I understand 

computer 

capabilities well 

enough to 

maximize them 

in my classroom. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I have the 

skills necessary 

to use the 

computer for 

instruction.  (2)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I can 

successfully 

teach relevant 

subject content 

with appropriate 

use of 

technology.  (3)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

in my ability to 

evaluate 

software for 

teaching and 

learning.  (4)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I can use 

correct computer 

terminology 

when directing 

students' 

computer use.  

(5)  

o  o  o  o  
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I feel confident I 

can help students 

when they have 

difficulty with 

the computer.  

(6)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident I 

can effectively 

monitor students' 

computer use for 

project 

development in 

my classroom.  

(7)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I can 

motivate my 

students to 

participate in 

technology 

based projects.  

(8)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident I 

can consistently 

use educational 

technology in 

effective ways.  

(9)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident I 

can provide 

individual 

feedback to 

students during 

technology use.  

(10)  

o  o  o  o  
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I feel confident I 

can regularly 

incorporate 

technology into 

my lessons, 

when 

appropriate to 

student learning.  

(11)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

about selecting 

appropriate 

technology for 

instruction based 

on curriculum 

standards.  (12)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

about assigning 

and grading 

technology-

based projects.  

(13)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

about keeping 

curricular goals 

and technology 

uses in mind 

when selecting 

an ideal way to 

assess student 

learning.  (14)  

o  o  o  o  
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I feel confident 

about using 

technology 

resources (such 

as spreadsheets, 

electronic 

portfolios, etc.) 

to collect and 

analyze data 

from student 

tests and 

products to 

improve 

instructional 

practices.  (15)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I will be 

comfortable 

using technology 

in my teaching.  

(16)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident I 

can be 

responsive to 

students' needs 

during computer 

use.  (17)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that, as time 

goes by, my 

ability to address 

my students' 

technology 

needs will 

continue to 

improve.  (18)  

o  o  o  o  
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I feel confident 

that I can 

develop creative 

ways to cope 

with system 

constraints (such 

as budget cuts on 

technology 

facilities) and 

continue to teach 

effectively with 

technology.  (19)  

o  o  o  o  

I feel confident 

that I can carry 

out technology 

based projects 

even when I am 

opposed by 

skeptical 

colleagues. (20)  

o  o  o  o  

 

 

Part III: Demographic Information 

 

Q9 What is your gender? 

o Male (1)  

o Female (2)  

 

 

 

Q10 What is your age in years? 
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Q11 My ethnicity is 

o White, Non-Hispanic or Latino/Latina (1)  

o Hispanic or Latino/Latina (2)  

o African-American (3)  

o Other (4)  

 

 

 

Q12 My school district is 

o Urban (1)  

o Suburban (2)  

o Rural (3)  

 

 

 

Q13 Does your school have a Title 1 designation? 

o Yes (1)  

o No (2)  
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Q14 Do you have access to the following: 

 Yes (1) No (2) 

Computers on Wheels 

(COWs) (1)  o  o  
Tablets Carts (2)  o  o  

Computers available in the 

classroom (3)  o  o  
Tablets available in the 

classroom (4)  o  o  
Printers available for 

checkout (5)  o  o  
Computer labs (6)  o  o  

Language Laboratories (7)  o  o  
 

 

 

 

Q15 Do you identify as a digital native (the generation of people born during or after the rise of 

digital technologies) or digital immigrant (people born before the advent of digital technology)? 

o Digital Native (1)  

o Digital Immigrant (2)  

 

 

 

Q16 What languages and courses do you teach? Please be as specific as possible.  For example, 

For the 2016-2017 I teach 5 classes of Spanish 2 and 1 class of Spanish 3 Pre-AP. 
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APPENDIX B: FOCUS GROUP TRANSCRIPTION 

Researcher Respondent 

First of all, I want to thank you 

all for agreeing to participate in 

this study.  As you all know, I 

am conducting this study as 

research for my dissertation for 

my doctoral degree.  Your 

experiences and opinions 

regarding instructional 

technology are important to me 

and central to this study.  I 

want to assure that I will keep 

your identity confidential and 

that you are free to withdraw 

from this study at any time.  I 

am recording this session so 

please try and wait until the 

other person finishes 

expressing their opinion before 

you weigh in.  Are there any 

questions before we begin?  

(no response).  Okay here we 

go?  How has instructional 

technology affected the way 

you teach? 

 

 Participant #4: I don’t use instructional technology.  I don’t 

have the technology to use.  It’s just not available for foreign 

language.  You have to either be core subject or be assigned to 

the lucky room in order to get the Smart Board, or the Smart 

TV, or have access to a computer lab, which is very hard, 

especially if you’re foreign language or an elective course.   
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 Participant #5: Instructional technology has affected me in the 

way that we lack the resources in my class.  They want us to 

implement and have the kids learn to use other technology like 

the Google Drive and do projects, work, and assignments and 

I don’t have computers.  I’ve gone through, the last five years 

that I’ve actually been as a teacher, I have gone through 

probably over six projectors, over five laptops, no Wi-Fi here 

and there, you know, so it has affected the way that I could 

use.  There’s been times that I’ve had to use my Hotspot for 

my students because they’re trying to use their phones for 

educational purposes and so, if we’re trying to implement any 

technology within non-core, it’s affecting us because of course 

only core will get the, you know, first on technology.  We 

don’t.  

 Participant #1: To be quite honest with you, in almost 16 

years, the majority of the time foreign language department 

does not have new technology.  Foreign language is always 

getting, you know, whatever’s left over from the core subjects 

so it’s either broken, not at its best, not updated, it’s not the 

latest technology so it’s a lot of glitching, almost not worth it, 

the effort sometimes.  So, for me personally, the majority of 

what I’ve been teaching I feel like, that’s my big frustration.  

Someone is going to tell me that I’m going to use this one 

technology and then they give it to me and it’s out of, you 

know, it’s just not really the latest, or it’s broken, or there’s 

something wrong with it, and now it becomes my problem 

because now I have to fix it and that takes away from the time 

that I could be doing instruction some other way, however it is 

best for the student and for me and so that bothers me 

sometimes. 

 Participant #2: What bothers me is that whenever there, at my 

campus at least, when computer labs are available, they 

always, the first email that’s always sent out is “Priority is for 

core classes only.  Core teachers please make sure you 

schedule your library, your computer lab time” so there’s 

really no room for a foreign language class to go to a 

computer lab and use any of the technology available for us 

because we don’t get to choose according to our lessons or 

when we want to implement it into our lessons, the 

technology, because it’s whenever they’re not used, they give 

us a call, they send us an email “Hey, by the way, do you want 

to use the lab?,” pero [but] it’s just, never... 

It’s never convenient to you, 

it’s convenient to somebody 

else. 

Never at a convenient time, always convenient to the core 

classes, yes. 
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 Participant #3: Estoy completamente de acuerdo con mis 

colegas.  En la escuela anterior en la que yo trabajaba jamás 

tuve acceso a tecnología a pesar de que me sugerían que la 

usara.  Una, una sugerencia la cual no aplicaba porque, como 

lo dicen las compañeras, el departamento de español nunca 

tiene fondos.  Desafortunadamente, los primeros dos años, no 

fui capaz de incorporar tecnología.  En la escuela en la que 

actualmente estoy trabajando todo mundo tiene acceso desde 

las clases principales hasta las electivas y ha sido 

completamente diferente en la manera en que instruyo mi 

clase.  

 

[I agree completely with my colleagues.  At the previous 

school at which I worked, I never had access to technology 

even though they suggested that I use it.  A suggestion that 

didn’t apply because, as my colleagues stated, the Spanish 

department never has funds.  Unfortunately, the first two 

years, I was not capable of incorporating technology.  At the 

school that I am currently working at, everybody has access, 

from core classes to electives, and it has been completely 

different in the manner in which I instruct my class.] 

What changes do you associate 

with instructional technology? 

Participant #4: We’re not able to do a lot of the suggested 

activities as far as technology goes, comes.  As far as, you 

know, go to this website to do this activity that’s in the book 

or if the book has its own technology website that you can go 

to or the students can go to at any time, to work on an activity, 

we don’t have access.  Even though we have, you know, bring 

your own device, some APs (assistant principals) are against 

having devices especially the kids’ phones out because they 

think that it’s a distraction when really the kids are trying to 

use the Wi-Fi because it’s very hard to grab Wi-Fi because it, 

the signal, is either weak or everybody is on it and so it’s hard 

to get that.  If we, if we had the opportunity to have access to 

technology, to make changes, in order to be, appear , you 

know at the upper level where we’re supposed to be and 

instead of struggling to get there, I think it’d make a big 

difference, but because we don’t have it, it’s very difficult for 

us to see changes because right now, it’s more pen and paper 

and discussion as opposed to actually letting the kids work the 

technology, what they’ve learned.  
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Changes like how you teach, 

the way you’re supposed to be 

teaching.  What changes do 

you associate? 

Participant #5: Things that actually, the changes that happen is 

again, lacking the resources.  I mean if I don’t have the 

resource that’s working and I already have a lesson being 

brought upon the students and my laptop isn’t working, it’s 

stuck, it’s frozen, my projector goes out, it’s, I mean I can’t do 

what I’m supposed to be doing with the kids.  And then I like 

to do, I would like to implement more hands-on, you know, 

and researching stuff that has to do with what I teach, but it 

can’t happen if I don’t have the supplies, you know for them. 

What feelings, when you do 

have access to technology, 

because I know that it’s harder 

for foreign language teachers to 

have it because we don’t have 

that kind of access to it, what 

feelings do you have when you 

use instructional technology? 

Participant #1: When I have to use it, I don’t like anybody 

telling me what I will use in my classroom because I don’t 

think they understand what it’s like to teach a foreign 

language so I don’t like someone dictating to me how I’m 

going to use this technology to teach Spanish, but when I find 

an app (application) or something that I feel will do good for 

the student, I like it.  I feel like it builds a connection between 

the student and what I’m teaching.  It allows them to feel that 

it actually can be significant to them now, to their lives.  It’s 

not just something I’m teaching. 

 Participant #3: I use it a lot in my classroom since my school’s 

technology-based.  They’re very aware that we’re going to be 

using technology every day. 

 Participant #2: And with me, it’s, I just have limited use.  

However, I like it when it works.  (all laugh and agree) When 

the Internet works and when the students have what has been 

asked of them, like if they have their phones, I like to use 

them.  Hopefully it works, that’s just one of the problems that 

we usually run into.  (Participant #2 agrees with Participant 

#3) 

The Internet connection? Participant #2: The Internet doesn’t work. 
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 Participant #4: When I’m able to get it, when I’m able to have 

access to it, it’s actually a lot easier because if I can walk the 

students through the steps and then as soon as we get through 

the steps, I can pretty much let them go on their own and I can 

see because I can still monitor their work, not that I can, I have 

to walk around and monitor the work, but if I can see that 

they’re all progressing the way that they should and that 

nobody’s had a standstill or nobody’s understanding it, you 

know it’s a good feeling when you have everybody doing, 

they’re on the right page and it’s a really great feeling when 

you can get access to technology.  You know we have 

computers on wheels which we call COWs and we had to 

share with another elective course, but we really didn’t have 

access to it because for some reason or another, they would 

say well we need it and their classes had maybe 20 kids, that 

was their cap and I had maybe 10 kids.  We had 32 computers 

in a COW, but they couldn’t loan us the 10, you know.  So, 

when we are able to get it, it’s the best feeling in the world 

because you’re able to actually implement the lesson plans 

that are in the curriculum guide, or the suggested lesson plans 

in the curriculum guide that you can actually have your kids, 

you know. 

 Participant #5: It’s a bit disappointing. 

Frustration? Participant #5: Frustrating, it’s disappointment, it’s not giving 

up complete hope, but acknowledging that, we are overlooked.  

It would be nice that make sure that it’s all balanced 

completely, there’s equity in instructional (technology).  I 

know that, of course, again core is the primary assessment, 

mandatory assessment, state assessment, that they do and they 

need the Smart Board and all that stuff, but we as non-core 

teachers, as well, need that in order to be able to have other 

ways to implement our lessons, and make it more fun for our 

kids, than rather just books, books, books, because we lack the 

resources. 
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What about when you have 

technological glitches? 

Participant #4: (laughs) Well, we call the librarian, and you 

know, bless her heart, she tries to help us, but she says “I can’t 

help you, call IT (Office of Instructional Technology)” and 

then you call IT and IT’s like “Well you have to put in a work 

order.”  Well just tell me “Here’s what going on, tell me how I 

can fix it, so that you don’t have to come in, it’s just a small 

glitch.”  You don’t have to come in and you know I don’t have 

to put a work order in, just tell me how to fix it.  But when we 

do have glitches, which is very rare because we don’t have 

access to it, or say here’s an example.  We have a (computer) 

lab.  We have 5 labs and if I go into the lab and it’s all messed 

up, I’m out.  I’m out of luck on that day because I have to re-

change, I have to change my schedule.  I have to change my 

lesson plan because I have to put in a work order so that sets 

us back so then we’re back in the classroom, pen and paper, 

oral discussion, we’re not really exposing the kids to 

technology and what it has to offer as far as doing the 

activities, doing research, or any of that stuff.  That’s the hard 

part, that’s where we’re stuck.   

Tell me about the different 

kinds of instructional 

technology you have used in 

your classroom. 

Participant #1: Well, I’ve used a Smart Board, I’ve used 

projectors, and I have used…the smart phone is probably the 

easiest.  What else?  

Overhead projectors? (All groan.)  Participant #1: I really don’t, I really see, for me I 

feel like the overhead projectors, I get it, it’s old, old 

technology but I don’t really feel likes it’s technology, but... 

 Participant #2: Back in the days, it was. 
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 Participant #1: Yeah but legitly (legimately) that was probably 

I mean when I first started teaching that was what we had, that 

was all we had but I really felt like the projector was great 

because we were able to project whatever it is that we had on.  

Also, one thing, I had a teacher that was retiring and she left 

me an ELMO, an old ELMO machine and that also made me 

extremely happy even though it was pretty ancient, but at a 

time when we didn’t even, well I mean, jeez, we had the 

{textbook} adoption for 12 years so the AP classes couldn’t 

get the new books, even though the AP program had changed 

to the new books, we couldn’t get new books because we 

weren’t in adoption yet.  So, there were some readers that it 

was hard for me to get a lot of printers, printed up stuff for the 

students, so the ELMO made it easy that I didn’t have to go 

way out of my way and use a lot of supplies.  I could just put 

the book on the ELMO and project it on the board and we 

could, you know, circle and write on the board, you know, 

what it is that we were working with, and so, like everything 

else for Spanish teachers, we, we have to really think outside 

the box on a daily basis so when people try to tell us 

(interrupted) 

 Participant #2: And improvise! 

 Participant #1: (continuing) how, how we do our lessons, it’s 

like until you’ve walked a mile in our shoes, you have no idea 

how much we have to think outside the box, so that’s probably 

the best technology we have, thinking outside the box. 

 Participant #3: I think it’s pretty much the same. 

 Participant #2: Yeah, and for me, the projector, the Smart 

Board, smartphones, and the document camera. 

 Participant #3: Oh, yes. 

 Participant #2: Yeah, the document camera and I loved to use 

my overhead projector before the document cameras came in 

(all laugh).  I loved my overhead projector and now no 

overhead projector, no document camera, and practically no 

technology.  We don’t have Smart Boards, we don’t have 

anything, unless the students have their own smartphones and 

that’s just sad. 

So, you would call that a 

challenge? 

Participant #2: It’s a challenge. 
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 Participant #4: We use Chromebooks from time to time and 

with those we would do research.  We would do grammar 

activities from particular websites like studyspanish.com, 

spanishdict.com, we would even go to Class Zone and do that, 

you know so the kids can get familiar with the grammar and 

the practices, drills.  When we went into the labs, we would do 

research where they would be able to type and that’s where I 

could see if they were having difficulty.  Even though they 

(students) think Google Translate is the best ever in the world, 

it’s really not, but you know, benefit of the doubt, you try and 

see, and you do see them working, but it’s difficult to have 

anything when you’re able to use it because you know Wi-Fi, 

it’s not strong.  We hardly have access to it.  We have, you 

know, if we have a lab, but we may not have a printer so then 

the kids have to save it.  You know, there’s just a lot of 

difficulties and glitches and stuff that go with teaching foreign 

language especially with a district that doesn’t see the 

importance of having the foreign language in the program so 

we don’t get the monies or the technology to strengthen our 

programs.  

 Participant #5:  The, the projector, my laptop. 

Is that your personal or is it the 

school’s? 

Participant #5: I’ve had to take my own at times and then they 

finally give me a hand-me-down that was already giving up 

because the core teachers were given something new.  I’ve had 

the, what is it, the camera to show 

The ELMO? The document 

reader? 

Participant #5: Right.  We were given two by the district and 

they were signed in and we never saw them.  The cameras 

disappeared, the ELMOs disappeared and nobody came 

forward to say that they had them the whole time, so we were 

out of that until we were given one because the core teachers 

ended up getting the Smart TVs and the Smart Boards and 

everything that they could possibly use for themselves to 

implement more instructional technology.  So yeah we, we’re 

lacking completely. 
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Tell me about a time that stood 

out to you using any kind of 

instructional technology in 

your classroom. 

Participant #4: We were, it was election time and I decided I 

was going to show a video on ¡Habla!, it’s a documentary 

from HBO.  It focuses predominantly on Latin-Americans, 

professionals, everyday people, celebrities, politicians, you 

name it, they’re there and so, I used that as a lesson about how 

important the Latino voice is.  It doesn’t matter who you are, 

but your voice and your vote counts, and so we use that as 

culture, there were questions that went along with it, and the 

students walked away realizing that it didn’t matter, you could 

be a reformed gang member, you could be a celebrity, you 

could be a politician, and they appreciated that because they 

were able to see how important it is to vote and it shows not to 

be ashamed of who you are because reality of it is, you should 

never be ashamed of who you are.  And so, that was, I think, 

the one lesson that I enjoyed with the technology because I 

was able to show them and then certain people that they saw, 

politicians and stuff that they saw, some were professors at 

universities and they wrote down the names and then the 

students later went back and researched that person, so they 

were able to know more about the people that were talking on 

the video.  It was awesome. 

 Participant #5: First time I integrated any technology, 

unfortunately, we had to bring out our phones.  

Your own personal? Participant #5: Your own personal phones. Kids had to use 

their own personal phones because we don’t have that and if 

we signed up for the labs, well, sometimes, pretty much, the 

labs are taken up by core first.  So, it’s kind of hard to do that 

but integration is researching.  We had an assignment to 

research on a famous Hispanic leader and we had a hard time 

trying to do that. 
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 Participant #1: First time, I may sound really ancient, but the 

first time that I really got some technology, it’s been, I want to 

say it was like six years ago.  AP (Advanced Placement), I 

was teaching AP, and I was, they brought me a brand-new 

projector for those classes and so, I was really excited to be 

able to take my kids on a virtual tour of El Prado (Museum) to 

really be able to show them 360° degrees of everything and to 

kind of give them a little bit of that immersion to understand 

the beauty of it and so, after that, it was using that to also be 

able to show them artwork with music and show them videos 

that really were historically authentic, so to be able to have 

that to go with the authentic texts that were teaching really 

made me happy to see the kids’ reactions.  Really, that was the 

first time that I was able to use, like, legitimate technology in 

the classroom, but it took me being given the AP courses and 

then on top of that, that somebody in the district offices finally 

be able to understand that I don’t have a projector available to 

me at all times, so I can’t just include this in my lessons every 

day.  Somebody having to take that and bring a projector and 

say this is just for this AP class.  That’s what it took. 

 Participant #2: For me, it was probably about 2009 when I 

was, first time I used technology in my classroom and it was 

those very small computers, kind of Chromebooks.  They were 

missing keys, some didn’t even turn on (all laugh), but with 

what we had, we were able to do a project and the students 

were researching an assigned country and they were, they had 

to do a country project, the culture, the money, the, their 

politics, everything about the country. Foods, if they had their 

traditional dress, famous people from the country.  First time I 

used it was back in 2009. 

 Participant #3: Well for me, when I started teaching back in 

2015, I was able to have a projector and same like my friends 

over here, showed them videos, music from their, the different 

Spanish-speaking countries. 
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Tell me about your biggest 

challenges in integrating 

instructional technology in 

your classroom. 

Participant #4: Getting technology in my classroom.  That’s 

the everyday struggle, that’s the struggle that’s happened 

every year.  You know, I guess they thought that having a 

projector was technology.  Well we can’t keep a student’s 

attention with a projector, you know, the overhead projector, 

and you know, the transparencies.  If I could show them a 

video from YouTube as far as like grammar, those little 

PowerPoints and stuff, that helps but it’s really difficult to 

grab or get a projector first of all or to get a laptop that you 

can connect, you know there’s a lot of wires, and a lot of steps 

involved, just to get the LCD to project on the screen, so that’s 

the difficult part.  If we had Smart Board, or we had 

something comparable to the Smart Board, that we had the 

lesson we wouldn’t have to struggle to get the lesson going, 

and the students wouldn’t have to wait for us to get it to warm-

up or to find what we’re looking for, if there was just an easy 

set-up, it would just be a lot easier for us, but we don’t have 

that and that’s the difficulty in it. 

 Participant #1: Well, it, just think about it like we, we have to 

create, you know, we’re in a district that’s trying to, you 

know, I guess, keep up with the rest of the world and the rest 

of the state, and the rest of the country in what they do with 

technology, but they put some of us in, in a classroom where 

we’re lucky we get a whiteboard, let alone a Smart Board (all 

agree), but because they get rid of old technology, well then, 

but they don’t get enough new technology (all agree) 

 Participant #3: For all the teachers. 

 Participant #1: For everyone, across the board, you want us to 

tell everyone across the board, you will use this.  That’s, you 

know that weighs heavy on a teacher because like, you’re 

going to get docked on your evaluation for something that’s 

completely out of your hands, how is that fair?  You’re going 

to come into my classroom, upset at me because I’m not using 

technology, but I don’t have any technology available to me 

because math is going to get the Smart Boards before we do, 

and English gets any project that they need, any computer labs 

that they need, science same thing.  It’s kind of, you can make 

yourself crazy trying to figure out how in the world am I 

supposed to make everybody happy. 
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And I think also, a big problem 

is there not being enough for 

foreign language teachers.  

Everything is geared toward 

math and toward science, 

there’s no company out there 

just for foreign language that 

says “Hey guys, here’s this 

software, here’s this that going 

to help us.” 

(All agree) 

Participant #1: Now, I want to say that, we’re glad that  

 Participant #2: The new textbook 

 Participant #1: This new textbook is geared just for Spanish 

and so whatever platforms they’re installing, now the obstacle 

becomes will we have access to all these programs, so how 

exactly are we supposed to get kids, you know, I mean it 

would be great if we had sets of Chromebooks in our 

classroom or even enough to say “Okay, I’m going to divide 

you up into groups of six  and each group can use one laptop.  

The reality is the COWs are checked out by any of the core 

subject, you know, we’re pretty much stuck.  

 Participant #2: We don’t have access to anything, we are not a 

priority at any of our schools. 

 Participant #5: Challenges, is, again, there is none, like we 

have no…  

Do you all Wi-Fi access at your 

school? 

Participant #5: We have Wi-Fi access but then at times it’s 

kind of…We find resources, as teachers, we tend to find 

resources for what we teach, you know, outside there’s always 

other ideas and frameworks that we can look up, but at times 

it’s challenging because the district blocks a lot of stuff that 

could be resources for us.  You know or other colleagues say 

“Hey try this site” and I have to call (IT) and say I can’t open 

this site. Challenges, I have special or SPED (Special 

Education Department) kids.  I’ve had kids from the AE 

(Adaptive Education Unit).  They’re placed in classrooms so 

they can get social skills and I’ve had to look up, stuff, 

research, for other ways for them to learn what I have teach in 

the classroom, even if it’s at their own slower pace.  You 

know, it’s modified for them and I’ve had to call so they can 

unblock it.  I’ve had to wait a day or two for them to unblock.   

So, it sets you back? Participant #5: It sets my lesson back and I have to do other 

things for that child that needs different modifications. 
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How could your undergraduate 

teacher education program 

have helped you better prepare 

to integrate instructional 

technology in the foreign 

language classroom? 

Participant #4: They probably could’ve told us that it was 

going to be difficult to have technology in the classroom, to 

find other ways to use instructional technology like as far as 

you know if you’re at a campus that has (computer) labs, okay 

well make sure you sign up for the labs at the beginning of the 

year or you know, make sure that there’s other you know if, 

like the bring your own device policy, you know make sure 

that your assistant principal or whoever your evaluator is 

knows that your students are going to be on their devices 

doing work, you know, or prepare us for the fact that, well, 

you’re just a, you’re not a core class, you’re merely an 

elective, you have to figure out a way because core classes 

take precedence over the elective courses as far as getting the 

lab or getting the computers on wheels or getting a room that 

has a Smart Board that you can you know teach your students 

with or show them how to do certain things.  I think now 

universities need to let the students, the student teachers, 

know, these are your obstacles, here are some options that you 

can go to, that you can try and figure out because walking in 

blind, not knowing anything makes it difficult for you to well 

the book says I have to do this, well guess what, you don’t 

have technology for it so figure it out and you’re stuck at the 

last minute trying to figure it out and so, give us a head’s up.  

If I would have known that years ago, I probably would have 

done something else. 

 Participant #5: To be honest with you, when I was an 

undergrad, there wasn’t a lot of implementation or integration 

of the technology.  It’s more so now.  The district is bringing a 

lot that in and that would like us to use that into our 

classrooms and I’m (not) trying to be rude or offensive, but 

the newer schools get it first.  The schools that I’ve been there, 

have to wait, and then those that have to wait we still don’t get 

that anyways because we’re not core.  So, it’s still very 

challenging and frustrating. 

 Participant #1: That’s hard to say because when I graduated as 

an undergraduate, it was 1996.  I mean, we didn’t even have 

cell phones really (others murmur agreement) so, it was 

nothing that they could have done really.  I feel like, I will say 

that they did teach, there was classes for us to know how to 

use certain aspects of technology, you know, like copiers and 

laminators.  I think maybe now, it’s like that pendulum that 

swings really like, okay we have all this technology, but basic 

technology is being forgotten so like you have people who 

don’t understand how to use a laminator, or people who don’t 

understand how to use 

 Participant #2: A copier. 
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 Participant #1: Yeah, a simple computer, you know any simple 

computer, any simple program becomes obsolete to them and 

so because it’s obsolete to them then no one learns it, and so it 

becomes one of those things, where it’s the older teachers that 

have that knowledge and nobody’s teaching it so at some point 

we’re going to come back and what, it’s gone completely. 

 Participant #2: In my opinion, I think that at the undergraduate 

level, there’s really nothing you can do because you do not 

know what school you’re going to end up (all agree) and what 

technology they have access to.  That’s what I see. 

There are a lot of university 

that are not up to date with 

instructional technology and 

they have great programs, but 

they don’t, they don’t have it in 

the classroom for new teachers 

to use. 

(All agree.) 

Participant #2: It’s backwards as well.  And for me, like she 

said, I didn’t even know how to use a copy machine.  I’m not 

a, good at technology, but at the schools where I’ve worked at, 

we have a copy lady (all laugh) so when I came to this new 

school and I had to make my own copies, I would cry because 

I had no idea how to use a copy machine because I had never 

had access to one. 

 Participant #1: Wow!  What?  I never thought about that. 

 Participant #2: You would take them to the workroom and we 

had a copy lady.  So when I came to this school, it’s like 

“Who do I give my copies to?” and they were like “Uhhh, 

what do you mean?” (all laugh out loud) and I was like 

“Where’s the copy room so I can put it in my box so the copy 

lady can copy them?” and they were like “No, you do it on 

your own.”  I was like (pretend crying).   

That’s funny. Participant #2: It is.  I didn’t know how to use the copy 

machine, ever.  It was one of those things that you were not 

allowed to touch because you could break it.  Only the people 

in that room could use it. 

 Participant #1: The graders? 

 Participant #2: The scan-tron machine? (said with a laugh) 

 All laugh and some groan. 

Participant #1: That’s a fun one. 
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Especially when it sounded like 

popcorn popping because a 

student didn’t do well. 

Participant #1: Now I will, I will say, I think, and this isn’t 

something I would know personally, because like I said I 

graduated in ’96 and we didn’t have cell phones, but one of 

the things that I notice is that sometimes we have teachers who 

are so against the use of a cell phone, like having it out (all 

agree) that they’re fighting that battle so much, (Participant 

#1: Yes) and it’s like, use it.  There’s so many things you can 

do on the phone and so they look at the, that one tiny little, 

they’re going to cheat by doing this instead of looking at the 

big picture.  Maybe they’re, they could talk, teach but still 

look at the big picture.  Okay, so, if the kid really wants to 

cheat really that bad, they’re going to find a way. I mean, it is 

just that simple, it’s a character trait, it’s not something that 

you’re doing or not doing. I think that it’s really neat how 

there are programs that we can use that we could do a quiz on 

a phone.  Yes, there are some downfalls to it, but if we just 

learn to do it correctly, instead of working our way toward 

that, to completely say no, no because of that one kid who’s 

going to go out of their way to cheat, you’re going to take 

away something really neat that these kids could say I’m 

already experienced in doing this when I go to college and I 

have to take a test on my phone, I already know how to do 

that.  You know, and so, I feel that maybe they, I don’t know 

if it would be necessarily a philosophical-type class or 

technology, but to make people understand the bigger picture 

of technology that I mean, I would been my valedictorian for 

class if I had Google on my, in my hand when I was in high 

school.  Not even for cheating, just knowing stuff.  Instead of 

saying “Yeah I had to go to central library to go research that 

stuff” just there’s some much and instead of using it to our 

advantage, we’re disadvantaging the next generation. 

 Participant #3: Creo que estoy de acuerdo con ustedes.  

Cuando yo me recibí de maestra, no recuerdo haber tomado 

ninguna clase que me ensenará específicamente como 

implementar la tecnología en mi salón de clase. 

 

[I believe that I agree with you all.  When I graduated as a 

teacher, I don’t remember having taken any class that would 

show me specifically how to implement technology in my 

classroom.] 
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Do you think your university 

equipped with the appropriate 

instructional technology to help 

you?  Did your university have 

the technology to prepare you? 

Participant #4: No.  There was a foreign language lab 

(laboratory), but it was you know you were for typing papers 

and that’s what you were doing.  You were doing, like you 

know if the professor assigned stuff like that, you were doing 

the drills or the assignments or watching a video or whatever 

and typing your essay off of that, but to prepare us, we weren’t 

prepared.   

Pre-service teacher education 

programs themselves are 

lacking in instructional 

technology so how are new 

teachers expected to teach with 

technology. 

Participant #4: Even now, the district offers all of these 

professional developments to teach you, but they don’t sit 

down and take a whole day or even two days to walk you 

through: here’s how you log in, this is where you go from 

here, this is what you need to do, and I think that if the 

universities prepared us, but I went to school 15, 17 years ago, 

so you know I mean it was harder.  Technology wasn’t as 

strong back then as it is now.  It’s something we’re dependent 

on and because we’re dependent on it, the district only gives 

us what they feel we should use, but if you look at it from a 

teacher’s point of view, especially from a teacher who doesn’t 

have instructional technology available to them, but you see 

English, Math, Science, and Social Studies they have 

everything and all you want is just a little bit, you know give 

me some credit.  I’m here doing my job, I’m doing what I’m 

supposed to be doing, but you’re taking something away from 

me by not allowing me to have what the textbooks say that I 

need, what the state says that I need.  You know, those are two 

things that should be more important than well how much 

toner do you have, how many supplies, you know what is this.  

If you had a happy teacher who had the instructional 

technology that they needed I think that if you have that, the 

student’s attention span would be more focused on what’s 

being taught if the technology was there, because student’s 

focus now is all technology.  They check the computer for 

their grades, they check their attendance because they have 

access to it, but they can’t do the work for their Spanish class 

or whatever elective class they have, because they don’t have 

access to it. 

What would you like others to 

know about instructional 

technology in the foreign 

language classroom? 

Participant #1: Others that are going to be foreign language 

teachers or others in general? 

  



127 

Others in general? Participant #4: Hesitates…Hmm, if you push hard enough, 

you can get what you want, or what you need, a lot of it has to 

do with how you approach your principal and the technology 

department because without the principal’s support, you really 

aren’t able to get what you need and it has to be something 

that you are passionate about and as long as you tell them this 

is what my students need to progress, my students need this, 

how can you help me and how can I help you to ensure that 

we have this for our students, but you have to work hand in 

hand.  You can’t just go in there and say I need and the 

principal say well why.  You have to make sure that they 

understand and now with our new textbooks, there’s a lot of 

technology available to these students and if we don’t have 

access to that.  You know they say, “Well they can do it from 

home, no but if they can do it in the classroom, the teacher can 

help the students understand the assignment and understand 

how to log on and understand how to do these extra drills and 

stuff, that way when they get home, they don’t have an issue 

 Participant #1: What would I, we like to, them to know about, 

that they expect a whole lot of us without giving us a whole 

lot.  And it’s not even so much the training, it’s good to know 

how to do something, but if I only have one computer or if I 

only have 

 Participant #2: Or if we don’t have the access? 

 Participant #1: Yeah.  I mean if you expect a whole lot of 

technology, then you need to provide a whole lot of access to 

technology. 

 Participant #2: Exactly. 

 Participant #1: Make it easy because we’re already having to 

do a whole lot of extra and to say well now I gotta figure out a 

way, you know and when I can get them to technology, that’s 

a problem and if it’s going to be done for one school, it should 

be done for all schools (all murmur agreement). 

 Participant #2: I see the problem as it comes down to the 

professional evaluation.  If you’re (administration) expecting 

me to use technology, but nothing is provided, are you going 

to dock me on my professional evaluation?  I, I just, I want 

them to tell me, you’re not using technology.  I want teachers 

to know if you’re not using technology, we’re going to dock 

you, but then if there’s no technology available to us, then 

how could you do that to us.  That, that’s what we need to 

know. 
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 Participant #3: Pues, yo pienso que la tecnología es algo muy 

importante que en todas las clases se debe usar.  En el 

departamento de español se abre muchas puertas.  

Simplemente, la pregunta ahorita sería “¿A quién se le abren 

esas puertas?”  No todas las escuelas tienen acceso a la misma 

tecnología. No todas escuelas tienen acceso a los mismos 

aparatos tecnológicas.  En la escuela tengo acceso a 

Chromebooks, cada estudiante lo tiene.  En la escuela de mi 

colega, no hay acceso.  Mi otra colega, solamente si los 

estudiantes tienen sus celulares.  Tienes que saber en qué 

escuela vas y si tienes acceso o no, tienes que saber la 

tecnología completamente adecuado, no todos vamos a tener 

acceso a eso. 

 

[Well, I think that technology is something very important that 

in all classes, it should be used.  In the Spanish department, it 

opens a lot of doors.  Simply put, the question right now is, 

“To whom do those doors open?”  Not all schools have access 

to the same technology.  Not all schools have access to the 

same technological apparatuses.  At school, I have access to 

Chromebooks, all students have one.  At the school of one of 

my colleagues, there is no access.  My other colleague, only if 

students have their cell phones.  You have to know which 

school you’re going to and if you’re going to have access or 

not, you have to know the technology completely and 

adequately, we’re not all going to have access to that.] 

 Participant #5: I think it’s important because teaching a 

foreign language is not easy or at least learning if that’s not 

their first language and having to make sure that you have 

different ways to, teaching it, whether it’s reading it to them 

again, showing them examples, using the book, using visuals 

on the, you know on your computer, websites, other examples 

from other resources.  It’s important to have all of it to be a 

balanced, you know, classroom, to have all types of resources 

for the kids. 

What incidents intimately 

connected with the experience 

of instructional technology 

stand out for you? 

Participant #4: Having the foreign language lab (laboratory) 

taken away from us.  We had a lab, we had our own 

classroom, had our own computers.  IT would come in and 

they would download the programs on that computers and no 

one could use that room but foreign language teachers.  And 

that was it.  It was our own and a couple of years ago, new 

dean of instruction, new AP (assistant principal) decided nope 

and so the struggle now is to find technology. So, we used to 

have access, but then you had to share with each teacher.  

Each teacher had a designated day and that worked fine, but 

now, you have to jump to get access to a lab. 
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So, what happened to you all’s 

language lab? 

Participant #4: It became anybody’s lab.  So, math, science, 

social studies and they’re going to be given precedence over 

anybody else.  So even if I went at the beginning of the year to 

say I need a technology room every Wednesday from here to 

the end of the year, no, because I’m not a core class.  And then 

when it comes time for doing STAAR testing on the 

computers, guess what?  I get booted out of my room.  So, 

you’re always trying to find technology.  It’s like a scavenger 

hunt, or like a mirage.  You see it, aww and it’s right there and 

when you get there, it’s really not there and that’s the hard part 

for us.  We’re supposed to be getting Smart TVs or Smart 

Boards, but you know they tell us those things, and until you 

actually see it being installed in the classroom, there’s no 

reason for you to get excited about it because you don’t have it 

yet and that’s the sad part is that even though the textbooks 

come out with all of this technology that we could use and 

teachers come up with creative lesson plans that you can use 

for the instructional technology, your hands are still tied 

because you’re not seen as a core class and so everything and 

everybody else takes precedence over your course. 

Like what, problems with 

instructional technology?  

Other than maybe a 

connectivity issue, other than 

lack of resources? 

Participant #5: Well, during times that we have bad weather, 

Wi-Fi tends to cut out a lot and can go off across the whole 

district and then we don’t have a way of doing certain things 

that we already had planned.  There’s times that we get it back 

that same day, but then it sets back two, three classes from the 

lessons so we have to kind of go back again so everybody’s on 

the same page for at least a day or two.  I think it’s just much 

easier if we have what we need than rather trying to come up 

with more for ourselves because we don’t have.  

What people intimately 

connected with the experience 

of instructional technology 

stand out for you? 

Participant #4: Well, I know, on my part, I work with a lot of 

teachers who use instructional technology, but they’re at other 

schools where the technology is newer or they have grants.  

They get grants that help them, so you know the teachers at a 

couple of high schools and the teachers at some of the middle 

schools, well I mean teachers that have new schools or have 

the technology available to them, where teachers have the 

technology.  I know that at another high school, they used 

their budget money to get LCD projectors, and that’s how they 

got their instructional technology.  Instead of buying whatever 

when they got that big grant, all that money that we were 

given, they just turned around and bought LCD projectors for 

everybody and had that, that was their money.  They didn’t 

buy anything else.  That’s what they got, so they have those 

there.  You know, I mean, I’ll tell you right now I think the 

school I work (laughs) at is the only school that doesn’t have 

access to the technology that a lot of the other schools.  



130 

No, I think there’s other 

schools, that don’t.  I know the 

school that I was previously at 

didn’t. 

Participant #4: Okay, so how does, how do they decide which 

schools get the funding? 

And unfortunately, that’s 

something that even I can’t 

answer.  After, it’s just, I don’t 

know and it’s sad to say that 

it’s almost like they play 

favorites or the district does 

a… 

Participant #4: Is it a roll of the dice?  Or do they put (school) 

names in a hat and draw? 

Random choice, random 

chance.  Eventually I’d like to 

hope, I hope that all of the 

schools will have the same 

connectivity issues, but even 

the newer schools have 

connectivity issues, when 

you’ve got 2,000 kids trying to 

log on to the same Wi-Fi 

access point.  It’s bound to 

crash.   

Participant #4: Now that you mention that, I was at a meeting 

and a district IT official said we can move, we can move the 

router closer to your classroom, but then that would leave 

someone else without that strong connection. 

Instead of installing more 

routers and more access points? 

Participant #4: Yeah more routers, more hotspot points, he 

says well you know in Austin and in other cities up north, big 

cities, what they do is they have technology bonds and that 

money helps fund technology. 

That would increase our taxes. Participant #4: Exactly and you know, he says, when you get a 

technology bond, the possibilities are endless and the question 

was asked: Until we get another new school right?  Because 

then that school takes precedence over everything that you 

were going to give this school that’s in need of it, is now 

going to go to the new school and then again, short end of the 

stick, you’re the last man and you still don’t have what you 

want.  And, you know, sometimes, that may have a lot to do 

with why students leave the schools and go to the schools with 

the new technology or with the greater access to it or the 

brand-new schools because everybody knows that if you’re 

new you have the good stuff, and so you know, that’s, maybe 

that’s why we’re losing students. 
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Do you look to others in your 

area to help you with 

technology? 

Participant #5: When we have the trainings, when we do the 

tech one, we do that and it’s great to hear all that good stuff, 

but when you don’t have the good stuff, it’s kind of hard.  Do 

I hesitate to ask others? No, but then again others don’t have 

the same either like me.  So, it’s just having to you 

know…I’m having to bring my DVD (player), or I’m having 

to bring my own printer, color printer.  I don’t have a color 

printer.  Sometimes our printers are out.  We don’t have the, 

the cartridge for it to print out our stuff.  We don’t, you know, 

our double Wi-Fi where we can use our own computer from 

the desk and the other computer to see two different things so 

the kids have two different visuals.  It’s kind of, it’s kind of 

challenging because a lot of kids are all different learners and 

I’m a different learner as a teacher.  We’re all different so 

some of us are more visual.  We need examples and it’s hard 

to demonstrate that or display it more so because of, you 

know, not being able to have what we need. 

And then the last question, 

what else, is there anything else 

that you want to share with me 

with regards to instructional 

technology?  I know, 

participant #5, you said that it 

needs to be equitable like if 

math gets it, then foreign 

language should get it as well. 

Participant #5: The ethics and equity issues lacking through 

many subjects, needs to be reconsidered.  Because having 

these issues, it does make it, not challenging, I can’t really say.  

I can say yes for me as a teacher, but more so for our kids and 

if we’re trying to meet their needs, for every child, then we 

should have that equity. 

And especially not just 

favoring one school? 

Participant #5: No, not favoring one school, just all balanced 

across the whole district.  You have over 60 campuses, you 

know, in a district.  I know that the budget comes in and it has 

to be dispersed in a particular way, but I think that at times 

when we look at the disbursement or budget for each school 

campus, they need to reconsider what’s lacking so that 

everything is equal in their school because otherwise only 

particular subjects are going to be balanced out rather than, 

you know, having it all across the whole curriculum and if it’s 

trying to be, you know, implemented throughout every subject 

every content that these kids are learning and we’re trying to 

meet the needs of SPED kids, ELLs, you know, any other kids 

that are at-risk, kids that are, were trying to meet their needs of 

passing the mandatory assessment which is the STAAR. You 

know, pull-outs, anything like that, tutorials.  I mean it is a 

great need to make sure that that is being looked at and not 

overlooked. 
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How would you organize the 

technology rollout?  For 

example, would you start with 

the wi-fi and then build to the 

technology like adding 

projectors or Smart Boards or 

whatever to the classroom or 

would you flip it? 

Participant #5: I think that if, I think that if some teachers are 

going to get a Smart Board or a Smart TV, then all teachers 

should get a Smart Board or a Smart TV.  Yes, the primary is 

core to make sure that they pass STAAR, but some of us teach 

high school credit courses so it needs to be implemented 

completely.  If you’re trying to start, I mean the Wi-Fi we’ve 

been problems for years. 

So then would you start with 

the infrastructure or start 

with…? 

Participant #5: I think it has to be both, all at once.  I mean, if 

you’re spending this much money on Wi-Fi and all these 

cables at every school campus then you should be able to do it, 

you know, all of it at once so that everybody has that 

opportunity to make sure that we have that balanced classroom 

because we get everything and anything in our classroom, then 

we must meet the needs of them, not just us. 

And not only that, but we have 

mandates in our TEKS that 

we’re supposed to be using 

technology?  How do we use 

technology if we’re not the 

ones who have it? 

Participant #5: Exactly, and it’s challenging even so with that 

because some of our kids don’t have (cell) phones, some of 

the kids don’t have computers at home, some of the kids don’t 

have printers.  I’ve had to stay later in the afternoon or come 

early in the morning because the kids are asking if they can 

use my printer and the computer because they don’t have one 

at home to turn in assignments or they’re turning in 

assignments through their Google Drive.  You know, we 

created Google Classrooms and this is advanced curriculum 

across the whole school, well if it’s advanced curriculum 

across the whole school and then we have two different types 

of cultures or societies in one school, which is general 

population and then you have your non-core population and 

then you have your gifted and talented, then it must be 

balanced equally for each area or we’re not going to meet the 

kids not even halfway if we’re lacking, especially the kids that 

have no resources at home. 

 Participant #4: If we could just get some, seriously, you know. 

Are you talking about foreign 

languages or just everybody in 

general? 

Participant #4: I think, more so for foreign language because 

you know, HB (House Bill) 5 and all of these things making 

changes, it’s hard to keep a student or to get a student to be 

interested in studying a foreign language and getting to know 

the culture and things like that.  I think that if we had funding 

to make it, what’s the word I wanna use, equitable, but 

interesting for the student, I think the programs could grow.  If 

we had what we need to build a program, you know because 

classes are small. 
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And other than financial, what 

do you see as the biggest 

barrier to getting the 

instructional technology? 

Participant #4: I think that they don’t, they used it…here’s, as 

a parent, this was my opinion, they used the different levels of 

graduation to keep the kids interested in a foreign language, 

you know, if you wanted distinguished, this is what you did, 

you stayed in this program and if the program was strong 

enough and interesting enough, the students still stayed within 

that program and that’s how the program grew.  

Unfortunately, we don’t have that anymore with HB 5 and 

look all of these different things that you can do, you look at it 

through pathways and endorsements and all these things.  

What people fail to realize is that foreign language really is 

important, whether its Spanish, French, German, Chinese, 

Farsi, all of that it really is important because we’re not just a 

monolingual country and we have to be able to communicate 

with everybody and anybody.  So having the advantage of a 

second language really does help and if we could just stress 

that, I think maybe we could see a program build and the 

world geographies and all that stuff that would be, that 

substitutes for a foreign language would not be as important 

and I would say that there are tech (technological) people that 

want to teach Spanish, but because they’re taking it away and 

giving other options, it’s hurting us more than it’s helping.  

That’s what I think. 
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 Participant #1: I like technology.  In, it’s the way of the world 

and what it’s going to, but I do feel that it would be great if 

they were able to kind of take the insight of a teacher teaching 

foreign language to decide what are things that we should be 

or could be using instead of just being told “These are the 

things that we’ve decided that you will use.”  But, maybe 

those things aren’t so great for teaching a foreign language.  I 

feel that we don’t get, I guess, the opportunity to give the 

insight to, you know, these are some apps that work great and 

these are some things that we could use at every school.  Like, 

we (teachers) know the schools, we talk to each other.  I don’t 

feel like they really use the biggest resource they have, which 

is us. If you have an entire LOTE (Languages other than 

English) department in a district and all those teachers talk to 

each other and we all know what the issues are at our schools 

and it’s our district, it’s a small enough district to know, then 

why not use us to find out: What are the weaknesses?  Which 

one would be great?  And what would work?  And what 

makes most of you comfortable using?  What’s the limit?  

What are the limitations?  And can we get passed those 

limitations?  We’re never asked anything, we’re just told.  

We’re always just told and that’s I think to me, the thing that 

upsets me.  I don’t like to be told this is what you’re doing 

because the person telling me doesn’t know the first thing 

about what I do already.  It’s different if it’s one of my 

colleagues that knows where I’ve been, what I do, and where I 

do it.  I can take that.  I can take that insight. 

 Participant #3: Pues, pienso que sí, la, la tecnología es 

excepcional cuando está disponible para los, todos por igual.  

Creo que, en nuestro caso, hay mucha desigualdad.  No todos 

tenemos el mismo acceso a la tecnología.  Es lo único que 

puedo decir, desigualdad. 

 

[Well, I think that yes, the, the technology is exceptional when 

it is available for the, all equally.  I think that, in our case, 

there is a lot of inequality.  We all don’t have the same access 

to technology.  That’s the only thing I can say, inequality.] 

 Participant #2: Algo más [Something else], I just, I just want 

to have access and I just don’t want to be left at the end.  I 

want to also have a choice when I want to use technology.  

Don’t just prioritize on core because we also teach the 

students a lot of history, we teach math, we teach all subjects.  

We teach especially English in our classes (all agree) so I want 

to have access just like the English teachers do to the 

technology, because we teach all subjects, we integrate all 

subjects into our classes.  
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Anything else? Participant #4: No. 

 Participant #5: Give me a Smart Board. (everyone laughs) 

 

 

 


