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ABSTRACT

ENGLI SH LANGUAGE TEACHERSO6 PERCEPTI ONS ABOU
BASIC CALL TRAINING

Song¢l, Behice Ceyda
M.A., Department of Foreign Language Education
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. G°lge Sefero]
CoSupervisor: Dr . | kK &1l Ge¢enseld Ka- a
September 201206 pages

This case study examined the factors affecting a group of Turkish L2 Engdlish in

servi ce t e ac Hogyirstiieir language cldssahdaheihperoeption of a

four-week online CALL training they received on a voluntary basis. Through self

report data collected via interviews and reflection reports, the researcher aimed to

investigate the potential of online-gervice CALL training fortraining language

teachers to integrate CALL in their classrooms. The findings pointed at many factors

that 1 mpinged on teachersd technology integr
was also found to be too challenging for some teachers devoid of tmnsgills to

manage the online experience. Coupled with t
CALL in situated contexts, the researcher came up wibauential procedure for

online inservice CALL training which conssof various stages until LEnglish

teachers gain the competence to successfully monitor their CALL learning in th



online environment. This proceduisealso proposed to be a valuable means for the

transfer of knowledge and skills gained in CALL training to real language classroom.

Keywords: Computer Assisted Language Learning, CALL, Language Teachers,

Teacher Education, Technology Integration
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents background to the study, statement of purpose and significance

of the studyfollowed by research questions.

1.1 Background to the study

CALL and teacher education, as alluring area of research, haveen gaining wide

attention and been exposed to an eweunting body of research in the last decade.

Due to the epocmaking develoment of ICT and its huge implications for teaching

and learning foreign/second languages, there has been a high demand for training
technologgs avvy teachers who have ndAsufficient
pr ac t(staclevell, 2009, p.l)and can make formed decisions about
implementing CALL in optimal ways in their own language teaching contexts.
Additionally, it has been an indispensable need to train language teachers on how to
use CALL effectively since @Atechulichh ogy h
L2 professionals teach, create materials and even the way they conceptualize the
profession in the Zicent ur y o (Chapell e & Hegel hei |
concomitant of the recent move towards technology integrated language classes and
need for €éachers equipped with techpedagogic competence (Guichon & Hauck,

2011) , various approaches to CALL teacher education have been adopted by a
myriad of CALL professionals, practitioners and researchers, one of which is the

online approach to be discusdadher in detail below.

Despite the gener al -up andffiodthetmost partdido ctohe A
(Hubbard & Levy, 2006, p.4) manner of CALL preparation followed up until
relatively recently, there have been newly motivated attempts to train languag
teachers to infuse technology into their classes in more structured and planned ways
inthe formofins er vi ce tr&i misn @fsi, ridiiteop écrd Ai nt egr
courses (Hubbard, 2008, p. 18182) Aseminar so, Ancertific



graduate degr e sHubbard & Levy, 2006, p. 2). In addition to many 8ezvice

CALL courses, (e.g.BauerRamazani, 2006Hegelheimer, 2006; Peters, 2006),

there havebeenmany enterprises to train-service English language teachers (e.g.

Chao, 2006; dnes & Youngs, 2006; Olesova& Meloni, 2006; Rickard, Blin &

Appel, 2006 Wong & Benson, 200§ . The efficacy of di fferent
processes in CALL teacher educationo (Hubbar
in these studies, which yielded d@ifént results but presented compelling evidence

that inservice teachers especially were in need of CALL guidance and training in

their initiatives to incorporate technology into their classes.

As one of the approaches, some of the studies BagerRanazani, 2006) focused

on online training of language teachers since it enables them to bolster their
technological competence through an exposure to various online technologies. Due
to its practicality and many other advantages such as enabling acceashierde

from different places and providing opportunities for perennial and regular CALL
training, it has an edge over the other approaches to CALL teacher education and
stands as a viable way to train language teachers among a panoply of other options.
These advantages have motivated researchers to ascertain the potential merits of the

online CALL training for training language teachers.

Along with the preparation of language teachers for technology integration, there has

been a focal need for CALL reseagth to examine and elaborate on many
interrelated factors affectingteacheracher s o u
technology use is multifaceted and compl ex b
O6Connor 2003, p.307). Researdm dmreather sféac
integration of technology has been an important arena that warranted significant

attention in the literature and many factors such as lack of resources and materials

(e.g, Egbert, Pauluys& Nakamichi, 2002), time pressure (e.gam, 2000; Levy,

1997), prior technology education (e.§long, 2009) have been revealed among

many others in a wide body of research. There is no denying that technology

integration can only be feasible when these factors are condudiviedgoation and



the success o€ALL training is also heavily dependent on the requirements for
technology integration to be met, which accentuates the importance of researching
t he factors having a rol e i n teachersbo

exploration of tle potentials of a CALL training for language teachers.

In addition to the aboveentioned areas of research interests, researchers have also
been confronted by substantivequestion of how much of the knowledge and skills
gained in the CALL training cale transferred to classroom context and what factors
affect the transfer. (e,gEgbertet al., 2002). As an ultimate aim in technology
teacher education, teachers are to be equipped with skills to apply experiences from a
CALL training to their classes.HErefore, it is also worthwhile to scrutinize the

transferability of the CALL training and the factors affecting it.

To address these mutlimensional aspects of CALL teacher education, this study
strives to first e X p | o rueenttuse ef tdctnaldgyin s a f |
their classes, their perception of the online CALL trainihgy receivedand the

factors affecting the transferability of the training into classroom context.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Teachers, as the pivotal actors in technology infusion, stanckrger of any

initiatives to integrate technology in the classroom context since the uptake of
technology isepchrdisat pdr on &l feelings,
g e n e (Manitaz, 2000, R37). Research on teacher cognition, therefore, is quite
widespread in the field of teacher education (Borg32@dd also in CALL research

due to the great role teachers play in technology integration Qutrim Schmid,

2011; Whyte,2011). It is important to explof¢ eacher sé6 HAvoandes, 0
concerns (Egbert, Huff, Mcneil, Preus& Sellen, 2009, p.7543s a focal interest in

CALL researchThe findings from a vastumberof studies (e.gEgbert et al 2002;

Lam, 2000;Meskill, Mossop, DiAngelo & Pasqual2@02) which concentrate on the

factors affecting technology integration also provide a convincing case that teacher
perceptions are worthwhile and should be investigated in any attempts of technology

integration.



Akin to the focus in studies related to technology integration, most of prior research

has focused on teacher perceptions for the evaluation of the effectiveness of CALL

training since firesearch into the perceived

methodsand approaches is crucial to improving our understanding of how training
may best be conductedo (Kessler, 2006,
teacher education has been tested in a wealth of stugkesrRamazani, 2006;

Chao, 2006; Desjardins Reters, 2007Peters, 2006and teacher perceptions have
been subject to a rich body of research in these studies in order to assess to what
extent teachers benefited from the CALL course or training to be used in the design
of future CALL courser trainngs (Hong, 2009) A host of studies showed that
CALL training enables teachers to develop positive attitudes towards technology
(e.g, KamhiStein, 2000; vanOlphen, 2007) and gain -selffidence about
incorporating technology in their classes (elgegdheimer, 2006; Hoven, 2007).
Some of the studiese(y, Egbert et a] 2002;Kéeél é - kaykeg!l é2kh%;a
Sef er 2013l Wong & Benson, 2006) investigated the extent to which
coursework in CALL was transferred to actual teaching contexts but resednobt di

prove to yield any conclusive findings which present any convincing evidence that a
CALL training results in immediate technology use in language classroom.

Reviewing the literature, one can see that although the extant body of research has
concentrated mainly on the investigatiortloé effectiveness of different approaches

to CALL teacher education (e,dpreadthfirst, depthfirst, integratedetc) and vared

Al ear ni ng p,reoteres,ssguatedolearirey, slifected learning, etc.)
(Hubbard, 2008, p.182pr language teachers from their points of view, there has
been no study which has explored the potentials of an online CALL training-for in
service language teachers except for an onlinespreice CALL course reported by
BauerRamazani (2006). Despite the whole gamut of advantages an online CALL
training holds, there have been relatively few attempts to employ and research this
approach in &ALL teacher training, which is a gap in the literature and deserves
more attention in CALL research. To fill in this gap, this study, therefore,

i nvestigates t eacherserficeCALL tamning alongeideart an

&

p .

onl



A

exploration of factorséc t i ng t hei r 0 andshe transferatilisy ofthe o1 o0 gy
know-how gained in the training into classroom context since all of these
information are required to understand the complexities of technology integration of
language teachers, which is artimhte aim in CALL teacher education (Hong,

2009) and thuseed to be examined in concert.

To this end, the study investigated the following research questions:

1. To what extent does a group of Turkish EFL teacheses technology in their

classes?
2. What factors affect their use of technology?
3. What are their perceptions of the onlineserviceCALL training?

4 . Wh at ar e t he reasons f o in-sesvicel@ALL t eac h e

training?

5. To what extent do the teachers completing theitigibelieve they can apply the
tools they have learnt in the training to their own classrooms?

6. What factors affect these beliefs?

1.3  Significance of the study

The significance of the study for CALL research is mainly-fwonged. Firsof all,

it will fill in the gapin the literature by presenting evidence on the efficacy of an
online CALL training from the viewpoint of Turkish 4service English language
teachers. It will yield worthwhile information on the potential benefits of the online
delivery of a échnology training for language teachers. Teacher perceptions/ids

the online technology training, therefore, can inform future studies about the design
elements of an online CALL training along with knowledge and skills required for

being successfudt such a training.

Secondly, this study is multaceted by virtue of its focus on many variables and

factors playing a role in | anguage teac



step, it is of pivotal importance tmmcovert he f actors affecting teac
use i n their current contexts since Nntechnc
affected by (Karaca, 201X, p.igpnd thesedfactors can impinge on
teachersodéd uptake of teeperoceptoisof@CALLtramnge st i gat i n
IS also necessary for getting informed about the pros and cons of the training and

evaluating its success in terms of preparing teachers to use technology in their

classes. Lastly, it is significant that the knowledge akills gained in a CALL

training transfer into classroom setting, which requires the exploration of factors

affecting the transfer (Egbert et.,aR002). This study puts flesh on the factors

affecting the technology integration process of language teadhessagh an

elaborate exploration of various variables and factors.

1.4  Limitations of the study

This study comprised an online four weekservice CALL training for eight

Turkish EFL teachers and examined the partic
CALL training. To be more explicated in the methodology section, all of the
teachersdé6 age ranged between 37 and 50, w h
Adigital i mmi grantso meeting technology rath
is very likely thatthe findings can differ if the sample is drawn from novice teachers

who are ddigital nativeso. This is a |imitat
in the evaluation of the findings.

This study drew on seteport data collected through interviews and reflection

reports written in the blogs by the participating teachers. Due to the lack of
observation of teacherso classroom practic
information reportedby teachers, which can be seen as another limitation of the

study. This concern is also valid for the examination of the transferability of the

CALL training to real language classroom. Although the transferability of the CALL

training is the ultimate ainm CALL teacher education and this study investigated

the transferability of the CALL training from the viewpoint of the teachers, the study



does not present any concrete evidence of the transferability of the training since no

classroom observation is inded in the data collection.

In addition to these, other limitations can be the duration of the training and the
number of the participating teachers receiving the training. To remedy this problem,

the duration can be prolonged with more teachers tdkmtraining.






CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a comprehensive reviethalfterature concerning the factors
affecting teacher soé t ec hmiativesgnythe Twskesh t e c h
context and introduces the Fatih project with a synthesis of studies conducted. Later,

a compilation of the studies on CALL teacher education is provided and followed by

the success factors in the online environments.

2.1 Factors affectingteath er s 6 technol ogy use

The integration of technology has become at length a common practice in language
classes since CALL tools provide great potential for foreign language learning and
teaching. With the advancements in educational technology, it has deen
indispensable need for language teachers to integrate technology into their classes as
an effective means of improvingstruction (Bush, 1997). To explicatee merits of

CALL technologiesEgbert et al(2002) stated the following:

When integrated appropriately, CALL technologies can support experiential
learning and practice in a variety of modes, provide effective feedback to
learners, enable pair and group work, promote exploratory and global
learning, enhance student achievemprdyide access to authentic materials,
facilitate greaterinteraction, individualizeinstruction, allow independence

from a single source of inforation, and motivate learner§.109).

In relation to the ultimate stage of CALL integration in langualgsstoom,Bax

(2003) states that the end point of CALL integt i on shoul d inbe fAno
whi ch the technol ogy i s i nvisible and
technology is part of teachersé everyday
unnoticed. As stated by Bakowever, normaletion has not been achieved yet and

CALL still stands as a Oseparate concept



As far as the roleeachers play in the success of CALL integration is concerned,

Egbert et al(2009) positthat the success of CALL implementation depends heavily

on the teachers among panoply of other stakeholders and interfering factors.

According to Saleh & Pretorius (2006)y| anguage teachers need to
literate, or e literate, and should learo makethe most of Web tools availabsand

apply this knowledge to their educational Co
literacy,t eachersé careful and structured monitor |
a seamless technology integration (Wedéskh, Biesenbaclhucas & Meloni,

2002). Teachers, on the other hand, are confronted with a wide array of difficulties

and challenges while using technology in their classes (Erben, Ban, Jin, Sugamers

Eisenhower, 2008).

The literature abounds with factors affectin
classrooms. These factors can be enumeratdonaspressurglLam, 2000; Levy,
1997;Meskill, Anthony, HillikerVanStrander, Tsend: You, 2006;Reed Anderson,
Ervin, & Oughton, 1995; Strudlguinn, McKinney, & Jones, 1995paucity of
resources and materialfAdelman et al.,2002; Cuban, 2001Egbert et al., 2002;
Hadley & Sheingold, 1993Rosen & Weil, 1995), training and technical support
(Bradley & Russell, 1997L.am, 2000; Langone, Wissick,angone,& Ross,1998;
Levy, 1997; NCES, 2000Penuel, 2006; Russell & Bradley, 1997 insufficient
technology standarts or curriculé_Langone et al 1998),teacher attitudes towards
technology and confidence in its u@€arakaya, 2010; Lam, 2000{uen & Ma,
2002; Zhao & Frank, 2003 prior technology educatior{Egbert et al, 2002,
He r n §Rahaes,z22005Hong 2009, 201)) prior experience with technolodiReed
et al, 1995),technology use in schools school climate(Hadey & Sheingold,
1993; Hong 2009, 201Rosen& Weil, 1995; Winnans & Brown, 199 teacher
belief in the benefits of technology for teach{gtmer,1999; Lam, 2000; Penuel,
2006 ),peer suppor{Garet,Porter,DesimoneBirman,& Yoon,2001).

Mumtaz (2000), in his extensive literature review of studies investigating the factors

affecting technology integration, lists those factors as the following:
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- lack of teaching experience with ICT;

- lack of onsite support for teachers using technology;

- lack of help supervising children when using computers;

- lack of ICT specialist teachers to teach students computer skills;
- lack of computer availability;

- lack of time required to successfully integrate technology into the
curriculum

- lack of financial suppor{p.320)

Among the abovenentioned factors which affect technology integration
unfavorablyMumt az (2000) asserts that teacher
serve as the foundation for technology integration as more critical ésaurces,

technical support or any other factor. Practicality is also a criteria for technology use
Ssince fiteachers wuse computers in ways t|
them maximal benefits, do not demand excessive time to learn, and deqower

them to reorganize their current teachir
He r n §Rahas z(2005) contended that constructivist beliefs about teaching

promoted more frequent use of technology.

Preservice technology education or pramursework in technology has been cited as
one of the determinants of technology integratidre(r n §Raoh@s,z2005Reedet

al., 1995. Moore, Morales andCarel (1998) contend that pservice and irservice
professional development programs should ene@m®pcourses in instructional
technology, which showcases effective use of technology. This need was also voiced
by Russellet al. (2003), who accentuated the importance of displaying models of
technology integration rather than sole introduction of smet#thnologies in pre

service training.

As another facet of technology integratiom;servicetraining also plays a pivotal
role in building teacherNCEAS 2000 showecktmc e i n
those teachers spending more time in professional development activities in

educational technology felt themselves more prepared for technology integration

11



compared to others. Technology training was also found to be more benefieral

the links between the curriculum, content the teachers teach and technology are
displayed lucidly to the teachers and this link is meaningful to them (Kanaya, Light
& Culp, 2005).

Scheffler andLogan (1999) asserthat for effective technology ingeation in

schools, it is of great importance to define computer competences needed by teachers

and these competences should be subjected to constant revision and update as new
technologies emerge. These competences, however, should be informed by the

conext in which new technology is going to be
attention on context and pedagogy for those teachers who initially appear to be
technologically adept, but lack the ability taeetively integrate technology in a

contextuaied manner 06 (Kessler & Plakans, 2008, p.

The takeup of technology by teachers is also closely tied to the resources and

materials available. Limited resources and materials render technology integration

unfeasible for teachers whilst the availabibifysoftware is an encouraging factor for

teachers for using technology (Sepehr & Harris, 1986)ris, Sullivan, Poirot, and

Sol oway (2003) notes that Afthe magnitude of
access and technology use is so strong as tooguppeaningful prediction of
teachersdé technology use based on particul a
i ndi vidual classrooms and in shared comput «
Pelgrum (2001), who collected data from a myriad of teachers inliféérent

countries, the meagre numlmdrcomputes at schools is a big obstacle to technology

integration. The provision of enough technological resources and facilities, hpwever

IS not a panacea since successful implementation of technology is more vital than the

provi sion of resources (Penuel , 2006) . Tec
under usedo ,H.XJ9dndtheir effed @ learning seems to be meagre in

these sitations.

Apart from the availability of technological resourc8tager {9995 emphasized that

successful integration of technology is within the realms of possibility if some

12



changes are made outright in the school context with the support of traifpng he

the teachers integrate technology in their classes by observing and modeling, which
was also confirmed in ensuing research (Dwyer & Sandholtz, 1991; Sandholtz &
Dwyer, 1997).The need to interact, share experiences and collaborate with colleagues

during technology training has been voiced by teachers (Yunus, 2007).

As another significant dimensiomé inclusion of all stakeholders in the process of
decisionmaking and implementation is of pivotal importance in technology
integration. Weikart anMarrapodi(1999) for instancegxamined 25 schools the

US where computers were widely available to teachers and students and there was an
effectual i mpl ementation of technol ogy |
teacher so, Odeelps y amdobevedchmiptrti emadi paakeh
custodians, external organizations) (p-3&). They posited that for a successful
implementation of technology, it was necessary to remove the regulatory constraints

that beset the teachers in choosing angify the technological tool they need,

building the technical infrastructure, giving teachers adequate training and support,
funding sitebased leaders to give -@ite support to teachers and developing school

based technology plans.

Along the same lingsin his review of studies on ofte-one initiatives in the

integration of laptop computers with wireless connectivity ihXsettings inthe US,

Penuel (2006) concluded that research findings on the initiatives of technology
implementation should be tramitted to policy makers and program developers, who
Sshould use this information in designing
teachersé and providing O6external fundin
sharing and participation in prof@snal development activities with colleagwesre

alsofound to be facilitative for technology integratig@aret et al.2001)

Some studies examined the effect ehdhing experiencen the integration of
technology As corroborated by a few number sfudies veteran teachers wke
technology more compared tesgeexgrienced teachers (Moore et d1998; Russell

et al, 2003). Reportingpwer level of comfort with technology than less experienced

13



teachers albeit, seasoned teachers used technologyanarstructional purposes in
their cl asses t han novices wh o used techn
6communi catata.2@®3, . RAT)s sel |

Factors affecting technology use has also been explored in various ESL and EFL

contexts. (i.eEgbertetal., 2002 Hong, 2009, 2010;am, 2000;Meskill et al.,2006;

Sumi, 2011 Yunus, 200Y. To illustrate, Moore et al., (1998) showed that EFL
teachersodo use of technology was mini mal for
was deemed to be a concomitant of the lack of facilities or teaching mdteaklof

time to learn about technology and also use it in class akhdfaesources were the

main impediments to technology integratiorr i8SL teachers in Meskill et al.

(2006).

Language teachersd stances on the i mportan
teaching play a central role in technology integration. Accordingamm (2010),

taking decisions about technology usage, teachers are greatly influenced by their

personal inclinations towards technolagyggesting that one of the first attempts to

enable teachers to infuse technology is to persuade them of the importance of

technology and see its potential in learning and teaching language.

Similarly, Meskill et al.(2006)had astudy which investigatedhether there was an

i ncrease i n ESL teacherséo us eespivefthet echnol og
betterment of technology access in US schools. As revealed by a New York

statewide survey conducted in 1997 and 2@@8ing which technology availability

increased to a great extent, teachers did not increase their technology use in their

classes. These findings showed to the researchers that for effective technology

i ntegration, teacher s, as the O6makigi der sd sh
processeshtough a bottoru p approach since teachers did
teachi ngd athkesinvestments [p.448). g h

Some researchers stressed the importance arftextualization for CALL

implementation. Sum(2011) forexamples uggest ed an fHAecol ogi cal p
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which the whole context of language learning and teaching should be explored
deeply along with the many interrelated factors for the implementation of new
technology. This ecological view was also eett by ChamberandBax (2003) and

shown as a way to normalisation. As revealed by Kessler and Plakans (2008),
Acontextually <confidento ESL teachers i
whil e using audio and video in their C
confident 6 teachers showing that confidence
integration of CALL but the knowow to apply technology in appropriate
pedagogical context is paramoufg.269)

In relation to the CALL focus in teacher education progratesder (2007)argued

that teacher education programs were devoid of concentration on G#ddsler

(2007) in his survey completed by 108 graduates of Teachers of English to Speakers

of Other Languages (TESOb)a s t degre® program found out that these leas

who were not satisfied with the formal CALL training they received were not much
confident about Acreating CALL based mat
their classes.

AsregardE SL t e ase bf¢COT,¥ 6 n 20) study conducted in Malaysian

context revealed that ICT was not used widely for the purposes of language teaching

and learning by these teachers. Although the teachers perceived ICT as a useful tool

in language teaching and had a positive attitude towtsdsse in language classes,

they brought to light some challenges that impinged on its use such as lack of access

to computers, low quality hardware, lack of technical support and training. These
factors werealso reiterated by Kessler anBlakans (2008)who found out that
Afaccess to technol ogyo, Acontinued ©pract
teachers build confidence in using analog and digital audio and video in their classes

(p. 276). In a similar vein, access to computers in schools wasos faat tempered

Tai wanese EFL teachersoé6 | evel of c-omput e
efficacy (Chen, 2012).
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In a similar vein,Lam (2000) interviewed 10 graduate students working as second
language teacherand scrutinized the reasonsfoh e s e t eac heusesob use a
technology in their classes. His study showed that teacher conviction about the
benefits of technology for language teaching was of paramount importance for
teachers as a factor affexg their technology use. The mots/® use technology

were recounted as fAhelping their students
of fering a variety of ,whilephe tasansaf nonugingi vat i n

technol ogy were predicated oesoffcomputdrack of

nd

9
co

assisted instruction for studentso (p.410).

confidence in computer skills were, by and large, hindrances to their use of

technology in their classes.

In Egbert et afs (2002) study, which invesgated the use of CALL in language
classes by L2 teachers taking a graduate
or curricular restrictions, and | ack of
reasons of not using CALL activities (p. 119).Lack oimpetence in technology was

not given as a reason for not using technology in class by these teachers showing that
technology training helps build confidence in using technology at least to a certain

extent.

Hong (2009) investigated the effect of priochaology education and the role of

school climate oin-servicet eacher s use of computers in
a survey gquestionnaire applied to 200 secondary school teachers working at state
schools, his study revealed that prior technology aducaontributed significantly

to L2 teachersdo use of technology 1in the
were more teachers who got technology education ksgméce or irsavice years,

technology use wamore abundant and ample compared to stigools with few

teachers receiving technology education beforehand. His statistical analysis also
specified 150 hours of technological education as a requisite for using technology

frequently (i.e., at least once a week) in the classroom. The positateomehip
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between prior technology education and technology use in the classroom was

strengthened by the school climate.

Despite the magnitude of technology coursework in gearing L2 teachers up for using
technology in their classes, some stugiesvidedevidence thathe type of CALL

education also mattems a factor affecting technology infusigire. single CALL

course, projeebased, situated, mentoring, et@)q, Egbert et al2002; Grau, 1996;

Hargrave & Hsu, 2000; Keirns, 1992; Parr, 1999; Wentiy 199¢. In these
studies, different Oapproachesd and &épro
tested ou{Hubbard, 2008) and the potentials of thésethe preparation of teachers

have been explored. Although they did not present any congimsiiience on the

superiority of one approach or process to another, they helped to provide various
choices for CALL teacher education.

Hong (2009, 2010) reviewing the literature on technology integration as a
concomitant of CALL technology educatiocameup with a spherical model of L2
teacherso integration of technology into
CALL teacher education, teachersd indiuvi
three orbits was centered on CALL teacher educat®ntha most substantive

element in technology integration as espoused by previous research. Individual
factors were proxi mal to CALL teacher ed
teachersé gener al comput er Idiarndeanfalenge s ki |

in computer technologyo)have been found

CALL teacher education more whil st cont
and |ittle support from the schoardle wher e
since they were fAirelatively independent

29). The spherical model, notwithstanding its limitation to provide an indisputable
answer to the question of whether CALL technology education calls forth the
integration of technology in L2 classes, can be conceived as beneficial to showcase

the multivariate aspect of CALL teacher education.
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2.2  Technology integration in the Turkish context

The integration of educational technologies into schools is seen as a paedaby
Ministry of National Education (MoNE) since the second quarter of 1990s
(Akkoyunlu, 2009). Due to the high value for technology integration, there have been
several attempts by MoNE to implement ICT in Turkish educational settings

( ¥z demi r 2087). Koeatheéeve,success in these attempts, it is important that
these attempts are informed by an extensive body of research, which reveals the
barriers to technology integration as an initial step to integrate ICT in Turkish
educational context (Toprak 2006). To this end, there has been a wealth of studies

examining factors affecting ICT implementation at schools in Turkey.

The review of studies conducted in the Turkish setting substantiated the factors
found to affect technology implementation inemational studies. In a survey study,
which was applied to a large number of primary and secondary school teachers and
principals in rural and tn areas, Toprakci (2006) enuated the obstacle®

technology implementation as:

budget limitations; scaity of technical support resources of the school staff
to be trained in ICT, the limited number of computers, outdateness/gswne
of the system related to ICTimited numbers of educational software,
resistance in being open to changes, interest @k of the city
directorships of the MoNE, educational expertise of the teachers and
principals and the defiance of being open to changes, interest and motivation

of both teachers and principalso with a d

Accordingto Toprakci(2006) without a consideration of these impediments, the

attempts of MONE to integrate technology will not yield positive outcomes.

In respect of the impediments in the way of successful technology integration,
¢tajéeltay, ¢ a kaddr¢cajkleou o] ¢ aj € 12t0aD W ) found out t h
computers in classes, the lack ofservice training and the incompatibility between
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curriculum and the necessary conditions for technology use resulted in teacher

anxiety about using technology in theliasses.

G¢l bahar (2007) scrutinized the ii-Rsues r
school in Turkey. Based dhedata collected from teachers, administrative staff and
students in this school, she suggested usintpigate resources, the prowsi of

equity of access to resources by teachers, administrators and students, the provision

of support services and reward systems and the integration of technology into the

curriculum during technology implementation.

In the same veinS o my ¢ r e k and ¥Az2z daesmoiyr (1 2009) scrutini
impeding the effective use of interactive whiteboards (IWB) as one of the recently
used technol ogi cal tool s. They -seevmenc | ude
training, digital education materials, support, maiatece, and administration are not
addressed, educational I CT is wunlikely t
similar to previous ICT implementation attempts. Asvoicgdbt eacher s i n S
et al. (2009), the quality and quantity of digital edtiomal materials were
insufficient which prevented therinom using interactive white boards effectively in

their classes. These teachers reported to supply these materials themselves due to the

lack of support by MoNE or their school.

Gokt ak, Yi | di(2009)studs asYsimilar to previous studiegvealed

that lack of inservice training and resources were the main impediments to
technology integration, which could be rendered possible through the preparation of
a technology plan across STE.

With respect tot h e factors affecting el ement ar )
integration Kar ac a0 s refe@dd that)techaologiodlycompetence was the
foremost factor determining their technology use among other factors such as
Aprinci pabmpupeortuse in year s, coll eague

and belief towards using technologyo (p.
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Akcaojlu (2008) stated that teachers are co
infrastructure which sugges.integratiohkdks fia Vvi si o
(p.v) o i n TubBakrary andS&ls fli997)apinpoynted the economic

constraints as the main hindrance to technology implementatidarkey. As noted

by Bayram and Seelgrivate schools were more technologically equipped shaie

schools, which was reaffirmed by Top (2007)
advantage, private school teachers utilized technology more effectively compared to

those teachers at state schools. Top (2007) also reiterated that private sgfisbl En
teachers wused technology in a wider range
evaluation and assessment and professional development than the other English
teacherso (p.v). These teachers perceived t
technologf han teachers at state school. Akcaojlu
that even private schools did not have adequate computer infrastructure, which

prevented teachers of English from using computers for instructional purposes.

Gulbahar & Guven (2008)otedt hat At eachers must be part of
process with respect to the implementations of ICT innovations in schools, so that

they may commi't to the innovation with con
towards technology and their techmgical competence, therefore, should stand at

the centerof any attempts of ICT implementation. The studies examining teacher

attitude showed that teachers had positive attitudes toward technology. A sample of

teachers taken from three different citiesTurkey believed in the merits of using
computers for teach, ngalk@apZdBEmrasimiag (¢aj él t
vein, social studies teachers in primary schools had positivedestowards the use

of ICT in their classes (Gulbahar & Guvé08) although they faced many barriers

to technology integration. Despite this posi
was found to be quite scaé&a®adut(ROE8),¢of asses. S ¢
instancejndicatedthat a considerable amourftadementary school teachers reported

not to use any program in their classése @mputer use of the other elementary

school teachers was also limited to the use of word processors and presentation

programs. The teachersthaj é | t ay ,et af(20R1¢ usedjcdmputers mainly
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for preparing exam questions, grading and administrative issues rather than for
instructional purposes. These findings accentuated the importancesefvioe

training for teachers to integrate technology into their clagsegso suggested by

G¢l bahar (2007) .(2008) The erdericearpirning sheuld foauk

both on the technical aatdl,2p0®)hargveardityal as
teachers who reported not to use interactive white boards in their classes due to a
dearth of technical and pedagogical training. In addition tsemice training,

reward systems should be developed at schools in order to encouragestéach

utilize technology in their classes (G¢l |

Top (2007) contends that for an effective technology integration, a shared technology
integration vision should be adopted by all parties, who should be involved in the
whole process of implem&tion and take responsibilities. This shared vision should

al so be put into practice by a fispeci al
educational technol (0@dlsht ah aarn d2Mfdisfgllddp .e x P e
work on appropriate strategiesich constantly revise the curriculum during the
technology integration proces&.s suggested by Sgmyparheak 12
al. (2009), a technology plan can be developed at schools during the podcess
technology integration ancbntinuousamendmentso this plan should be made for

effective I mplementation of technology. |

The role of administrators were found to be significant for motivating and enabling
teachers to integrate technology into t
(2009) complained mostly about the lack of technology support and maintenance
which impeded their technology use in their classes. Top (2007) found out that the
admi ni strators generally had positive at"
resourcesn schools. The administrative support, however, was at large limited to

ver bal approval and encour agement and v
solutions to problems arising( Somytihre kp red
al.,2009,p.373)
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Severh st udies (Akcao}2QQ9;209af erCGCojkltua ketetala.l,

2017 showed that there is a need for-pegvice teacher education programs to
upskill teachers with the knowledge and skills to integrate technology into classroom
setting,wh ch affects their future technology
service teacher education was not enough to gear language teachers up for using
technology effectively in their classes. Resonating with this findng,f er oj | u et
(2008) showedhat elementary school peervice teachers relied on trial and error to
improve their technological competence. They, therefore, supported the significance

of including courses in educational technology showcasing effective use of
technology in preservie t eacher education programs.
student teachers taking a course in instructional technology and materials
development reported to benefit from the teaching and learning process carried out
via constructivist principles. The facultgembers in Goktas et.dR009) stated that

teacher educators should be role models forspreice teachers by using ICT
effectively in their classes. Reervice teachers enrolled in physical education
programs across Turkey, however, reported that fiaauembers were not good
models in integrating technology (Semiz, 2011), which emphasized the need for
professional development activities for these faculty members.

Atal andUsluel (2011) pointedut that the technologies elementary school students
used outside the classroom differed significantly from the technologies their teachers
used in classroom setting. These students who mostly used social media outside the
class (e.g. Facebook, MSN, Yoube) expected their teachers to use these
technologies inside the classroom, whiainaledthe need for teachers to bridge the
gap between their studentsd preferences

for utilizing their classrooms.

us e.

a l

kah

of t

Appertainng t o the teachersdéd attAtuudas (20W8)ds

examined the factors affecting Turkish
supplementary resource for vocabulary teachingdsamdonstrated that the provision

of in-servicetraining sered as the foundation for technology use by these teachers
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since it ¢ h a n g etdwartsetectnblagy Eositively tartd ietceuchged

them to use it in their classes.

As regards the impact of CALL implementation projects on teacharsmu - i n  ( 2 0 O ¢
took part in a CALL implementation project in Turkish EFL university setting. In

this project, teachers benefited most from preparing support materials for the
software to be used and the discussions and meetings with colleagues and
administrators among mwmther activities. This finding showed that teachers should

be given every chance to benefit from what they already know and use this
knowl edge in the process of technology i
strong teacher c otantated asta yaressinafer effadtive €ALE u b s
implementation (p. 266).

Some studies into CALL proposed a technology integration guideline to contribute to
successful technology integration. For instanicap (2007) had a qualitative study
with 17 high schobEnglish teachers and 17 principals using observations, document
analysis and interviewdased on his investigation of these schools and review of
literature, he proposed the following technology integration guideline as shown in

Figure 1 below.

Shared Technology
Integration Vision
Iy

Teachers' Professional
development and Support

| Curriculum lssues

Y
Budgetting for technology /
Material Facilities, Suuport,
Professional Development

Figure 1. Main Components of Technology Integration Guidelines. Reprinted from
Top (2007, p.181)
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According to this guideline, which summarizes the main factors affecting technology

use, a shared technol ogy integration Vvisio
professional development and support, curriculum adjustments, budgeting for the

provision of tehnology, resources, support andsarvice training. In addition,

curriculum should also be tailored to enable technology integration in such a way

that <curricotomereddl|l eadnen synch with fAcont

and approacheso.

Similarly, Ak caoj l u (2008) had a survey -questionn
service and irservice English teachers at private schools. His study revealed that
although teachers reported high |l evels of te
technology was wjte limited in language classes. Technology was used mainly as

teachettools rather than student tools.

As similar to this study, Karakaya (2010) s
attitudes towards computer technology and the extent to which thkzged

technology for instructional purposes. He collected extensive data from English

teachers at state schools across Turkey via a questionnaire and interview. The

findings revealed that notwithstanding having positive attitudes towards computers,

English teachers stated that they could not use them effectively for teaching and

learning purposes. Based on these findings, he concluded that there is a vital need for
in-servicetraining on effective integration of technology for these teachers. The

necessit of including courses in educational technology ingeevice ELT teacher

education programs was also highlighted in this study.

Kel é-kaya (2012) anal yzed t he factors af fe
infusion of technology ensuing a CALL course @akduring preservice teacher

education program. Hascertainedhat the foremost factors inhibiting the use of

CALL were Athe school environment, curricul
different from the findings of a wide variety of studies, the teclgiotd

infrastructure was not a factor affecting CALL use since all of the classes were

equipped with at least one computer. As stated by L2 English teachers at state
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schools, the schools administrators did not encourage them to use CALL in their
classes am provide technical support. For those teachers working at private schools,
the national exam which did not include
attention from English lessons along with time constraints were factors impeding
CALL integration.

An extant body of research has shown teahhology integration is multi-faceted
phenomenon, which stda at the junctionof many interfering variables. It is,

therefore, of utmost importance to benefit from the findings of a multitude of studies

ard attempts on technology implementation to inform future research and
investments to be made in Turkish educational system. This need was also echoed by
¥zdemir (2010), who referred to fil oss of
A MoNE coul d, onganize, dissgminate, ®r reuse the knowledge and
experiences gained during the project life cydles short, it could not keep its

organizational memory which will be useful to guide the managers of future projects.

2.3  Fatih project
Fatih project (Movema of Enhanaig Opportunities and Improving Technology

Initiative) is one of the most prominent and recent investments made by ,MoNE
which aims to equip schools with the cuttiedge technological tools as a
momentous effort of technology integration into Turkish educational context
(Akcaoj Il u, G wnBoyer, 201B) The prbjectsaims to provide equal
opportunities in educatioand enhance the technological infrastructure at schools by
integrating ICT effectively into learning and teaching processes throughout the
country (Fatih project, 2014). The kndwow of ICT is one of the fundamental goals

of Turkish education system and this end, it is planned that the technical
infrastructure is improved at schools, students and teachers are upskilled to use ICT
successfully and IGBupported curriculum is developed (Bilici, Akdur, Yildizbasi,
Gunday & Cicek, 2011). The project hassé main components. These are:

1. The provision of hardware amsdftwareinfrastructure

2. The provision and management eé@ntent
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3. Effective use of Information Technology (IT) in curriculum

4. In-service training of teachers

5. Informed, safe, manageable and medderase of IT

(Fatih Project, 2014)

Bilici et al. (2011)explicatedthe aims of these components as folloAs elaborated
by Bilici et al, the aim of the first component is to provide 40.000 schoots an
620.000 classes with IT equipments. The aim of the second component is to develop
quality content to be used during teaching and learning processes. The aim of the
third component is to incorporate IT effectively into learning objectives for every
subjec¢ in curriculum. The aim of the igervice training given to teachers is to
upskill them to develop-eontent and use IT in their classes. The aim of the fifth
component is to promote the use of IT at primary and secondaoplscduring

teaching processes

Within the scope of the project, every classroom atsph®ol, primary and
secondary school is projected to be equipped with an interactive white board (IWB)

and internet connection in addition to tabR€s to be provided to teachers and
students (Fati Project, 2014). Mulpurpose copier, document camera and
microscope camera are alsmcompassedh Fatih project tools (YeAP al ab éy é k ,
2013). The project is estimated to be completed in five years starting from secondary
schools and going on with prima school and prschool respectively. In the
meantime, it is planned that hardware and software infrastructure is setargent

is developed, teacher guide books are updatederwice training seminars are
arranged and the need for informed, safanageable and measurable use of IT and

internet is met (Fatih Project, 2014).

E-content consists of learning objects supported by multimedia (i.e. audio, video,
animation, presentation, photos and pictures) and interactio®les (Alkan, Bilic

Akdur, Temi z han , & ¢i - ek, 2011) , which will be
through web based environments (YeRia | a b é y é lconten? i® gré&diced inE

two ways: teacher prepareecentent and the-eontent provided by other producers.
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Teachers will be igen both face to face and distancesarvice training in order to
develop skills to use the hardware infrastructwweprtent and curriculum updated in
sync with IT. To ensure the informed, safe, manageable and measurable use of IT
along with consciousind safe use of internet, necessary hardware and software

infrastructure will be set up (Alkan et,a2011).

There is no denying that Fatih project can be considered as an epoch making reform

in Turkish education system due to its innovative nature. iRedvthe project
reaches I ts goal s, it can contrinlcét e si
Kur t,&Slefieroj)lu, 2012

However, as I ndi c g20)d thebpyojectA &réadyc leas serhe a |
limitations. The stakeholders, who are important for the success of the project were
not included in the planning and decision making stages and this lack of cooperation
among parties poses a big threat to the-tgkand efective use of new technology

by these stakeholders.

2.4  Studies on Fatih project

A vast majority of studies on Fatih project were perceptionatiaidei oriented
(Din-er, k e n k28113), Theke sHidies gcam be grouped as those

i nvestigating student perceptions of Fat
Kéral i Ramuk 0 1¢3a;k ér Ergun, Yél maz, & Ayas,
2014,k ad & ¥zhan, 2012), avbge aah2elt;, Bmedij ¢e@pti o
Madeno] | & Diéyl®al ,20114; tetinkaya ,8 Keser
Al emdar , 2 0,1 3C e nDgai kzd, 8 wlizzdooJ0 By G, ¢, r&o | Donmuk,
Arslan, 2012; Ko - ak, KeOtl13; Kuzu, Dur6Gghht elGi¢gd | ¢D@:
Pamuk eta) 2013 ¥zdemir & Bozdoj an, 2Q013M¢eredl, m
2012 , administrator percepti,&@n6¢;( Dekson, 2
Karatak & S°zcyg, 2013) , parent pe& cept i
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(Celik, 2012; Kocaoj |l u, -Pa0 adbey¥e&ni 2013) of teachers

project tmls.

An examination of the abowaentionedstudiesshowed that most of themere
conducted at pilot schools which Fatih project tools were equipped with. Although
Dursunet al. (2013 positedthat findings from different studies on Fatih project
cannot begeneralized to all pilot schools since the implementation of the project
changes drastically from school to school and from city to cityalle¥ementioned
studies come up with certain themes and conclusions about the strengths and

limitation of the prgect as discussed below.

Student attitudes to Fatih project tools were found to be posidivef d ar & Ak- ayér ,

2014; Keéeral i, Pafukeéta2M3Salmdn,20183Daly3&r , 2014; kad
& ¥zhahl 2) . Ker al i (2013) ing \alostthe gat e d St
implementation of tablet BC a't a high school i n Kstanbul

students had positive attitudes towards the
& Ak-ayeéer (2014) s howeBRGCs uséfid tStuderitsuadexghtt s f ound

state schools in Muk stated to benefit from
devel oping their speaking skil!/l (Sayer, 201.
motivation and enabled teachers to teach more effectigly [ ma n , 2013; Saye

2014). Students, however, had some concerns regarding the technical problems

(Ko- ak, 2013; Sayeéer , 2014) and internet con:¢
were confronted with in their use of IWB and tali#€ls. They expected thdtfation

of internet to be removed and have access to external course materials in addition to

those materials installed on tabiR@s by MoNE. They also indicated the need of the

function to transfer data between computers and tablets to use them factieety

(D¢ndar & Ak-ayeéer, 2014).

Several research studies showed that similar to student attitudes, teacher attitudes
were also positive towards, F2aQilif4t -p& oejtecal .t,0
2013 D¢é¢ndar & Ak-ayeéer, 2M4).4A grelt cundér of 201 3 ; S

teachers indicated that project tools made the lessons more visualized and thus more
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attractive for theg20HtBadg tus2 (tlAMkacettal,]fltu- iet
2013; Dakde mi,r2012Z tPamakl et al 2 01 3&; ¥ zkha2bl?; Yeni

Pal abéyek, 2013). Al though tablet®@ h ¢ Dg ndakn
& Ak - 20948 they had some concerns regarding their functions and usability.

Ak cao] |. @014 tshoweed that teachers wearet satisfied with thdimited

iAf unct iofdablat P@ $ingedthey were not connected to the internet and mainly

used for the purposes of readingfwadedebooks and taking note
c o nne c(p.9)hetwegn dablets and IWBs and the lack of connectivitywéen

teacher and students tablets were among other restrictions, which prevented teachers
from using these tools interactively. Duethe lack of control function in tablet P

teachers could not monitor students who used these tools for extracuaativiies

(e.g,pl aying games, |l i stening to musi c, et c
2014). The insufficiency of-eontent and the lack of materials to be used in tablet

PCs along with the difficulty of developing materials in these tools w#rer major

handi caps &Keses 20iL4n Buesynat gl2013). To this end, the need for
additional materials to beed in tablet PE  was pinpointed by te;:
Ak-ayér ¢et2iDlhidgya an dunktha eablet PE€HIA hat ok

properly and these technical problems could not be handled without technical
support. In addition, the software was insufficient and there was a need for other
software to be uploaded on tabRfs. Lack of access permission to some websites,
internet seurity ¢ et i nkaya §an&Kthespeeservatiéh®fliablet BCe.g,

breakawn, loss ofPCs, etc) (¢i ft20i13¢t walre, included 1in
concerns related to tablBCs. Pamuk et a(2013) showed that several teachers did

not let thar students use tablet BGn class time to prevent them from being
distracted (Pamuk et.aP013) akin to some teachers who were worried that students
would visit websites unrelated to course
Boz do] anTaking allittfges3e.factors into account, Pamuk et(2013) also
ascertained that due to the af dCsemmxxenti on
generally very limited, not to mention some teachers who never used these tools in

their teaching.
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Studieson teacher perceptions regarding IWBs showed that teachers encountered a
multitude of problems in their use of IWBs and could not benefit from them to their

full potential.

Pamuk et al(2013) found that although teachers reported to use IWB frequently i

cl as s, observati on data reveal ed t hat t each

demonstrating the presentations ythgrepared. Similar to tablet BClack of e
content and -enaterials, lack of interactivity between tablet and IWB, limited or lack
of access to internet at school and lack of internet access outside school and lack of

antivirus programs were the major probl ems

C

2014; Btaln2034] Pamuk et gl2013; YeniPal abéey ék, 2013) . Teac

had dfficulty with finding materials to use with IWBs (Bao j | u 2044). Tlkey . |,
could not use selprepared materials in class but were obliged to use-tumtent

provided on the Ministry o.f201B)dlecothéri on port :

problems wergertinent to the limitations on the use of hardware and software and
concomitant technical PO DYH| edfkede, Wkdagaj |l u et
G¢rol, e2t0 la2; Ko- ak, 201 3; Sayer, 201 4; Te¢er el

Studies showed that IWBs were more widetedby teachers than tablet BQKurt

et al, 2013; Pamuk et al2013) despite being used in whiectional and teacher

cntered way (T¢r¥ezlhan20(1220)1.2) kawddiamd ed t hat
in his study reported that IWBs enhanced their legrmmost of the factors indicated

by students as enhancing their learning were also available in the use of computer,
projector and internet technol ogi es, whi ch
could not be used properlfResonating with this findingfamuk et al (2013) and

Kurt et al (2013) also showedthat IWBs were used mainly for demonstrating

presentations prepared by teachers or internet based materials, which can also be

done via computer, projector and internet technologies.

Several researchemmphasized the pivotal role teachers playadtiie success of
Fatih project Ak énat 20 1 2 ; Kayadu&haBef SEojCkiagy a2011)

a citation from teacher competencies promulgated by MoNE in 2006, Kayaduman et
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al. (2011) indicated that it is of utmost importance to examine the extent to which

these competencies related to ICT use are possessed by teachers in order to achieve
success in Fatih project. I T guide teach
ttachers had inadequate competency | evels
2014). To upskill teachers, perpetualservice training stands as a sine qua non as
voiced by sever al r,e s2eCalr4dc;h eAks@ A @Ak ;cea®§ d buj |
a., 2014, Sayéerr,al 2bE4 ek YerRi0O13) . Studi es, l
service training on Fatih ©projeenticedid n
training was found to be insufficient by
of guidance lack of practice, lack of content especially for technology, and less

ti meo-Pa¥Yabiéeyeék, 2013, p . 108) . These te
course load and the lack of available time for learning to use Fatih project tools.
Teachers also criticed the content and methods ofsrer vi ce tr aining
al., 2014). There was a mismatch between pedagogy and technology in that the
training they received was too technical and failed to illustrate them how to
effectively integrate these tools antheir teaching. The lack of technical support
providing pedagogical and technical assistance was also a difficulty these teachers

was confronted withdurinpec hnol ogy us,014)Akcaojlu et a

Teachers at a pilot school of Fatih project assertedotiesservice teacher education

programs were not sufficient to gear them up for using technological tools effectively

i n their cl asses (Kocaojl u, 2003) . Te
implementation of Fatih project, there should be a collaborattnween MoNE and

schools of higher education Ba j | u 2é&tl 4a | .D,i.n2018)rPresertice a |
teacher education programs should also update their curriculum to include courses on

ICT to make sure that pigervice teachers have computer literacy @mdpetency to

use Fatih project tools succe6fd4ll Pi nne
al., 2013). These progr ams, however, shoul
(technical skill training) towar datechor e p

by Pamuk et al(2013, p. 1819). Rather than a generic ICT coursesg@néace
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teachers should also be given courses or trainings in how to use Fatih project

effectivelyinteaher educati on pe0d3x.rams (¢ift-i et al

Apart from perception studse, Kocaoj |l u (201 &fficady belledsst i gat ed
of 278 pilot high school teachers in Kayseri about integrating Fatih project tools into

t heir c¢1| as s eefficacy badiedisonere found to lseeof nioderate level and

be in negative correlatin wi t h t eachersd age and year of
using computers, social media and smart phones more frequently in their daily lives

had higher levels of se#fficacy beliefs compared to teachers who had little or no

use of these tools. In ansdlar vein, YeniPal abéyéek (2013) examinec
efficacy beliefs of 114 Turkish L2 English teachers working at Fatih project pilot

study high schools in Sakarya about integrating project tools into instruction. The
questionnaire and interview data sieal that they had high levels of sefficacy

beliefs for technology integration whereas
i ntegrate technology in their i nstructional
observationgp.102) These teachers expectediaave more ffreedom for
selection, enriched course books and variedent ent 6 t o better integr
(p.110). Celik (2012), on the other hand, found that the confidence levels of primary

school teachers i n Keér adtdatisfactoryconcerni ng | WB

Alongside inservice training for teachers, several researchers pinpointed the need for

a training program for students to enable them to use IWB and Rfdetffectively

(Salman, 2013; YefPal abeéeyék, 2013) . AR0L3), rfalthen g t o Di n
effective implementation of Fatih project, it is significant that students are computer

literate and to this end, courses on computer technology should be integrated into

curriculum starting from primary school onwards. As stated by school
administrators, students should have judicious use of Fatih project tools and learn

how to find quality material in internet (Dursun et 2013).

Fatih project aimed at creatingstudene nt er ed <c | as s20864;Bilidkcaoj |l u e
et al, 2011) butesearch showed that Fatih project tools were used mainly as teacher
tools in-heéiavyt coatrisen.,®014)Akcaofjked by Akcaojl L
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al. (2014), the school system that imposes high stakes university entrance exams on
the students is at conducive to pedagogical changes that new technology
necessitates. To tackle this challengegeller, Mishra, Akcaoglu& Rosenberg
(2013)statet he f ol | owi ng: ADue to the intertwi
pedagogy and content, teachers faggremt number of decisions. These decisions

shift with permutations of technology, pedagogy, sukjeatter and classroom

context. The diversity of possible responses implies that a teacher should be an active

agent and to become designers of theirownguc ul umo (p. 4) .

As far as the parentsodo viGgwd ¢(@re (RBIBY el prl
had a study on parentsdé viewpoint of Fat
Kar aman, Mersin and Ukak. The feingnathi ngs
important stakeholder, parents did not have enough information about the project,
thereby being wary about its bteraddiej t s f o
posited that parents should be made involved in the project. They shouldealso

given inservice training to make sure that they are computer literate and contribute

to the success of the pr oRHEI).Theyswdested poi n;
that technology should be used as a medium to connect home and school ahd schoo
materials should be accessible from everywhere for effective cooperation between

parents and school.

For an examination of school Dasiimetali st r at
(2013)had astudpt f i ve pil ot school s Mersin.nThemk ar a,
school administrators generally supported the project stating that Fatih project tools
enriched the classroom, made the lessons more attractive and promoted more
effective |l earning for student s. They a
technology started to fade and they developed more positive attitudes towards the

new technology since the inception of the project. They, however, pinpointed the

need for technical staff to help teachers who could not use IWB and Rid¥et
effectivelyde t o the | ack of technical support
(2013) studied the attitudes of school
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towards Fatih project. The study revealed that school administrators did not have
adequate informatimabout the project since they could not benefit from the training
seminars and did not feel themselves competent enough to use it effectively for
administrative purposes, which pinpointed the need fgemice training that proves

to be useful for schdoadministrators. Similar to Dursun et. a2013), the
administrators stressed the need for technical personnel to implement Fatih project

tools effectively at schools.

Teachers, parents and administraggnaledr adi ati on as a threat to
(Dakdemir eDursum let. a] 203,02 ;| ¢pénar ¥eteml r, &2013;
Bozdojan, 2014).

Nearly all of the studies on Fatih project were conducted at pilot schools of Fatih

project. As different fromthes st udi es, Gen- & Gen- (2013) h
primary school teachers at  whareFatihhprgiecti n Edi r ne
were not implemented yet. In their study which examined the knowledge of these

teachers about the project, it was ded that teachers did have either no or

insufficient knowledge and relied solely on TV to be informed by the project.

Simil ar étal,( 2604129l had a study with 26 primary
and found that these teachers already developed pusiiive and negative ideas

about the project although it has not been put into operation at their schools yet.

2.5 Teacher Education and CALL

CALL, as a flourishing field, has started to make a strong footholdhe field of
teachereducation with a growip popularity and magnitude. As for the relationship
between CALL and teacher education, Hubbard (2008) asserts:

The future of CALL, | would argue, is closely tied to the future of language
teacher education because language teachers are the pivotas:pthggr
select the tools to support their teaching and determine what CALL
applications language learners are exposed to and how learners use them
(p.176).
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As a corollary of the advancements in technology and its great influence on language
teaching and darning, there have been a myriad of attempts to gear language
teachers wup for wusing technoitmeaggervicen t hei
workshop, dedicated courses and seminars, CALL course series, CALL certificates

and even CALL graduatedegse® . ( Hubbard & Levy, 2006,

As noted by Chapelle & Hegelheimer (2004), L2 teachers are in need of gaining a
variety of computer skills to perform their profession in an up to date manner in
accordance with the requisites of 21th century. Theyadsend t o be abl e t
use, and in some cases, refuse technology fore i r st udent,p.dx). ( Chape
To this end, there is a need for the training of teachers on an ongoing and regular
basis (Halttunen, 2002) to be conducted by experts in CAlsL expressed by

Hubbard (2009) below:

As computers have come more a part of our everyday- lases permeated
other areas of educatiothe question is no longer whether to use computers
but how. CALL researchers, developers and practitioners haviécal role

in helping the overall field of second language learning come to grips with

this domain (p. 1).

The rationale behind CALL teacher education mostly hinges on the importance of
having computer literate teachers in 21th century (Kasséawne, 2007) and that

this literacy issoughtfor in the job sector of language teachers (Eskenazi & Brown,
2006; Hegelheimer, 200@4ubbard, 2008; Kessler, 2006). According to Guichon &
Hauck (2011), for an informed use of technology for language fegemd teaching,
CALL teacher education that is bolstered with suitable pedagogical and theoretical

principals is of vital importance.

To outline the scope of CALL education, and define the expertise levels of the
individuals being trained and trainers.e(j practitioners, researchers, CALL
specialists, etc.), Hubbard & Levy (2006) laid out a-tmdsed framework for CALL

education, which proposed two types of roles: functional and institutional. Functional
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roles were germane t ot diw@AltL o nweh edroeeass iinn srtel
roles were concerned with Athe anticipated
expertise within an organizationo (p.5). Th e
in the design of CALL based curricula and as job dptms in educational settings

where CALL is to be implemented.

Research on CALL and teacher education has

prepared guidelines for technol ogy trainir
perceptions about CALL course/ trainingida their content with the use of

qguestionnaires and enviews as the main instrumetbist there is a recent inclination

towards fiaction researcho and Areflective pr
Teacher reflection has also been used widely asrenom data collection method in

a myriad of CALL studies (e.gCutrim Schmid, 2011). For instance, in arsgrvice

IWB training designed for German EFL teachers, Cutrim Schmid (2011) showed that

video stimulated reflection provided teachers with ampleobsto reflect on their

IWB practices, the merits of IWBs in language classrooms and their professional

development as technology users.

A significant body of CALL research has concentrated on teacher cognition (e.qg.
Cutrim Schmid, 2011; Whyte, 2011).h&e studies mainly revealed improved
attitude towards the use of computers in language teaching and increased confidence
towards using technology for teaohi (Hegelheimer, 2006; Meskill et aR006;
Olesova & Meloni, 2006Peters, 2006 Another dimensin of CALL research was

the investigation of the extent to which CALL knowledge and skills were
transferrable to real life teaching contexts (ekessler, 2006; Wong & Benson,
2006). Kessler (2006) posited that teachers do not integrate most of theldgadat

tools they learn in a training course into their teaching provided that they are not
0t eolgnalal | 'y i ncl|p.2n)elfdaécesd te fesoureed @avided during
the training is not available after the training, teachers also ceasehesiskjlls they
acquired in the technology training (Butleascoe, 1995; Egbert et.,aP002).

Kéel é-kaya (2012) e X a mi-sewvide CALd wcourseu wah of t he
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transferred to teaching contexts of these teachers when they beca®eeice
teachers antbund that the course aided these teachers to use ®akéd materials,
especially those taught in the training with an adjunct of the sources available on the

internet in their classes.

Although there is a high demand for technologyvgateachers, this demand is not

met due to the lack of CALL training in teacher educatgwagrams(Hubbard,

2009) . As al so pointed out by Oxford &
i ntegration is unsat.lsé&suwdystudy apgthto 24@ ac her
TESOL MA graduate students interested in CALL, Kessler (2006) showed that
CALL training lacked or was insufficient in teacher education programs as reported

by these students. Due to the lack of formal CALL training in these programs, they

had torely on alternative and mostly informal sources of information to keep their

CALL knowledge and skills upo-date (Kessler, 2007). One primary reason for the

lack of formal training in CALL is the lack of CALL experts who can get across

CALL knowledge andskills to language teachers. Due to this shortcoming, CALL
education is perpetuated by those -s&lined and conducted in an ad hoc manner.
(Hubbard, 2008; Hubbard & Levy, 2006).

2.5.1 A framework for CALL teacher education

In a comprehensive article, whichyrghesizes studies on CALL and teacher
education, Hubbard (2008) posits that there are four main approaches to teacher
education i n CALL. These are Abreadth
i o n | (p.1B&182) The breadth first approach can bealibed as a CALL course

in which a wide variety of CALL tools are introduced as a baseline for more
advanced CALL knowledge base with a dual focus on the technical and pedagogical
skills. The depth first approach exemplifies a CALL course which exposesetsa

to a Asingled area in CALL in an Ainte
approach showcases multiple cases of technology exposure in a variety of courses
scattered through teacher education program. Finally, as the name suggests, the

online approeh suggests an online delivery for a CALL course, which is mainly
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preferable due to fApractical reasonso (p. 18

Al ecture/ demonstrationo, Aproject basedo, A

ppot f ol i oi Means @dofbamemdaj ti es of -dipectalct i ced an

1]

| e ar (pilB23d8%) There is onlyanecdotakvidence that one of these approaches
or processes are superior to one another but it seems that each of them has pros and

cons and has an edge ow¢hers in some respects.

A great amount of CALL researchers emphasized that CALL teacher tietuca
should be situatedCutrim Schmid, & Hegelheimer, 201&gbert, 2006 Egbert &
Brander, 2010McNeil, 2013; Rickard et al2006. Egbert (2006) suggestedat
CALL training should be O0situatedd in aut hei
exposed to real life cases regarding CALL use during the training. Reporting on a
web-based distance CALL course which gets teachers andepvece teachers to

work in collaboration, she suggests that such a situated course will be more relevant
to the needs of i3ervice and especially peervice teachers who are devoid of the
knowledge and experience to teach in a real classroom via CALL. According to
Wentworth (196), technological resources available duringgervice or graduate
courses in language teacher education programs are not within the reach of language
teachers when they start working and thereforespreice teachers are especially in
need of orsite experiences vis-vis CALL. Kessler & Plakans (2008) also
emphasi zes the 1 mport an-eficacyih CALInuse leyasi ng t ea
ficontextualizing CALL teacher preparation in tasks that simulate real world teaching
challenges (p. 279). Coursework in CALL alone yields little success as revealed by
Meskill et al.(2002) who had an interview with expert and novice teachers and found
that teachers with classroom experience but with no formal CALL training were
more comfortable irtheir technology use compared to novices with training in
CALL. According to Partridge (2006), rather than being a technology expert,
teachers should be informed about the practical applications of technology that they

can use in the real context of thelasses.
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Some CALL courses incorporated proppetsed learning into their coursework.
Debski (2006), for example, implemented a graduate CALL course at the University
of Melbourne, Australia in which students worked on a project to develop a website
for an authentic audience of Japanese students coming to Melbourne for five weeks
to expose them to Australian culture beforartherival. According to DebskiCALL

course including the development of a project and discussion of related theory served
to link theory and practice by promotirfigheoryin-practice learning ( p forl 1 1)

these graduate students.
2.5.2 CALL training for pre -service language teachers

There has been a myriad of studies which investigated the potential of CALL training

for preservice languge teachers (Arnold, Ducate & Lomicka, 2007; Bauer
Ramazani, 2006; Desjardings & Peters, 2007; Egbert, 2006; Eskenazi & Brown,
2006 ; Hegel hei mer , 2006 ; Kel é-kaya, 201¢
manifested itself in the form of an undergraduatgm@duate course received in a

teacher education program, in situated contexts witermice teachers and virtual

communities of practice.

Most of CALL courses introduced peervice language teachers to a variety of
CALL tools in a single course whex® some courses focused on the teaching of
specific technology (e.g.automatic speech recognition software in Eskenazi &
Brown, 2006). Some other CALL courses incorporated digital portfolios as a means
of training preservice language teachers on CALL (@uins, 2007; Tochon &
Black 2007;Van Olphen, 2007). These patibs were reported to beeaningful

meandor learning about technology integration (Van Olphen, 2007).

To develop CALL related competences of-pegvice language teachers, the role of

faculty members was highlighted by several researchers. Kessler (2006) suggested
that faculty members at teacher education programs, if not a CALL expert, should at
least have some background and preparation in CALL. They should be convinced to

develop some copetence to integrate technology into their classes (Hegelheimer,
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2006). They should also be a role model for their students in their technology use by
developing a solid understanding of how to harness the benefits of technology for

learning and teachind érry, 2007).

Robb (2006) posited that one of the foremost aims of teacher education programs
should be to train setfirected and autonomous CALL learners and practitioners who
can build up CALL expertise and maintain technology use in adsgén maner.

To this end, there is a high demand on these programs to provide teachers with
foundational knowledge and skills on technology, the confidence to experiment with
technology and the showcase of available sources of information on CALL (e.g.

communitiesof practice, mailing lists, etc.).

Several CALL researchers (Desjardings & Peters, 2007; Peters, 2006) emphasized
that a single CALL course was not enough to equipspreice language teachers

with the competency and confidence to integrate technologprding to Peters
(2006), this was mainly due to the difficulty of incorporating technical and

pedagogical skills in a orsourse:

We observed that the students were frustrated by trying to learn technical and
pedagogical competencies in a single coursealee they had a lack of
preparation in the former. This divergence also became frustrating for
students and professoalike because too much time was spent on technical
skills development rather than on learning how to integitase skills in

0 n e oching(pd6).

Hegelheimer (2006) argued that CALL course should be placed at the beginning of a

teacher education program to serve as a foundation for other courses and to link

technology related skills acquired via CALL course to language teachingcpsact

In a similar vein, Kel é-kaya (2012) noted tt
program should be built on previous methodology courses and the link between

CALL, SLA and English language teaching should be shown lucidly to teacher

candidates.
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2.5.3 CALL training for in -service language teachers

An extant body of researcboncentrated on CALL training given to-service
language teachers (Arnold et,&007; Cha, 2006; Jones & Youngs, 200B6]esova
& Meloni, 2006; Rickarcet al, 2006; Wong &enson, 2006; Youngs, 2007).

Meskill et al. (2006) presented a teacher mentoring scenario in which CALL was
realized in real teaching contexts ofdervice teachers with the collaboration of

doctoral students expert in CALL and gmervice teachers. Thé e x prmvice

ment oringoé process showed t hat al | par |

collaboration among the parties facilitated the uptake and practice of CALL.

Rickardet al.,(2006)reporteda CALL training, which first trained technology sgv

in-service teachers to train other teachers in their local contexts subsequently. As
reflected in the survey data, the teachers were content with the training since it gave
them the chance to discuss with peers and trainers and relate course content to thei
teaching context. In an overall evaluation of the coutsey (2006) notedthat the
training was distinguishing since teache
to the training, which enabled them to give direction to their own professional

devdopment.

Olesova & Meloni (2006) reported on andarvice CALL course in which teachers

not being technologically proficient were trained to design and implement
collaborative Internet projects to provide authentic language learning environments
forther | earner s. They revealed a positive
benefits of these projects for EFL learning and an increased confidence to use

technology for this purpose.

As an example of project based CALL training, Chao (2006) describediow

service teachers enrolled in a graduate course created a WebQuest as a final project
and were supported with the concept of scaffolding during this process. He showed
that the CALL course served to challenge

theuse of technol ogy by enabling them to
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concentrating on the technical side while using technology (p.233). He also
pinpointed problems pertaining to the implementation of the projects and suggested
that such a projediased CALL course should be divided into two parts: one half for

creating the project and the other for

HansonrSmith (2006) pointecbut that independent of the benefits of any CALL
training, inservice teachers are in a perennial need of perpetuating their professional
development in CALL and this can be realized by teachers provided that they
participate in communities of practice d@s). Such communities which link
technology using teachers enable them to share insights, find immediate solutions to
their problems in technology use and improve their technmdgknowhow.
Similarly, Arnold et al.(2007) showed that peer and expetir@discussion groups
composed of prservice and irservice teachers enrolled in three different graduate
courses possessed many features of CoPs. Hoven (2007) also showcased how in
service teachers enrolled in an MA course became a community of le@rheinsr o u g h

the experiential and tadkased approach to learning in the course and in the absence

I mpl e

of teacher interventiono and thus proceeded

(p.152).
2.5.4 Online CALL teacher education

Despite a wealth of studies focusedtbe preparation of online language teachers
(e.g, Compton, 2009; Guichon, 2009; Hampel, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 2005;
Hauck & Stickler, 2006; Jones & Youngs, 2006; Levy, Wa&gChen, 2009;
Youngs, 2007) and various studies incorporating -fadace nstruction with
computer mediated communication (CMC) in a CALL training / course, (&an,
2006) there ave been very few studies concentrating specifically on a training
delivered wholly online with little or no prior fadace component (e.,gBauer
Ramazani, 2006gbert, 2006Johnson, 2002).

According to Hall andK n o x (2009) , Al anguage teacher e

(LTED) has become a widespread and important practice in thegepree and in
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service education of teachers, and in language edocatiernationallp (p. 63).

Online education, as a form of distance education, however, has not been practiced
widely in CALL teacher education despite the various advantages it offers for pre
and inservice language teachers. Practicality is one of tlan nadvantages
(Hubbard, 2008}ince it enables teachers from different locations to perpetuate their
professional development in CALIExposure to a vagty of technological tools in
online training is very likely to upskill the teachers technologicallfere is also a
common belief that if teachers benefit from having an online learning experience,
they are more likely to be capable of infusing technology into their classes (Youngs,
2007).

In an online situated CALL course which links {s@rvice and irservice teachers
through a Weklbased platformEgbert (2006) suggestbat the online experience
allows both parties to learn about CALL in authentic contexts and gain familiarity

with distance technologies as they use it in the online course as expressed

Theoretically, situating | earning I
education gives both pfand inservice teachers an opportunity to put new
ideas into play immediately and to see the outcomes as they happen in
authentic settings. Teaalsecan thereby test new assumptions as they are
presented, see student I mprovement, a
teachers studying to use technology in their classrooms gain additional
understanding by working through and with the variety ditance

technologies involved in Webased ditance coursework (p.169, 171).

BauerRamazani (2006) refléed on an online CALL course i teacher education
program which consisted of the incorporation of various synchronous and
asynchronous communicatidnols, handon tasks, assignments and projects that

are created for an authentic purpose to be used in real life teaching contexts, readings
on CALL theory and <coll aborative tasks,
community of | epositinel comgnients fi@me the tedclikainges,

BauerRamazaniemphasized that the online CALL course was conducive for
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creating a learnecentered language classroom bolstered with the benefits of using

various communication tools in the online experience.

2.6 Success factors in online environments

The field of education has been one of the most active adopters of online modes of

instruction in lieu of face to face mode of delivery (Saltmarsh & Sutheanith,

2010). Due to their high potential for promotirghanced learning experiences,

teacher education programs utilizing internet technologies have proliferated

last few decades (Bishof Foster, 2011). In a similar vein, the advantages of

distance modes of delivery for the training of language teadta/e been expressed

by many researchers (e.ddall & Knox, 2009). As regards these advantages,

Hol mber (1989) referred to the MAconvenience
mode of educationodo, which served to meet ind
of the recent move towards distance educatioalanguage teacher educatibas

also started to be carried ooy distanceas a recent widespread practice (Hall &

Knox, 2009.

Over the years, distance education has taken the form of different technologies such

as fAradi o and t e ludiovand videa rectrding,alidec tavay i n g, a
interactive audio anbHasvéeéedebéamamidngddiay ¢ d mme
in the field of educat i ¢&Duffy¢2001gwith any , Graham
aim to refer to the type of learning peculiar to palieducation (CariChellman &

Duchastel, 2000). According to Harasim (2000), online and distance education,

though sharing some qualities are not the same as each other and online education is

much closer to fac®-face instruction due to the group irgetion involved. As

indicated by Harasim (2000), time and place independence, -wigep

communication, the use of multiple media and computer mediated communication

are the unique features of online education.

Online education is suggested to be condutiveonstructivist models of learning
(Carr Chellman & Duchastel, 2000; Zhu, Valgk& Schellens, 2010) and learrer
centered learning experiences (Knowlton, 2000; B#&amazani, 2006). The
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interactive and collaborative nature of online courses is algea advantage of
these environments. (Heirdsfield, Walker, Tamhy&alBeutel, 2011). Despite these
pros, as pinpointed by Hukle (2008) ofortunately, some students are taking online
classes without being equipped with the necessary skills requiresuéoessful
compl etiono (p. 72) . To this end, it

along with an examination of factors affecting success in online environments.

Success factors in online education have been subject to a myriad body aftresear
(e.g, Abel, 2005; Baker & Schihl, 2005; Bekele, 2008; Salter, 2005). In a

comprehensive framework, Bekele (2008) summarizes these factors as follows.

v
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Figure 2. Model of Success and Success Factors in InteungportedLearning

Environments. Reprinted from Bekele, 2008, p. 57)

According to this model, success in online environments hinged on the interplay of
human factors, technology factors, course factors, leadership factors and pedagogic
factors.
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The importance of agse and pedagogic factors has also been highlighted in other

studies (e.g.¢ a ] & IGtalmamet al, 2001; CanChellmann & Duchastel, 2000;

Novitzki, 2005).¢ aj él t ay, .GZ@haA)m eftorali nstance, adapt
seven principles for good mtice in undergraduate education to online education

argued that online courses should embody a good rapport between student and

faculty, promote active learning and effective cooperation among students, give

space for different learning styles, get acrtiss course objectives clearly and

explicitly, give timely feedback and keep students on task through effective

monitoring.

Human factors were emphasized in a wide array of studiesSalter 2005Shih,
Mufoz, & SaYan B096). Thee@abmostly comprised motivational
and attitudinal factors along with technical skills to survive in online environments.
Basic or moderatkevel of ICT competence (Erlich, Erlighhilip, & GalEzer, 2005;
Menchaca & Bekele, 2008), prior experience in usitigrhet (Shih et gl2006) and
confidence in online technologies (Song, Singleton, Hill & Koh, 2004) were found to
play a vital role in managing the online courses. To target deficiencies in any of
these, Hukle (2009) suggested specifying threshold védudisese variables and
offering training for improving these deficiencies. In addition to the above discussed
variables, learning styles also affected students success in cyberspaces (Yukselturk &
Bulut, 2007), which suggested that different learninggestghould be addressed in

these environments to meet individual needs.

Technology related factors required dependable technologic infrastructure, which is
necessary for a amless online experience (Soegal, 2001). The incorporation of
various technologic tools such as synchronous and asynchronous tools were also
found to be important for success in online environments {Clagilman &
Duchastel, 2000; Menchaca & Bekele, 2008). Finally, leadership factusi@d the
provision of technology, technical personnel, administrative support in addition to
the training of students and staff (Bekele, 2008) as alsaled in a host of studies
(e.g.,Abel 2005; Baker & Schihl, 2005).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter establishes the methodological foundation of the study by referring to
the research methodology, research questions, data collection instruments and
analysis procedures together with a detailed elaboration on the design elements of the

AOnITirme ni ng on Using Technology in L2 CI

3.1 Research Methodology: Qualitative Research

This study takes on a qualitative methodology to the collection and analysis of data.
Qualitative research is a paradigm that holds a qualitative perspective towards
collecting data with an elaborate study on the realities of phenomenon in their natural
settings (Yelderém & kimkek, 2011). It
meaning and chooses i ts main focus as
experence and interact with @henomenonat a given point in time and in a
particular context, and the multiple mea
2009,p. 7). Denzin and Lincoln (20Q%lefine qualitative research as follows.

Qualitative research ia situated activity that locates the observer in the
world. It consists of a setf anterpretive, material pracis that make the
world visible. These practises transform the world. They turn the world into a
series of representations, includifigld naes interviews, conversations,
photographs, recordings and memos to the self. At this level, qualitative
research involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world. This
means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings,
attempting to make sense of, or interpret phenomena in termsmttm@ngs

people bring to themnfp.3)

Qualitative perspective is adopted when a detailed exploration and a deep
understanding of a complex issue is needed to study speafip(g) of peple or

populationgCreswell, 2007). There are five main approaches to qualitative research.
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These are narrative research, phenomenology, grounded,tieionography, and
case studyCreswell, 1998)

3.1.1 Case study

Case study is the sematiaycaseaombmuhdiepd!| sye
1998, p.9) with an wdepth analysis of context through multiple sources of data

collection (Duff, 2008). According to Yin (2009), case study is required when a

deep understanding of a phenomenon which is mostisowuied by important

contextual conditions is necessary.

Gall, Gall, & Borg (2003) definc ase study r edeptrastuchhof as At he
instances of a phenomenon in its natural context and from the perspective of the
participants involved in the phenomenono (p.
to any individual, group, ingttion or arything that is bounded in a unique system

(Stake, 2005). A detailed study of spectHiatities bounded by speicfcontexts then

underpin case studies and provide a thorough analysis of these entities.

This study is also a case study due to its boundeaenal he sample of participants

is drawn from a case, which is identified as Turkish EFL teachers working at high
schools in a certain district in Ankara, Turkey. The case is comprised of these
teachers who have attended an onimserviceCALL training for a 4 week period

and hence share certarharacteristicsand are bounded by certain contextual
conditions. The study seeks to uncover their practises of technology use while
teaching English and also examines their perception about the omsevie
training they have completed. To this end, multiple sources of information have been
collected through a background guestionnaire;spuey and posstudy interviews,

reflection reports and field notes, which is an importduatracteristiof a case stly.

3.2 Research questions

The research questions this qualitative study aimed to answer were the following:

1. To what extent does a group of Turkish EFL teachers use technology in their

classes?
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2. What factors affect their use of technology?
3. What are their perceptions of the onlinesarvice CALL training?

4 . Wh at ar e t he reasons f or -sesvioem@ALLt eac he

training?

5. To what extent do the teachers completing the training believe they can apply the

tools they lave learnt in the training to their own classrooms?
6. Wha factors affect these beliefs?

3.3 Participants
3.3.1 Sampling procedure

The patrticipants of the study were recruited based on convenience sampling, which
refers to Athe selectitonbef avadil abdealf
(Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 122) and is generally composedlinig or volunteer
participants. According to D°rnyei (200
sampling strategy that is in line with the purposes of the stulig. Study did not

aim at making generalizations about a population but was focused on the experiences

or perspectives of a relatively small number of participants, which is typical of
qualitative research in which understanding the meanings of entitiestsevacts

from the perspective of those involved is crucial. (Richards, 20DBgrefore,

convenience sampling t hough not being the most i d
procedure (D°rnyei, 2007, p . 129) i's ado
for t he resear chein-gervice GALh d¢raningt vaas snot anl i ne

governmentalnitiative and hence did mdvave a compulsory aspect, the researcher
needed to draw on t he participantsé vo

convenience sampling method.
3.3.2 Participant characteristics

The participants were Turkish EFL teach:¢

district in Ankara, Turkey. They were 23 volunteer teachers who accepted the
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invitation of the researcher to attend an online CALL training by sendingnaaile

to the researcher or phoning her. However, this number was not stable and there were
dropouts as th study progressed. In the first week of the training, there were 13
teachers who signed up in the asynchronous platform called Edmodo and there were
14 teachers who attended the live sessioWimiQ. At the end of the training, there

were 8 teachers whmbmpleted the training as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. ParticipantProfile

Background _
Gende Ag Year of _ _ Pre Post Reflectio
Name ~questionnair _ _ _
r e Teaching interview interview n report
e
Fatma F 50 23 X X X X
G°n¢ F 47 32 X X X X
Melek F 47 18 X X X -
Seuvil F 49 19 X X X X
Ahmet M 45 21 X X X X
Nevin F 37 12 X X X X
Cemre F 40 15 X X X X
G°kn F 38 15 X X X X

These 8 teachers were given a background questionnaire and took part in pre and
post study interviews. Of all the teach&gaving the training, 6 of them filleich the
guestionnaire and onlyaf them also had the pend poststudy interviews. In order

not to irtermingle the data, only those téachers who not only filled in the
guestionnaire and but also had both of therinews were included as the study

participants along with 8 teachers completing the training.
3.3.3 Background information on the teachers completing the study

Of all those 8 teachers completing the training, them were females and only 1 of

them was male. Their age ranged between 37 and 50 while their year of teaching
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varied between 12 and 32.These teachers currently taught high school students
including prepclass, §, 10", 11" and 13" grades. 2 of these teachers had also prior
experiene of teaching primary and secondary school students ffbta " grades.

5 of the teachers held a BA in English Language Teaching (ELT) and other 3
teachers were graduates of the departments of Physics, English Language &
Liteature and Translation &lnteretation. Only one of the teachers had an MA
degree from an ELT departmeiithe profile of the teachers is shown below in table

2.

Table 2. The profile of the Teachers Leaving the Study

Year of Pre Post Reflection
Name Gender Age . . . . .
Teaching interview interview Report

Yekin F 44 24 X X -
Nurten F 34 10 - X -
Makbule F a7 25 - X -
Sevgi F 34 9 X X -

Most of the teachers reported not to have taken any courses or any training on
educational technology. Only 3 of them received basic computer training and the
teachers having Fatih Project tools in their classes had-awéek online seminar on

how to usethe project tools. For professional development, except for one teacher,

all of the teachers attended at least one conference and read journals on L2 teaching.

As regards personal use of technology, nearly all of the teachers had access to
computer and #hinternet at home. Except for three teachers, who did not use their
computers at home, the remaining teachers used their computers at least a few times

a week.

The teachers mostly used the computer faraéls and surfing the internet whereas
only two te@hers mentioned using chatrooms. In relation to access to technological

equipments in class setting, only three of the teachers had both computer and internet
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in their classes while some of the teachers had either computer or internet. Half of
the teachersalso did not have a computer lab at their schools. Concerning the
infusion of technology in language classroom, four of the teachers reported to
integrate technology into their classes four days a week on average whereas the
remaining two teachers indieat that they never used technology in their classes.

Due to the few number of participants, no statistical analysis was conducted on the
guestionnaire dat a. The | i kert scale i
about technology integration shodvehat except for two teachers who leaned

towards the negative end of the scale, the other teachers tended to perceive
themselves competent at integrating technology into their classroom. Pertaining to
attitude towards technology, all of the teachers w#yse to the positive end of the

scale showing a positive attitude towards the use of technology in language

classroom.
3.3.4 Background information on the teachers leaving the study

Among the four teachers leaving the study, all of them were femalesevdges
ranged between 34 and.4Three of them were currently teachiryy ad" 11" or
12" graders while one of them was teachifftyd" and 6" graders. Only two of them

were graduates of ELT department.

Three of them reported not to take any course amitigain educational technology.

All of them stated to either attend conferences or read journals on L2 teaching. In
relation to personal use of technology, all of the teachers had computer and internet
at home and used them at least a few times a weekd YWocessing, -enail and

surfing the internet were among the main uses of computer.

Regarding the technology in their classroom, all of the teachers indicated that they
did not have a computer in their classroom. Internet was also not available for these
teachers while three of the teachers had a computer lab at their schools. These three
teachers reported to incorporate technology into their classes only a few hours a

week in average.
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The likert scale items related to perceived -selifidence about tecbfogy
integration showed that except for one of the teachers, all of the remaining teachers
tended towards the negative end of the scale indicating low level afosdiflence

for the integration. All of the teachers also displayed a positive attitudardew
technology except for one teacher who was undecided about the merits of technology

for teaching foreign languages.

3.4 Design and Procedure

The researcher negotiated with officials from the Ministry of Education to be entitled

to give an online CALL irservice training to Turkish teachers of English. To have a

more focused training aimed at a certain age grouBF&f learners, she asked to

corduct this training with only teachers working at high schools. Due to the vast
number of high schools in Ankara, the researcher chose a specific district in Ankara,
¢ankaya district and only the high schoo
By virtue of having a more balanced seceic onomi ¢ background, ¢
was deemed to have high schools which are more technologically equipped and
hence teachers have more chances to use technology in their classes.

To inform the teachers about tbaline CALL training, an invitation letter which
included weekly content and tasks were sent to the schools. Considering that time
investment is an important matter for teachers, total number of hours the teachers
need to spend each week for this trainmgs specified with the purpose of
encouraging the teachers to attethe training. (See Appendix far the letter). At

the end of some administrative processes, the researcher was given a list of teachers
who volunteered for attending the-service traimg. Attached to this list indicating

the schools where the teachers worked was another list with the phone numbers of
these schools. The lisomprised52 teachers, nearly all of whom were teachers at
high school. To the surprise of the researcher, there also a few teachers who

worked at primary schools among the volunteers.

To reach the teachers and get theimal addresses, the researcher called the

schools, talked to the school principles
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contact inbrmation was mostly phone numbers since the schools did not have a
record of t dmaili addresses.aAt Isene schoole the researcher was
provided with email addressesight away As a result of the processes of either
calling these 52 teachers emailing them, the researcher got positive responses
from only 23 teachers.

Teachers had different reasons for not attending the training. Some said they did not
volunteer for it but the principal wrote their names on the list. Some complained
about teir busy schedule and had no time to allocate for this training. Most of the
time, they were not informed about its voluntary aspect. When the researcher
compiled email addresses, which was one week before the training started, she sent
an email to the eachers to provide them with detailed information about the syllabus
of the training and weekly tasks by directing them to the wiki page created for the
class. A few days later, a remindemail was sent to the teachers to encourage them

to do the Prédraining tasks before Week 1 startetb that email, a background

questionnaire was also attached to collect some information about the teachers.

341 Thetheor et i c al p r enhme Bransng enfUsirtg AMexhndloQy

in L2 Classesbo

This online inservice CALL training was designed based on the following

theoretical premises with an aim to:

e expose teachers to a variety of CALL tools through demonstration,-hands
ontasks and pe¢o-p e er di s c ucerstrucivist apprdadh a n d
develop theitechnepedagogic competence

e f o r mleamaningficommunity t hat i nt er-eoostrigts s har es
knowledge by using synchronous and asynchronous platforms

e enable teachers to reflect on their current teaching practices and future
technol ogy rellestige ptatticéo ubgyh wir i t i ng refl ecti C
in their blogs both as a data collection method and a professional

development activity.
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3.4.2 The design elerents of the online training

I n the design of the online triacplesohg, t h
good practice: a ©practical apptragaedhi ayo
Graham et al(2001), which was designed for the evaluation of online courses at
undergraduate level. These principles were found to be convenient to be used as
guidelines in the design of the online CALL training by the researcher and were as

follows:

1. Good practice encourages student faculty contadfo develop trainer
trainee interaction and enable the flow of the online training without any
problems, the trainershared their-enail addresses with the trainee teachers.
They developed the policy of responding tmails in a two day time frame.

They also motivated the teachers to use the asynchronous platform Edmodo
for any questions or any content or idea theytwa share with the trainers

and other trainee teachers. Upon a request of some teachers who could not
cope with some technological problems, the researcher also shared her mobile
phone with some of these teachers.

2. Good practice encourages cooperation agostudents:Having students
discuss issues related to course content is a good way of encouraging student
student cooperatiort(a] €l t avy, Gr & Aathis ead, durng the 200
live session in the synchronous platforiwvizlQ, after the trainers
demorstrated new technological tools to the trainee teachers, they asked them
to consider and discuss ways to use these tools while teaching language skills.
Hence, they had a discussion on the potential use of these tools in language
classes and exchanged inmfation. A specific discussion task was not
included as ©part of weekly tasks due
teachers had a heavy workload at schools and did not have much time for
having asynchronous discussion. To develop a good rapport anaomgetr
teachers, they were required to introduce themselves and give personal

information in Edmodo in the first week of the triaig. In order to motivate
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themto exchange ideas and learn from each other, they were also required to

share their blog postsd the CALL material or tools they developed every

week with other teachers.

. Good practice encourages active learninBeflecting on your learning

process promotes active learnimgpdj él t ay , Gr 9 lama loge t al ., 2
writing, which required teachers toeflect on the training and the

transferability of the technological tools to their classroom setting was used to

this end. Moreover, learners become more active when they see the relation

of the learning experience to their own lives. To achieve thesctimtent of

the live session focused on real life classroom applications along with weekly

tasks which required teachers to create CALL materials they can use in their

classes. Another dimension was that the teachers were given some flexibility

in the chace of some tasks and some of the tasks were kept optional due to

the researchero6s realization that t hey ¢
That teachers were required to share the tools or materials they developed

with other teachers also served to iviatie them to get actively engaged in

their learning process.

. Good practice gives prompt feedbadky virtue of the voluntary nature of

the training, teachers were not assigned any grade but the fulfilment of the

tasks was enough for a successful conmtedf the training and getting a
certificate of attendance. The trainers
feedbacko to the teachers in Edmodo by c
were appropriate. They thanked the teachers for their effort and sometimes

made some comments if necessarymaéils were also checked every day by

the trainers to answer any teacher questions.

. Good practice emphasizes time ontadk: t h an aim to maintain
engagement in the training and keep them on task, spdeditlines were set

for weekly tasks. Teachers were also senta@s regularly to be informed

about weekly content and tasks.
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6. Good practice communicates high expectatidrsgive detailed information
about the training and specifically about the workléadthe teachers, the
trainers created a wikipage whiehcompasseuhformation about the course,
communication tools, weekly content, syllabus, specific instructions on
weekly tasks and their deadlines. To be explicit in the requirements of the
training, weekly tasks included a checklist which were both announced on the
wikipage and amailed to the teachers at the end of each live session.

7. Good practice respects diverse talents and ways of leardmgirder to
address the various teaching backgroundtheftrainee teachers and enable
them to feel as a learning community, the trainers asked them to provide
personal information about themselves in Edma® a nbredker c e
activityo in the first week of the ¢t
were motivated to express their point of view on topics raised by the trainers
and other teachers. Real life examples and suggestions on the ways to transfer
CALL tools to real teaching contexts were highly valued and encouraged by

the trainers.

3.4.3 Weekly Content of the Online CALL Training

The designof the weeklycontent was made by one of the trainers who had prior
experience in using the syllabus of the training in asgreice CALL course. In
addition to this, with an aim to check the validity of #ydlabus and its convenience

for the participant teachers, expert opinion was gained from three researchers
excelling in CALL, who approved the convenience of the sylldbugs use in the

online CALL training
3.4.4 Weekly Tasks

During this 4week online traning, the participants were assigned to fulfill some
tasks each week for a successful completion of the training. The rationale behind the
weekly tasks was to engage the participants in the content and provide them with

ample chances to try out the teclogical tools introduced in the training. Weekly
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tasks included attending the live sessioMiizlQ, using Edmodo to share the links

to the websites and blogs they created or uploading the digital materials they

developed and writing a reflection report in their blogs each week. One week, the

teachers were also asked to use some of these technologlsahttheir classes, but

this was kept optional since most of the teachers did not have much chance to apply
what learnt in the training to theiclassesight awayas revealed in the pstudy

interview. (See Appendix for weekly tasks)
3.4.4.1 Pre-training

Pre-training week was one week before the training commenced. The aim-of pre
training tasks was to register the teachers to the platforms that will be used during the
online training. Links to thesglatformsto be used for asynchronous discussion and
live meetings were provided in Pwaining navigator in the wikipage. The
background questionnaire was also reminded to the teachers tmaied to the

researcher as one of the fraining tasks.
3442 Weekl

The tasks of this weetonsisted ofeading an artie by Prensky (2001), creating a
blog, getting a Feedly account, writing a reflection report in the blogs and sharing the
link of their blog post in Edmodo. The teachers were given flexibility about the
content of their blogs but required to keep some esgiac writing their reflection
reports. The article was mainly addasl a recommended reading and kept optional
since the researcher did not want to overload the teachers with lots of tasks, which

could have led to dropouts.
3.44.3 Week?2

In week 2, the particgnts were required to write a reflection report, share theofink
their blog post in Edmodo and also use some of the technological tools of the week
(Google Docs, Google Hangout amdizIQ) in their classes. This second task was
optional and the teachersere asked to do the task only if itmrsanageablén their

context. Although none of the teachers had a chance to apply these tools in their
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classes, they ruminated about the ways to use them in their contexts and elaborated

on these ideas in their reflemt reports.
3.4.4.4 Week3

The tasks of Week 3 comprised creating a website, sharing its link in Edmodo,
revising a rubric for website evaluation and lastly writing a reflection report. The
teachers were expected to give some personal information about thesrmethe
classes they teach and put some pictures or videos in their websites .Website
evaluation rubric was provided as an additional material to give the teachers an

opinion about the quality criteria of websites.
3.445 Week4

In Week 4, the teachers were givthe option to choose among three tasks, which
were preparing a presentation, digitalstory or podcast. They were required to upload

one of these on the class page in Edmodo and also write a reflection report.

35 Communication Tools

3.5.1 Pbworks

Pbworks is onef the most frequently used wiki tools that is also very popular in
educational settings. According to the information given in the website

(http://www.pbworks.com/educatipn, AnPbwor ks h o educationalv e r 3

wor kspaceso, and contributes to effectiwv
and teachers worldwide. To this end, the trainers also opted for using Pbworks as a

wi ki workspace since t he gosngtructovisieamink i s en
environment so an dollabaraticadn caerso nfge fl feeaatniewes ( Z
p.645).

A wiki page fttp://technologyforteachingenglish.pbworks.cbsiiown in Figure 3

was createas the main medium of information about the content, syllabus and tasks
of the online trainingvhi ch was call ed AOnline Trainirt

c | a s ls prastraining, the teachers were directed to this wiki page to be introduced
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http://www.pbworks.com/education
http://technologyforteachingenglish.pbworks.com/

to the traimng and informed aboutts requisites. The wiki involve@ welcome
message addressing the teachers; bformation about the trainers, syllabus,
communication tools, weekly tasks, deadlines and also information about technology
support. For technology pport, the teachers were recommended to share their
technological problems in Edmodo but they were also encouraged to contact the
trainers through-enail in urgentsituations The rationale behind thgracticewas to
promote interaction among the teachkysgiving them opportunities to share and
learn from each otheihroughout the training, however, the teachers did not prefer
sharing their technological problems via Edmodo-aral, which led the researcher

to add a question about this preferenceastptudy interview.

achaokogyfortascungemgieh T Gt a e e | By o e Bt

Technology for Teaching English

Welkcome 1 Online Teaining an “Usieg Techachogy in L2 Eaglith Classes !

Figure 3. A Snapshot from Pbworks Page

3.5.2 E-malil

E-mai | has been transferred to educ-ational S ¢
1970s0 together with computer conferencing |
of the |l earner to the teacher and to the <co
p.203) With the advent of-enail, online education became prominent and came up
as a common educationg@ractice (Harasim, 2000). This online training also
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integrated email into its design as a means of communication among the trainers and

teachers.

Throughot the training, emailing was mainly used to remind the teachers of weekly
tasks and deadlines, provide them with the links of the live sessions and the
recordings of these sessions, and also arrange a time forapdepoststudy
interviews. At the outseatf every week, the trainer sent ammail to the teachers to
inform them about weekly tasks by giving them a checklist. On the days the live
sessions took place, shamailed the teachers to provide them with the links of these
sessions. An hour beforeetlsessions started, she sent a subsequent remindel e
about the session. After the sessions ended, she sent them arnotieméh the

links to the recordings. In addition;neails were used also to notify the teachers of
the documents or materialplaaded on Edmodo. Althoughreailing was intended

to be between the trainer and teachers and also among teachers, the interaction
through email was mostly limited to be unidirectional from the trainers to the
teachers. Therainers did not get any questis or comments about the course
content or weekly tasks viareail from the teachers except for those times when the

trainer and teachers negotiated on a time for interviews.
3.5.3 Edmodo

Edmodo isa webbased environment that allows teachers to crgdteal classrooms

for their students and extends the learning and teaching process to an online setting.

't i s a fr em®vidésmlsaetahdoeasynwaly forayour class to connect and
collaborate, share content, and access homework, grades am $ch not i ces
(http://www.educatorstechnology.com/2013/0B6&ndyquideto-everything

teachers.html Since its launch in 2008, it has been embraced tightly by the field of
education globally and its use in blended and online classes continues to gain more
momentum lately. As different from other social networking tools such as Facebook,
which also caB forth the establishment of connections among people, Edmodo is

deeply rooted in education and used mainly for educational purposes.
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In Edmodo, teachers can create group pages for their classes, upldatl dig
resources, assign homewpitreate polls ah communicate any information about
the course content to their students. In addition to these features, Edmodo also allows

teachers to connect with other teachers worldwide and learn from each other, which

can be seen as an o0 p pssiondl davelopnyent.fAdding t eac her s

connections with the teachers or students from other parts of the world and
subscribing to communities in different subject areas such as Math, Language Arts,

Computer Technology, etc. are also possible in this platform.

By virtue of these features, the trainers decided on using Edmodo tg set u

classroom page (See Figurdof the interface). It was aimed at boosting the sharing

among teachers and adsle them to feel as part of a community of prac{iceP)

(Lave & Wenger, 191). Through this platform, the teachers weguiredto turn in

their assignments, post the links of their blogs to share their reflection reports and

also write about the technological problems they encountered. The trainers gave
feedback on the teachersdé6 assignments and

PPPs, Word documents, tutorials, etc.) related to the content of the training.

= 4

Figure 4. A Snapshot from Edmodo Page
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3.5.4 WizlQ

WizIQ is one of those platforms that enabtee educators to conduct fully online

courses or integrate live sessions into their everyday instruction. It renders online
classes and lessons feasible for educators with its audio and video features as an add

on to its whiteboard tools. For online teahand learning, it has started to become

popular since its launch in 2007. As writtenthemain pageof the websitefit her e

are more than 250.000 teachers and 3.5 million learners thefigk@0 f r om acr o ¢

the globe fittp://www.wizig.comj.

WizlQ is free for 30 day trial, but requires some payment on the part of the teacher
or organization for further use. One of the advantages\halQ has over other
synchronous live tools is that it allows unlimited numberatiendees on the
condition that they sign up with WizIQ account. InWizIQ, teachers have the
opportunity to teach redime with high quality video and audio tools, use the
interactive whiteboard with learners, upload and share documents. Theredsatlso
boardfor synchronous written communication. The learners can participate actively

in the lesson via thishat boardbr use the Raise Hand option to use audio or video
tools. Screen sharings also possible in this platform, which works very well when

the teacher wants to share his/her desktop. Attendance reports and also the recordings
of the sessions are one of tWiz¢Q cantbb er s f

integrated into Moodle or other websites.

In this online trainingWizlQ was used athe main medium focontent delivery.

(See Figure Sor a screenshot from the live sessionvinzlQ). Every week, the
trainers scheduled live classes on two different days with the same content to
introduce some technological tools and discuss their paténo be used in language

classes vith the teachers (See Appendixor thesyllabus of the training
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Figure 5. A Snapshot from the live session in WizlQ

3.5.5 Blog

Blogs have become commonplace in education with an increasing number of
professionals using blogs for instructional purposes and especially for the purposes

of language teaching and learning (Richardson, 2005). In addition to their use by

language learnerdlogs also stand as a usefub tool for preservice andin-

servicelanguage teachers who can have reflective thinking on their daily practises

via blogs, and thus improving their teaching. According to Yang (2009), blogs can be

empl oyed to promote high | evel of Acritical
practice orflanguage teachers. To achieve these two aims, the researcher included

blogs as a weekly task with an eye to motivating the teachers to reflect on their

learning processes and also enable them to feel themselves as part of a community of

language teacher

In the first week of the training, the trainers introduced blogs as an educational tool,
modeled how to set up a blog account and discussed its potential use in language
classes with the teachers. As a blaggting site, Wordpress was preferred sings i

free, useiffriendly and also easy to ushkttp://wordpress.conp/so that the teachers

could use the blogs with ease during and after the training.
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The teachers were required to set up their individual bloghéofinst week and use
these blogs for writing a reflection report in the subsequent weeks. Rather than a
class blog, individual blogs were preferred in order to give the teachers a private
space and also provide them with the flexibility to discover tleeifp features of
blogs freely on their own pace. This was considered to improve their competence in
using blogs and increase the chances to integrate them into their own language

classes.

Teacherso6 bl ogs was made o0 pbe mordnootivatedb | i ¢
to use blogs for sharing their ideas with other professionals from the world which can
contribute to their professional development. In order to guide the teachers during
their reflection process, reflection questions were given, wlkiehdommorpractice

in some earlier studies on blogs (elgii, Choy, Cheung & Li, 2006)The teachers

were also encouraged to post blog URLs to the class page in Edmodo to share their
reflection reports with other teachers, which was aimed at boosenmtiéraction

among teachers.
3.5.6 Mobile Phone

In order to contact the teachers before the training, the researcher used cell phone
information about the teachers that she received from the school principals when she
was not provided with the-mails of teaches. The researcher trainer also gave her
phone number to the teachers and encouraged them to call her whenever they needed
help. In the first week of the training especially, a few teachers called the researcher
to ask questions about signing up in Edmodattending the live session WizIQ.

Mobile phone was also used later to agree on a suitable time fangrpost study

interviews.

3.6 Data collection instruments

3.6.1 Background questionnaire

With the aim of collecting background information about the participants;it@B0

guestionnaire was conducted to all 8 teachers who completed the training and 3
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teachers who left it. The questionnaire consisted of 5 different sections, which

attempted taollate different kinds of information about the participants.

The first section, w h teffidacy beliedsrfor mtegdating he t each
technology into their classes was a-i&m Likert scale, which required the

participants to give answela one of 5 ways ranging from Strongly Agree to

Strongly Disagree. (e.g., "l feel confident that | can successfully teach relevant
subject content with appropriate use of t ec
monitor students in appropriate uses cht®logy. "). The items of this section were

taken from Wangdéds study (2004), i n which <cog
guaranteed with high Alpha coefficient of .94 (for stevey) and .96 (for post

survey) at the end of factor analysis process.

The second section included 11 Likert scale
towards technology as an instructional resource. ,(€lgechnology makes my

Professional work more difficult.” "Using computers for learning takes students

away from impornt instructional time. "). These items were taken from Kessler

(2007, who fimodel ed the questionnaire after
evaluated in a series of subsequent stu(ties/6) 6 The partici pants wer
rate their level of agreeent with the statements by choosing frorstféongly agree

to 1-strongly disagree.

The third section attempted to collect demographic information about the participants
including items about their teaching and educational background, personal use of
techndogy and also technological infrastructure in their school context. Except for
the items about technological infrastructure, which were adapted from Hernandez
Ramos (2005), the other items were adapted from Lam (2000). The researcher
scrutinized all of thetems in these studies and eliminated some of the items which
she did not find very relevant for the aims of this study.

In the last two sections, the teachers were asked to indicate their time preference for

the live sessions and also invited to papéte in the pretudy interview based on
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their volunteerism. In order to see how effectively the questionnaire serves to collect
data about the participants and check the content validity of the items, the researcher
showed it to 2 experts in the field fufreign language education, who approved the
Itemsd6 convenience for the participants.
English teachers working at state schools who did not participate in the study. After
getting consent from these teachers, whibrobt suggest any changes in any of the

items, the researcher conducted the questionnaire with study participants. (See

AppendixC for background questionnaire)
3.6.2 Interviews

Interviews are one of the most commonly used research methods in social sciences
(el déréem & ki mkek, 2011) and most of t h
employ interviews (Silverman,085). According to Kvale (1996fit he qual i t a
research interview attempts to understan:
tounfoldt he meaning of peoplesd expeioritoences,
scientific explanatiors(p.1). Thi s st udy al so aims to del\
practices, their experiences and preferences about technology use in their classes
from the viavpoint of teachers themselves. The efficacy of the online training is also
examined from the perspective of the teachers through interviews, which are very

conducive for fAnexploring voices and expel

To gain insight into teacher6 pr acti ces a-nadd pesk giuely i enc e
interviews were conducted. Pseudy interview was conducted in the first week of

the training and positudy interview was done one week after the training ended.
Prestudy interview aimed to uncover imfanat i on about the teac
technology use in their classes, the factors affecting these practices and also their
attitude towards Fatih project, which is a technology integration project being
implemented at high schools in Turkey. The ini@mwquestions about Fatih project

were prepared by the researcher and the other questions were adapted from Lam
(2000). The researcher eliminated some of the interview gnesiid_am which she

did not find necessary to include in the interview guidestPsiudy interview
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i nvestigated the teachersdo perceptions about
and attempted to find out the factors effective in the success of such an online

training for other teachers similar to the study participants. Thestiouewere also

prepared by the researcher, who received expert opinions from 3 teacher educators

for both of the interviews to check the validity of the questions. The interviews were

made in Turkish in order to create a more natural and comfortableemént for

the teachers and to enable them to express themselves more freely in their native

language and later translated into English by the researcher. All of the interviews

were audio recorded with the restarcherso

coded by the researcher.

For the interview type, semrstructured interview was preferred by the researcher

since it is suitable for using when Athe r1es:s
about the topic in advance but does not want to use #eadg response categories

t hat would | i mit the depth and breadth of t
p.136). It was considered that this type of interview would yield more condense data,

therefore impromptu questions were also asked during theigwerwhich gave the

teachers ample chances to elaborate on their experiences in a more relaxed way,

thereby providing more thorough insights and details about these experiences.
3.6.3 Blogs

In the first week of the training, the teachers were asked to ¢heteown blogs as

one of the weekly tasks and write a reflection report in these blogs from the first to

the last week of the training. In the study, blogs were used as a data source in order

to collect data on the teanplérentsiattiee ! i ef s ab
learnt in the training to their classroom contexts. Blog posts of the teachers,

therefore, revealed important information about the transferability of the course

content to language classrooms from the viewpoint of the teachers. Blbgg®osts

were also coded and analyzed by the researcher to come up with certain categories

and themes.
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3.6.4 Field/Observation notes

Field notes were also included to triangulate the data and to add the experiences and
observations of the researcher during tHifferent phases of the study. The
researcher, who was one of the trainers at the same time, had many chances to
observe the study participants on many occasions when they met for the interview,
during the phone conversations and through an examinafiotnetr posts in
Edmodo. Those problems and difficulties the teachers had during the training and
communicated to the researcher in féméace meetings or phone conversations
were also noted down and included as a source of data during the data analysis

process.

3.7 Data analysis

For the analysis of data, the researcher conducted content analysis, which is a very
common technique used in qualitative research. To identify recurrent themes, the
researcher worked across the data set from the interviews angepbots in tandem

and grouped the recurrent instances into categories through a coding procedure
(Wilkinson, 2004). To ensure internal validity, the transcribed interview data were
sent to the participants by-reail to allow them to ke any amendments if
necessaryErsoy, 2013). The researcher receivenhals from three teachers and
made the changes on ttiee data. For reliability, the coding procedure was carried

out by two researchers who worked individually and later reexamined the codes by

comparingand rearranging them into final categories.
371 The Researcheroés rol e

The researcher, who was also one of the two trainers, held an emic role during the

design and operation of the online CALL training. With an insider perspective, the
researcher designedther ai ni ng together with the othe
various needs and teaching contexts into consideration with an aim to get them to

know basic CALL tools.
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The researcher, though being the main body of information introducing new CALL
tools inthe online sessions, aimed at being one of the members of the learning
community formed during the online training. She acted as a full participant in the
training |i ke the other participating
important forforming a learning community that interacts anecoastructs

knowledge and for a seamless online learning experience for the participating
teachers. By selecting highly interactive weekly tasks and incorporating various
synchronous and asynchronous comitation tools, she encouraged the teachers to
interact and communicate with each other. She also actively participated in the
discussions held during the live sessions, the asynchronous discussions held in

Edmodo, read the reflection reports written bytdechers, commented and posed

guestions to teachers not as a trainer but as a participating teacher interested in the

teachersodo teaching contexts and practices.

researcher did not harm the validity of the findisgse the insider perspective was

t eache

valuable and necessary for gaining insights

main focus of the study.

Despite the aforenentioned practices of the researcher to have an emic role in the
study, the qualitative reaech is beset with the common threat of the researcher bias
endangering the validity of the qualitative study (Johnson, 1997). To overcome this
problem, the researcher drew on the following strategies for promoting

trustworthiness.

3.7.2 Trustworthiness

Oneoft he fAquality criteriao for qualitative re

introduced by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as a criteria corresponding to the validity in
qgualitative studies (D°rnyei, 2007).
four conponents of trustworthiness, which are credibility, transferability,

dependability and confirmability. These components were addressed in the design of

the training, data collection and analysis processes in the following ways:
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Data collection and analysitechniques

The integrity of data collection methods and analysis techniques is worthwhile in any
research initiative, not to mention the clarity of the procedures followed during these
processes. For an elaborate explication of these procedures, datorodad

analysis procedures and the syllabus of the training were explained in detail in the
methodology section, which provided a case for the replication of the study and the

online training CALL by other researchers.

In the design of the data collemti instruments, validity checks were conducted by

the researcher getting expert opinion on the items of the instruments and showing the
items to a few Turkish EFL teachers other than the participating teachers as-a small

scale piloting procedure. In theaysis stage of the interview data, the researcher

firstaudiot aped and | ater transcribed the data
feedback, she sent the transcripts to the teacherswal @nd got responses from a

few teachers who made somechanget o t he researcher s trar
interview data and reflection reports were also analyzed by two different coders, who

first worked individually and later came together to reconcile on the categories.
Researcherdés persistent observation

As described in the above section, in order to stand close to the participating teachers
and form a learning community conducive for online learning, the researcher had an
active participation in every learning activity during all phases of the trainimghw
enabled her to test her assumptions regarding the participating teachers, their
technological competence and their teaching practices. On many occasions, for
example by observing the teachers and looking at their output in the live session,
Edmodo, bbgs and emails, the researcher collected rich body of information about

the teachers. The researcher also kept an observation log, which most of the time
provided rich source of information for the researcher and was especially beneficial

in the explanaan of her findings.
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Setting the scene: a detailed description of the case

The researcher set the scene of the study lucidly by providing a detailed description
of the context of the study. She provided background information about the teachers
and provietd extensive information about the design elements of the study, which

can be considered as a viable means for the transferability of the study.
Triangulation

Triangulation is an important attribute for developing a more detailed understanding
of a phenoranon through the inclusion of multiple data collection tools (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2003) To this end, the researcher benefited from a variety of data collection
tools such as background questionnaire, pre andipesview and reflection

reports.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Thi s chapter deal s with the key findin
technology use atchools, their views on Fatitrdfect, their perceptions about the

online CALL training they received and the transferability of the knowledge and

skills gained in the the training to the real language classroom. The findings for each

research question are presented below.

41 T e ac h echmwlogy Usein Their Classes

Four main categories emerged from the data concerning the use of technology by the
participant English language teachers. These were (a) the technological tools teacher
use (b) the language skills addressed via these todlsefc)stated reasons for using

technology (d) the factors affecting tea
4.1.1 Technological Tools Used by Participant €achers

When teachers were asked about the technological tools they used from the
beginning of their teaching caregr until now, they listedhe following: thecassette
player, cd/dvd player, MP3 player, overhead projector, projector, computer and
scanner. Among these, the most recent and frélyuesed technological tools were

the computer and projectorThe @mputer was mainly used for Microsoft
applications (e.g.Microsoft word, MicrosoftPowerPoint and having access the
internet to watch videos, films, listen to songs, access visuals, teaching materials and
websites related to language teaching/learning. Tioede were used by nearly all of

the teachers except for two teachers who stated that they did not use technology in
their current school due to the lack of technological infrastructure. Among the
participant teachers, two of them said they useahil for collecting assignment&-

books were preferred by two teachers whereas only one teacher had a mention of a
website to be used for classroom announcemeimslaBy, another teacher used

Facebook for this purpose and also for sharing links of websitgt®delo language
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learning. Those three teachers having Fatih project tools in their classes stated they
used interactive white board (IWB). All of the teachers also stated that they
somehow had to use technology dudhtee-school system, which requirbem to

upload grades foassignmerst and student projectsr an online platform. Teachers

expressed their technology use in the following ways:

| use PowerPointpresentations. | download various videos and audios from

internet. The other day, | got my sards to watch videos of lawsuits in UK.

There are some onlinEV channels. | collected a vast amount of materials

from them about soci al i ssues. Il n accord

chose discussion topics for them. (Erin)

For technology, | use vebs. | use projector. There is a computer in the
classroom. | project -books on the screen. | prepaf@owerPoint

presentations. More visual, more fuGefnre

| first used cd/dvd players. Then the projector together with the computer.
Nowadays, we havaaessto Fatih project tools and thus use IWB. | open
our textbook on IWB (Mary)

| collect the assignmesithrough amail. | used to have a website before and |
announced exam questions and results from that website in a scanned form. |

also used it for cles announcementAfme)

In addition to the abovmentioned tools, nearly all of the teachers stated that they
always motivated their students to use technology espethalipternet both inside

and outside the class time. One of the teachers said that she asked her students with
mobile phones to do web search about a topic and to find a video/ audio during the
class time. For the same purpose, another teacher encouragedastss who

owned tablets to use them in class. As an out$idelass activity, most of the
teachers recommended their students to visit some language learning websites and

watch films and videos in English for improving their language skills. The folpw
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excerpts display their motivation for enhancing the use of technology by their

students.

| try to have my students love and use technology as much as possible. |
encourage them to use online activities when they go home. There are some

websites. | reommend them to see these websit€sngrg

In my classes where there are eager students, a few students prepared
presentations and presented them to the whole class. | supported them by
bringing my own laptop to the class. Other than this, | do notackeology

myself in my lessonsNgvin)

| told my students to download dictionaries to their smart phones. | suggested
them some websites. Before then, they saw us as human dictionaries and
asked us every word. | tell them to look the words up in theicteonaries

and they like that. They also have some problems with verb conjugations.

They visit a website where there is a basketball game to practice these

conjugations.G° n)¢ |

These teachers, though reporting to use the abwrdgioned technological ttoin

their classes, revealed that their use of technology was quite random and the teachers
were mostly iltinformed about the optimal ways of using technology. Their
technology use was not a concomitant of a training which enables them to make
informed ckcisions about technology use but hinged on their personal computer skills

and ideas developed about technology.

| use technology as far as | know, but in a random manner. | would really

need a training for that to use it bett€&.°( k h u r

| think | use tehnology while teaching English. But | am not sure what you

mean by technology. | am not an expert in that field. (Erin)
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One of the teachers had even doubts about the veracity of using technology in her
class and feared that it was a loss of time. Thesdtdanostly aroused from the

technical difficulties she ran into while using technology.

Finding an available computer. Difficult. If | find one, it may not work. Even
if it does, sometimes | question whether | waste my time using technology. It
weighs onmy conscience. | hesitate whether | had better lecture or we do

exercises rather than using the computéev(n)
4.1.2 Language Skills Addressed via Technological dols

Teachers indicated that among the four language skills, listening was the primary
skill they focused on during their technology use whereas writing, reading and
speaking were either not or partially addressed. Nearly all of the teachers mentioned
using the internet for accessing listening materials such as videos, audios, films and
songs. Accest authentic materials in which students can listen to native speakers
was also an addn advantage aheinternet for these teachers. According to them,
these listening materials also helped students improve their miatian. Teachers
having Fatih Roject tools in their classes used IWB to listen to audios and videos of
the ebook.

Some teachers said that they ma&mwverPointpresentations to teach grammar.
Culture was also mentioned by two teachers who stated that thethesetgrnet to
presentcultural information about the English speaking countries. Speaking was
addressed only indirectly by teachers who found topics or videos from internet to
have a whole class discussion afterwards. No teacher mentioned using any
technological tod for teahing reading and writingSome comments from the

teachers are as follows:

| use internet primarily for listening. Other than that most of my students did
not know where Dublin is, Ireland is. | showed them some visuals from the

internet because English & is not all about grammar. Before that, | used
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cassette players, [and] videos. I use

players. For listening activities, | use MP3 player sometini&8. ) ¢, |

| used to bring a tape player to class before, now lkusg@top. Generally, |

have my students listen to songs. If there is a projector, | project the lyrics.
There are two technologies | use: computer and projector. | get my students to
watch videos | found from the internet. | project visuals from theneteit

takes their attention more. We sometimes watch films. They liké . kK i u r

Teachers revealed to capitalize on technological tooknly computes, to have
access to teaching materials, especially to listening materials \(elgos, films,

etc). Oftentimes, they did not have prior planning to teach language skills via
technology and design any activities or tasks while using technology to address these
skills. Rather, they used these tools in an ad hoc manner, for instance when they
wanted tkeir students to focus on the pronunciation of some words as they come up
or do some listening, which does not require them to do anything before or after the

listening. These can be seen in the following comments:

Technology is beneficial, especially fos gince it corrects our pronunciation
mistakes. The other day, one student mispronounced [the word] Monday. |
had IWB pronounce the word. It was good. It teaches pronunciation better
than | do. (Mary)

We are discussing a topic in the class. Their mobiph come to my mind
sometimes. | tell them they can use their mobile phones to do web search

about the topieve are discussingG(° n)¢, |

Teacher comments showed that teacherso6 wu
behavioral approach to CALL (Kern & Waltsauer, 2000). The teachers used the
computer mainly for drills, fill-in-thegaps exercises and computethuman

i nteraction as shown in one of the teach:

| use the computer, get my students to listen to songs from the internet and do

the fill-in-the gaps exercise. That is all | do with the computer. (Nevin)
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413 Factors Affecting %Seachersod Technol

Teachers pinpointed many factors as affecting their technology use in their
classrooms. These were related to technologit@astructure,issues related to
MoNE, opportunities for professional development, attitude towards technology and

technological developments in general and the school environment.

Technological infrastructure was a major problem for nearly all of trehées. Two
teachers had no compugen any of their classes which rendered it impossible for
them to use any technology in their classes. Other teachers had a computer not in all,
but in some classes, some of which did not work. To solve this problere, cfaime
teachers brought their own computers to the classroom. Only some of the classes
were equipped with projectors. A few teachers had computer labs at their school but
the computers were not adequate in number and not all of them functioned properly.
Another big problem was related toe internet in that three of the teachers did not
havetheinternet at their school whereas other teachers complained that internet was
gone many times during the lesson time. A few said it was too slow for the lesson to
flow without anyloss of time.All of these factors prevented the teachers from
designing technology integrated lessons in each of their classes. They also could not
address language skills as much as they wanted due to these shortcomings. The
teachers [ghlighted how negatively the lack of technological equipments affected

their technology use as below:

There is no computer in the classroom. | bring my own laptop sometimes.

There is no projector, either. | use technology only if | havé&#vi{n)

| wish we had a computer in each class or each teacher had their own
computers. We used to hava@¥, cassette player before. Back then, we had
more access to technology than now. | wish a computer lab could be
established. At least, we would do some listeningrages. We can watch

films. But we have none of these and it seems that we will never ISmxal) (
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Internet connection is too bad in the classes. So slow and limited. This
prevents me from using the computer on a regular and frequent basis.
(Ahme)

There is a projection only in a limited number of classes. Some colleagues
change their classes to use projectors. The physical infrastructure of the
school is not enough. For example, there is a computer for each student in the
computer lab. There are fiftee@omputers and | have thirty six students.
(Go khur

In a similar vein, two of the teachers having the Fatih projeots in their
classrooms complained about the lack of tablets imeit classrooms while the
remainingteacher pointed at the lack witernet connection at her scho@lespite
being the components of the projetetblets and internet connectiamere lacking in
teacher sé prévented teashers fromiexplbititte afforcdances of these

for teaching purposes. As a result, one of the tea@xgressedher preference for a
computer with internet connection to an IWB without internet connection as she

indicated below

There is no internet connection in the classes. MoNEsdat seem to
approve the use of smart board with internet. | prefer a computer with internet
to a smart board without internet. It totally inhibits my teaching activities.
(Mary)

Many teachers complained about the technical problems they encountered whil
using technological toolswhich was a common problem for both those teachers
having the Fatih project tools and for those who do Tibey accentuated that they
were in need of technical support at these times and this support was not available.
This afected their reliance on technology as an instructional tool in a negative way.
Some teachers mentioned they relied on their students to deal with these problems.

Some said that they got help from comput
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revealed thathey were not provided with technical support on a regular basis as seen

below.

When there is a technical problem | cannot cope with, | ask my students for
help. They are much better than me at these technical thiagsk(h u r

The loudspeaketoes not wik sometimes. Sometimes, internet connection is
gone. Sometimes, the computer breaks down. | cannot handle any of these.
Thus, | do not have any lesson built completely on compu@et. ) ¢, |

When there is a problem with the smart board, it takes a fewfdayke
problem to be solved. Sometimes computer teachers are dealing with the
problem. But noevery time Sometimes, they do not deal with the problem at
all. We are waiting the problem to be solved because we are not competent at

using the smart boar@ary)

Teachers referred to some issues related to MoONE as affecting their technology use
in a negative way. According to the teachers, the curriculum was too heavy and
lesson time, which was reduced recently by MoNE was notginda integrate
technologyinto their lessons As regards the role of curriculum in technology

integration,one of the teachers statéxd following

The curriculum is too heavy. Lesson hours were reduced and not enough. |
am doing the lesson in a hurry and not able totesknology as much as |

want. Cemrg

Another problem raised by the teachers were pertinent to the inadequacy of the
textbooks provided by MoNE. The teachers indicated that the textbooks were not
technology friendly and did not involve any technologicg@ementary materials.

This resulted in a need for teachers to choose their own materials but this was also
not possible as MoNE required teachers to use their textbook, which was not a
procedure before as stated below by teachers.
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Textbooks provided by M9E do not have any cds, not enough materials. We

are trying to supplement the bookdry)

Ten, fifteen years ago, we had more technology. We had books, a lot of
materials. We could have our students buy very good books. CD, cassettes,
video lessons. Tedology regressed, did not improve. MoNE affects us
negatively. We used to use CO3/, books with video, audio, CDs. We had
very nice lessons. We were free in choosing our materials. We could choose
different books for each language skill. But now, MoNBHkmare enforced

on us. We do not have any supplementary materials. We have to use MoNE

books. English lessons detoriatedeyin)

Regarding MoNE textbooks, teachers stressed that the books were not within the
scope of the st ude aledstddengagee¢hansin the lessom Ther e st
unit topics of the textbooks were very similar to the topics of the textbook they used

at primary school textbooks, therefore being of little interest to the students. As a
result, teachers had to find supplementaaterials from the internet to attract their

studentsé attention as noted by one of t|

My students say that when they come to high school, the textbook is too
simple. They say they have already had these topics. It seems that the writers

of the primary and secondary school textbooks are different people and do not
communicate with each other. My students are not interested in the book. The
topics of the units are the same or very similar. MONE books are not
successful on its own. The writer coul d not grab studer
these books. My students do not want these $£.0bkey are so ordinarBut

| am a teacher who loves facts and follows daily life agenda. | use

supplementary materials. Ones compatible with compu@®f. )¢ |

Another point highlighted by the teachers was related to the importance of exam
grades forst udent s edtance, wkigh ded tteachers to postpone using

technol ogy for the sake of st wdoeuseds 6 s u
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nature of the Turkishdricational system and the high value given to tests prevented
teachers from using technology effectively

language skills as two teachers commented below:

We have Fatih ®ject tools but we are dealing with very norsethings. As

a teacher, lam not improving but getting wors&xam scores are very

important. Having the same exam in all of the sections is a must. Teaching

something the same way in all of the classes is something enforced on us. But

this is not possilel. Every class is different. | should be given freedom to

decide on how to teach in each of my c |

progress. Krin)

We have to apply the sanegamsin every classiowadays. Exam grades are
so important for the students. Aftecover the content for these exams, | can

design lessons with technologZgmrg

One significant factor affecting teacherso
computer skills and knowledge to use it effectively to teach English via technology.

Nealy all of the teachers stated that they did not feel themselves competent using

technology and were in need of arservice training that would equip them with the

skills to use it for instructional purposes. Accordiaghe teachers, such trainingl

help some teachers overcome their barriers to use technology, as a few noted below:

Every teacher is not equally computer literate. But it is an important issue.

Some teachers lag behind. Téeshould be iservice traininglIf the number

of training cousesi ncr ease i n number, teachersoé f e
decrease, | believe. Especially the experienced teachers are afraid of

technology and this prevents a unity at schools in terms of using technology.

(Mary)

| would really like to have a training. want to know how to use the

computer, prepare presentationgmxquestions on the computeseyil)
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When teachers were asked about how they learn about new technological tools and
perpetuate their professional development, nearly all of them revealelg tmrweb

search and their own efforts without any support provided. As different from other
teachers, teachers working at vocational schools stated that they were given
computer courses at their schools, which were helpful for the development of their

computer skills.

Shortterm computer courses at our school improved me a lotdIfrem the
internet, t00.G° n)¢ |

| sustain my professional development myself by keeping track of the new

developments with a deep interest and doing web se#&icme()

Onmy own. | improve myself as far as | do something myself. There is not
such a support. | only search things in the internet. Sometimes, | get help

from my daughter.Nevin)

The factor of utmost importance as affecting my technology use is related to
me. | do not know technology well. | try to improve myself via internet. |
look at English teaching websites. | scrutinize what other teachers are doing.

At school, I try to be in contact with my colleaguegs°(k h u r

Two teachers complained that even if the® ssme computer courses provided by
MoNE, these focused mainly on computer skills and did not teach teadagogic

skills. Therefore, although teachers had some knowledge about using the computer,
they were not informed about how to use it for teachingligh, especially for the
development of some language skills. Teachers also indicated their need to have

more practice in these training couressscommented by teachers below:

Before, when | first started teaching, the textbook publishers gave us
trainings on how to use technology every year. They illustrated us how to use
cds/ DVDs for listening, etc. They talked to us about how they apply

technology in their own classrooms. They were wonderful. But these

trainings are not available for a long time. N courses do not exemplify
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how to use computer for teaching English. They are simply courses for

gaining basic computer skillsGC n)¢ |

The inservice trainings of MONE are not adequate. Time is limited. It leaves
many things to home. But you needafaply the things. They should increase
the practice side. (Mary)

Along the same lines, the teachers having the Fatih project itodleeir classes
referred to the lack of focus on practice in the training and too much emphasis on the
technical side, whiit st ood as a barrier to teacherso |

tools for developing materials and teaching language skills.

We do not have much experience in using the tools. We are not competent at
preparing visual materials to be presented in the tshward. We need to
spend more time. The training was not very beneficial. They did not allocate
much time for doing practice with the tools. Practice side was not
emphasized. Time is not enough to learn how to apply these tools in your

class. (Mary)

| believe the smart board is especially beneficial for pronunciation. It corrects
pronunciation mistakes. | get my students to listen to the smart board when
they have difficulty in pronouncing some words. We listen to the reading
texts and have a whole classalission afterwards. Bur | do not see any other
value of the smart board for reading, writing and speaking. We were not

taught about these in the training. (Mary)

A few teachers mentioned that they were wary about showing a presence in social
platforms (e.g, Facebook, blogs, etc.) and using these platforms for instructional
purposes since they did not feel themselves-wdlbrmed about safe internet usage.
They showed a need for learning how to use the internet in a safe manner to feel
themselves moreomfortable for integrating social platforms into their lessons.

They also stated that they could not share materials from the internet freely since
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they did not know about copy right issues, which also prevented them from using

sources from the interneds teachers expressed below:

| have aFacebookaccount. But | have doubts about whether | should use it
with my students. | am afraid of some hackers and | am anxious that they can

control my posts thereG(° n)¢, |

| want to share some pictures or videomf the internet with my students,

for instance, in a blog. But | am not sure about the copy right issues. Is it
something allowed? Would | encounter any problems if | share these things?
(Mary)

Two of the teachers indicated the importance of technologpsexe during pre
service education. They stated that their use of technology at university enabled them
to be competent users of technology and be able to continue their professional

development on their own, as one teacher noted:

| first met with technadgy during my preservice teacher education program.
Later, | was able to sustain my professional development myself. | did not

receive any professional trainingr{n)

| feel myself able to use technology. The reason is | have been using it since
universty time. | always used computer to do ragsignmers, for having
presentations. So no problem. | can use the computer in my classes with ease.
(Cemrg

A supporting school environment was pinpointed by teachers as a sin qua non for
technology use in therlasses. Nearly half of the teachers stated that the negative
attitude of the administrators and some teachers towards the use of teclamaogy
the varying levels oftechnological competencamong teachersmpeded their
technology use. Due to this negatiattitude, they were not able to have access to
some technological tools on a regular basis and got demotivated to integrate

technology into their classes. These can be seen in the following comments:
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| want to use technology. But there are gsnyou neé to do to reach
commonaims at school. Thus, you cannot use technology as much as you
want. But still, | am trying to use. Some teachers say | teach this way, | do not
use technology. | need to take decisions together with these teashers
know nothingabout technologyThey do not approve what | am doing. They
focus on grammar. | like focusing on communication skills and using
technology. They expect same things in each class. This is mainly due to the

administratmy 6s attitude. (

The way the admistrators look at internet is wrong. When there is a
negative thing in one classroom, they block the internet in all of the classes.
Teachers are also prejudiced. Some administrators do not allow us to use the

computer lab in case the equipments break dof&hme)

One of the teachers even reported to abandon soher tgichnology using practices

as a concomitant of reactions from her colleagues. She stated the following:

My students needed help for pronunciation. Therefore, we were watching
films. | got some reactions from other teachers. They argued that watching
films was wasting the lesson time. Since them, lvave not watched films.
(Go khur

Two teachers mentioned that they had a positive school environment which
supported technology use whereas #maining teachers said that they had
neither any support nor objection from the administration concerning

technology use:

They support us. If a new technological tool comes to school, they give it to

us. Cemrg

They are neutral, | believe. They do not daything or when | use

technology, | do not get any comments from thedewn)
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A few of the teachers stressed the importance of a se¥iseltechnology planning

and successful cooperation among teachers for the preservation of technological
tools andpromotingtheir regular use by the teachersaa programmed manneFhey
highlighted that the technological facilities should be kept in order and there should

be time allocated for the use of these facilities by every teacher, as expressed below:

The compugr lab is so dirty. It is not usable. Teachers also do not know when
they can use the lab. We should arrange which teacher will use the lab when.
(Ahme)

Some teachersd comments revealed that te
by the type of schoahey work and its student profile. These teachers working at
vocational high schools noted that they could not use technology in their classes or
even teach their students since these students were very unwilling to learn in general

and were not interestén English lessons. They, therefore, were not convinced about

the potential benefits of using technological tools in these classes as shown below:

The students have a very low proficiency in English. They do not have any
eagerness to learn anything. Thesen find it difficult to write their name and
surname. | am not sure if my trials to use technology will worth the effort.
(Sevil)

All of the participant teachers indicated that they had a positive attitude towards
technology and technological developiteein general. They supported the use of
technology for teaching foreign languages, which motivated them to infuse it into
their classes. Prior experience of technology was also another factor promoting use

of technology as teachers stated below:

| am a mrson who loves technology. Also computer. | always used
technology before my colleagues. While they were using overhead projector,

| was using projector. | have always used technoldgyn)
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Technology is something familiar to me. | have always beene ctos
technology, also in my daily life. | surf in the internet. | google things. It is,

therefore, not hard to use these in my classés () ¢, |
4.1.4 Reasons for Using €chnology

Teachersd comments revealed that one of the
was due to its practicality and tirsaving function. Since it saved time and energy,

teachers preferred technological tools over traditional teaching materials. They also

believed that these tools created better learning environments for their students as

expressed by these teachers below:

| scan the grammar book and project it on the screen;bloeles. No need to
write on the board. | also project the answer key on RlesverPoint

presentation. | save time this wagemreg

Technol ogy facilitates bot h student so ar
interactive learning environment. | think you learn better via internet, more

interesting. You can also give prompt feedback to your studdmdsy)

Similarly, all of the three teache having the Fatih project tools in their classes
reported to benefit from the practicality offered by the project tools as one of the

teachers explains below:

With the smart board, | do not need to write anything on the board. | can see
the book on thecseen. We can also see the answer key. No need to carry a
tape for listening activities. You can draw pictures, write on the smart board,

open your documents. Less work for me. (Mary)

Teachers emphasized the significant role of technology in teachingskrayhd
believed that it was of wutmost value since i
skills. According to these teachers, technology provided access to authentic teaching

materials (e.g.visuals, audios, etc.), native speakers and other Englishkisg
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people and al so b o lcenfidence about ldaming Englishasd e nt s

indicated below:

| think that technology plays a vital role in language education. For the
development of four language skills. Listening materials, visuals are all
within the scope of technology. Social media is also very commonly used

nowadays(G° n)g¢ |

Using technology is very important. We are not native speakers. When the
students hear other speakers of English, theircegifidence about English
increase. Wherhey hear African, Indian, German people speaking English,
they think they can also speak English just as others do. What else can enable
this? Listening to a real speaker, watchintpi& show short videos, films.

(Erin)

One of the teachersighlightedthat using technology in her classes provided her
students with a real reason to learn English. Thanks to technology, her students saw
its use in daily life, realized the value of learning English and as a result, became

more motivated to learn it as a teackkommented:

| attract my students who do not like English with technology. | tell them that
English will help them to play the games, use the computer, and many things.
Their interest in English increase when they see the benefits of learning
English for their lives. With technology, | develop an awareness of the
importance of English and show them that it is something used in real life.
(G° n¢ |

Nearly all of the teachers stated that their students had a deep interest in technology
in their daily lives. hey also possessed many technological tools and were very
competent at wusing these tool s. I n order

teachers reported to resort to using technology as two teachers commented below:
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Our students have accessdvery technology. Smart phones, tablets. They
are also using them very competently. We should supplement our lessons

with more visuals and technologies our students like usheyif)

Students like smart board. For example, it is more interesting #® zs@med

image on the smart board than a picture | bring to the classroom. Same for
videos. | use technology because my students have an immense interest in
technology. Pen and pencil do not mean anything to them. We should
integrate technology somehoworour lessons. (Mary)

42 Teacher so Per aolm@GALLdrarsngof t he O

Theamal ysis of data revealed three main categ
of the online CALL training. These categories were (a) success factors in an online

CALL training( b) partici pant teachersé stated cont

suggestions for improvement of the training.
4.2.1 Success Factors in an Online CALL Taining

Upon an analysis ofhe interview data, the researcher identified two factors as
necessary fothe success of an online CALL training. These factors were related to

(a) participant characteristics (b) design elements of the training.
4.2.1.1 Participant C haracteristics

Nearly all of the teachers stated that they faced many difficulties during the training
and as a result, planned to leave the training especially in the first week. According
to these teachers, they ran into these difficulties since they were not competent at

using the computer as they expressed below:

| had many difficulties. These difficidts were mostly due to my computer
skills. I am not good at using the computer. The training sessions were so
challenging for me. In the first session, | used two computers at the same
time. | copied the links you gave in tobhat boardo the other compet. As

time passed | learnt there was no need for this. | got help from my daughter.

90



She was with me during the training sessions. | could algbeltasks with
her help. Eevil)

The first session was the worst. You shared your scre&viz@ and | coudl

not write on thechat board That moment, | thought | should leave the
training. The training was above my level. | got help from my husband. |
could not do some of the tasks on my own. | need to spend so mudmtime
energy. | also phoned Sewhen | could not manage things during the

training. (Nevin)

Two of the teachers indicated that typing speed affected their success in the online
training. Due to the slowness of their typing, they faced some problems as one

teacher noted below:

| type very slowy so | could not catch you most of the time. | was slow. For
those who use computer frequently, no problem. But for those like me, who is
not good at using the computer, it is difficult to follow the les¢batmg

Most of the teachers pinpointed the im@ace of having prior experiences in using
computer in order to be successful in an online training. Teachers who stated that
they always used computer did not have any problems during the training as two

teachers highlighted below:

| think it is important to be close to computer to be successful at a training
like this. Personally, | have always used computer. When | worked at a
private institution, | was in charge of a tool similar to smart boards. | use
computer for everything. Fgreparing exam questions, creating a data bank

as a compilation of questions. | like these kinds of things. If you do not use or

know such things, this training would be hardhinel)

| have been using Woré&@owerPointl also used computer a lot when | was a
student at university. | always did nagsignmenten computer. So | did not
have any difficulties during the training. Conversely, | liked it very much and

want to paticipate in such online trainingCemreg
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Teaders who did not have any experience of using technology in their classes before
mentioned that the training was above their level since even the concept of using

technology was new to them as two teachers noted below:

In the beginning, | did not feel mgk ready for the training. | did not think |
would be able to complete the training successfully. It is mostly because | am

not familiar with technology. | have never used it in my clagSesvil)

While we were at the level of learning the letters, wedtrto write a
composition. We are working at a vocational school. The other teachers were
already using technology in their classes, at least they were familiar. But we
are in a different position. We do not use any technology in our classes. We
do not hae any technological infrastructure for that. Even the idea of using

technology is utopianNevin)

Some of the teachers indicated that they used internet on a frequent basis and this
enabled them to cope with the difficulties more easily and completéraimeng

successfully.

At first, everything was so new to me. | felt very nervous. But | thought that |
am familiar with these things. | use internet. If | am capable of using internet,
| should be able to use these things, as well. But if | were notidamiith

internet, this stuff would be harFatmg

| have been an internet user for years. | always google things when | want to
learn about something. | think this was a great advantage for me. If | did not
use internet frequently | would not be camabf usingWizlQ or Edmodo, |

think. (Cemrg

One of the teachers commented that having prior experience in using asynchronous
and synchronous tools also played a role in the success of an online training as she

noted below:
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| did not use something onlineefore. Even chat was new to me. If | had
more experience with chat, for instance, | would not have any problems

during the live sessioiiNevin)

Nearly all of the teachers indicated that they were more familiar withtéefeee
medium and preferred thisatihod over the online medium since they did not have
prior experience with online learning environments. They also believed that-a face
to-face training would be more conducive to their learning needs as two teachers

noted below:

| am more familiar with fee-to-face method. It is more intimate. Even eye
contact is important. It feels like you can ask more questions when the trainer
is next to you. In the online platform, you type, click enter, and wait. | feel
stressed in case you would not see what | writhen you are together, | can

interfere quickly and ask whatever | waf8evil)

If the training were fac¢o-face, the trainer would help more. He/she walks
through the classroom and helps. He/she shows the shortcuts. When it is
online, you do not undeend something and asking about it is not easy.
(Fatmag

A teacher who had prior experience of taking an online course said that she did not
have much difficulty in the training and felt herself competent to receive online
trainings in the future in contrato another teacher who felt overwhelmed as it was

her first online experience as expressed below:

| participated in an online course before. For this reason, this training was not
challenging for me. | have not us#éizlQ or Edmodo before. But they were
quite similar to what we did in the online training. | can participate in an

online training in the future, too. It is not hard for n@einre

When you are having your first online experience, you feel overwhelmed. If |
were familiar with this method, | euld not feel that much unprepared. In the

second time, | am sure | will feel myself more competgtyvin)
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Being informed about online education and believing in its merits \aése

important for the success of teachers in the online training as stated by two teachers

below:

| am also quite familiar with online mode. A few of my friends took distance
courses. From these friends, | saw what kind of a system online learning was.
Maybe because of this, | did not have any problems with the online training.
(Ahme)

| have read a lot about online education. Some parts of the world already use
it. 1 believe in the future teachers will be lecturing online from their home. It

will be thenew form of educatioCemreg

4.2.1.2 Design Elements of the Taining

A few teachers stated that they preferred asking their questions directly to the trainers

rather than sharing them in Edmodo with other teachers. Asking other teacher

participants was not asomfortable as asking to the trainers as two teachers

expressed below:

A

| did not share any of the problems | encountered in Edmodo. | did not want
other teachers to think that | could not do and | was bad. Rather, | preferred
contacting you directly. | pimed you. It is more relaxing for me to ask the

trainer.(Nevin)

| had my husband with me during the training. If | did not have him, maybe |
would share my problems in Edmodo. But it is hard to reveal that | am not
alde to do in front of others. Solcaun 6t wri te about my
(Go khur

few teachers stressed that an online

classroom contexts and get them to apply technological tools they learn in the

training in their own classes. They highlightédtt such an immediate application

would allow them to have a firshand experience of the tools, see real life problems
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and discuss about possible solutions for these problems with the trainers and other

participant teachers as they noted below:

A training like this should involve applications in our classes. If there is no
immediate application in a classroom, you do not develop the competence to
use it in your classes on your own. It would be better if we applied these in
our classes in your guidancedatalked about how it went. This way, we

would share the problems we encountered. You learn such things as you
apply.(Sevil)

Most of us could not apply these new things in our classes. There was not
enough time for that. This is bad. If we applied, wailddhave more things
to talk about and really learn about these tqdielek)

All of the teachers pointed out that timing wase of the biggest problems
concerning the design of the training. They mentioned that during the time of the
training, they had heavy workload at school and this prevented them from having the

full benefit of the training as explicated below:

| wish thetraining would be at a time when | wasally free. This way, |
could give my concentration on the training fully. During the training period,
we were so busy at school. It was the end of school and we were dealing with
lots of things. Ifmy only duty wee to participate in the traininggwould not

be in a hurry anavould study more. Eatmg

Because it was the last month before the winter break, we were so busy with
many things at school. | could not spend as much time as | wanted on the
training.(Cemrg

Two of the teachers mentioned having problems related to internet connection and
highlighted the need for a strong internet connectivity for the smooth run of the
training as they expressed below:
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My internet was so slow. It dropped off many times. Thesspnted me from

following the lessons fully. | missed some of the thir{§atma

Internet connection was a problem. Sometimes it was so slow and other times

it dropped off very often. These times, | panickg@tmg

Nearly all of the teachers indicatétht the instructions and feedback of the trainers
were very beneficial for their success in the online training. Having a good rapport
with the trainers was also a factor that motivated them to complete the training as

two teachers noted below:

Our dialogie with you. We had a very good communication with you. Your
instructions were very clear. We completed all of the steps with you. Your

atlitude towards us was very goo@.gmrég

| did not leave the training mainly because of you. Motivation is so imptorta

All of the steps in the live sessions were very clear. | was very satisfied with
your guidance and direction. Your feedback during and after the sessions was
very helpful. You made comments when we completed the tasks and shared
them on Edmodo. Your we tone, the way you get us to interact, all of these

were very nice(Melek)

Three of the teachers highlighted that familiarity with communications tools of the
training was necessary for using these platforms seamlessly. These teachers said that
due tothe lack of knowledge of the platforms, they got stressed and encountered

many difficulties as they commented below:

At the beginning of the training, we were not familiar with Edmodo or
WizlQ. In Wiki page, you said Edmodo was similar to Facebook sostava
clue and | had some idea about Edmodo.\Bi#lQ, it was totally new to me
and | could not imagine how it was like. If | were more familiar with these

tools before the training started, | would not got into a p&Nievin)
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In the first weeks, | clicke wrong buttons. | could not find back button and
clicked cross button. Thus, | was out of the session. | needed to enter the

sessions again and agdiielek)

| think as the first step, you should get to know the learning environment.
Because | did not low these platforms, | was so afraid of doing something
wrong. First, you should see some examples and an introduction about these
platforms. If not, it is so frightening. A session on how to use these platforms
is necessary(Sevil)

As another factor affging the success of an online training, one of the teachers
pinpointed that the programs that computers should be equipped with should be
determined and announced to teachers before the training started. According to this
teacher, such a precaution wopletvent the participant teachers from losing time in

extracurricular activities as he expressed below:

When we started the first session\WizlQ, my computer did not have some
programs. | needed to download these programs. This slowed me down and |
misseda few things you mentioned during the session. | also did not know we
needed microphone at first. If | were notified of these before, | would not
waste a lot of time trying to fix all these during the training tiPAdange?

When teachers were asked abthé things they liked about the training, some of
them indicated that-mails that were sent each week as a checklist for weekly tasks
were very beneficial and helped them stay on task as one of the teachers expressed
below:

Before the sessions, you sestan email about the weekly content and tasks.

This motivated me a lot. It also reminded me of the things | fo(gatma

Some of the teachers appreciated the flexibility provided by the trainers in the choice
of some tasks and the deadlines as ondénezatucidatecbelow:

97



A few

You gave the deadline of the blog reports by consulting us. It was nice to
have flexibility. You also made some tasks optional. It was good because it
was not possible for me to do these tasks in my classroom. You also gave

optionsfor week four tasks. | chose what | likg@emre

of the teachers said that they benefited greatly from communicating with the

trainers via telephone and preferred this way of communicatiomtaileas shown

below:

4.2.2

All of

It was great to reach you viadéphone. | am so happy that you gave us your
telephone number. If we did not have your number and communicate only via
e-mail, | would not be so relaxed. Phone numbers should tifirbe shared

in such training(Nevin)

| did not send you any-mail durirg the training since | did not need to.
Otherwise, | like sending-mails. No problem. In such a training, it is the

best way to communicate, | thinfdhme)
Contributions of the Training

the participant teachers pinpointed many benefits of thaitrg for the

development of their skills and knowledge on using technology. One of the many

benefits of the training was learning a variety of new technological tools that can be

used in language classes. Nearly all of the teachers indicated that tbatiies

training, they got familiar with cuttingdge technologies argbt confidence about

integrating them into their classas two teachers explicated below:

| learnt a lot of things | did not know before. Creating a blog. Writing in the
blog. Google hagout digitalstory. | created my own digital story. | know
WizlQ, Edmodo. | know digitalstory. | am familiar with all of these. When |

am with other teachers, | can say | know these. | developed some ideas about

what | can use in my classéklevin)
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While learning new tools in the training, a lot of ideas popped up in my mind.
For example, | can create a class blog. My students can watch a film at home
and write a critique of the film in the class blog. Other students can comment
on these critiques. Theyar publish their poems, videos or something they
write. We can also create a school website to give announcements, to exhibit
student s Cemr®r k, et c.

Many of the teachers posited that writing blog reports was a beneficial activity since

it created opportunities for reflection, evaluation of the learning processes and

interaction with other teachers. One of the teachers also stated that she got more

competent at using the blog thanks to the blog writing activity:

| learnt how to create and use a bl@¢hile | was writing my blog report, |
made a summary of what | learnt from which activities and how | can apply
these in my classroom. | thought about these in detail. The questions you gave
us were very informative and facilitative. They helped me cange on

what | learnt and what | can apply in my clas¢és? k h u r

Thanks to blog reports, | saw what other teachers were and were not able to
do in their contexts, what kinds of problems they had with their students or
the things they could do well. rovided opportunities for interaction in this

respect(Sevil)

One of the teachers indicated that giving similar questions for each blog writing

activity was boring and demotivated her to write the blog report as she explained

| did not write any og report. | did not have any time for that. Also, there
were nearly same questions each week, which was very monotonous. |
needed to write the same things over and over again. As it was aiormaldi

work, | did not prefer doing i{Melek)

Despite theirfamiliarity with faceto-face medium, many teachers posited that this

training enabled them to get rid of their prejudice against online learning. They said
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that thanks to this online training, they developed-sefhpetence about being

successful at fute online courses as they expressed below:

Although | still prefer a faceéo-face training, | can say | dispelled the
prejudice that | cannot do well in an online training. | now have the self

confidence to participate in future online courses and tigsn{Nevin)

At first, | never thought | would be successful at an online course. But as time
passed, | really got familiar with this mode and | saw that | was able to do.

This made me so happy. | believe | can attend other online co(ifatsag

Most of the teachers indicated that the online CALL training showed them the
importance of using new technologies for teaching English and motivated them to
sustain their professional development in this area. One of the teachers even stated

that she felt herselfotnpetent at developing herself on her own as shown below:

After this training, | have realized that | can continue my professional
development via internet on my own without attending any MA classes.
(Go khur

This training motivated me to sustain my praiesal development on
technology. | now feel myself more ambitious in this respect. It brought new
projects to my mind. It broadened my horizon. | plan to learn more about
these and attend such traini@emrg

Thanks to this training, | have realized that | should spend more time on my
professional development and this was my responsibility. The training gave
me ideas on how | can do this. | have even searched for other online courses

and found a few. | will atind some of them from now offratmg

Some of the teachers showed that they started looking for other ways to improve on
their knowledge and skills in technology use even during the training as two teachers

commented below:
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The training was very beneficibdr me. After this one, | attended two other

online courseG°® k h u r

This training gave me the confidence to search things on my own. During the
training, | visited many websites, blogs related to language teachers and
learners which you introduced ustime live session and many other blogs. |
scrutinized these blogs in detail. | looked at the ways they are written. | found
many new websites about | anguage tea
website and saw that they organized a contest on blog wiitirigachers all

over the world. | read the blogs and realized how similar ideas | had with

these teachers. This training was an important step for my professional

development. | want to attend such seminars from noFarimg

One of the teachers mentied that she started to understand her students better who
prefer using technological tools to pen and pencil in class since some of her beliefs

concerning technology use changed thanks to the training as she commented below:

My students always took pices of the board with their mobile phones and
did not want to write them on their notebooks and | got so angry at these
times. But now | understand them. Last year, | used to collect their phones but
now | allow them to use them to take pictur€s°® k h u r

4.2.3 Suggestions for mprovement

One of the participant teachers who was the head of the English department at his
school stated that he tried to convince his colleagues to attend the training but could
not be successful at these attempts. He argued that sacieets had prejudices
against technology and should first be convinced of the value and importance of
using technology in language classes as an initial step for enabling them to develop
positive ideas about technology before receiving any CALL trainénigeaexplained

below:

In order to reach every English teacher and enable them to use technology,

we should first convince them of the value and importance of technology.
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They should believe in its benefits. Some colleagues do not even use cell
phones. Youell them to use something they have never used before. They
are so far away from technology. Before a training starts, they should find

answers for their questions about technologynfel)

Teachers who encountered many difficulties during the traimdgated that these
difficulties were mainly due to their computer proficiency, which was not adequate
for being successful at an online CALL training. To this end, they suggested that
teachers who are devoid of basic computer skills should first takesdoféace or

blended CALL training as they commented below:

This training should not be fully online. It should have some-tadace
component. We will gather in a classroom with our laptops and learn about
these tools. The steps of creating a blog, if@tance, will be shown. At
home, we will have an online session and have an application of what we
learnt in the classroom. If | were more proficient at using computer, it could
be online without any faem-face lesson. But my computer skills are not

erough for a fully online courséNevin)

| would prefer that such training is fateface rather than online. If | were
better at computer, there would not be any problem with the training being

online or faceo-face.(Sevil)

One of the teachers emphasizthat there is a need for taking a course on basic
computer skills before participating in a CALL training regardless of its being face

to-face or online as she stated below:

Maybe, first of all, |1 should take a course on basic computer skills. | took
sud a course before but | guess it is not enough. | am not equipped with the
skills to attend an online training. But even if the training were-fadace, |

would still need to learn the basics of computer f{iSevil)

Some of the teachers who saidnt@ve difficult times during the training due to the

lack of computer proficiency suggested that such an online CALL training that is
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voluntary should inform the teachers about the computer skills required for the
training at the outset and thus involvedears equally computer proficient in the

training as two teachers highlighted below:

This is not a shortcoming but only a suggestion. Before the training started,
maybe you could have warned us that the training required some level of
computer proficiency. Of course, some people could follow the lessons. But
people like me had difficultiedf | had known that my computer skills are not
enough, | would not have participated. | think skill levels required for this
training should be explicated and only those having these skills should

participate (Nevin)

There was a teachehhmet He said | have been using this tool for years. |
know this and that. This demoralized me so much. Whenever he said
something, | got stressed. If we were at an equal level, | would not be so
disturbed by him. But while | am not even competent at usingah®uter,

he was talking abdwery high level things.Sevil)

A few teachers asserted that in order to cope with the difficulties of the online
training more easily, teachers can be put into groups with people they like working
with and get help from ehcother during the training. They argued that such a
grouping would help them learn better, interact more and get rid of stress as shown
below:

In a training like this, teachers can get into groups with teachers they want to
work with and thus share thgiwroblems within this group more easily. For
instance, during the live sessiondfifizlQ, | always phonedny friendto ask
about something | missed. | feel myself more relieved when there are people |
know in the training to whom | can contact in case oékgancies. We have a
good rapport and share a lot. If we worked together, we would not be under a

lot of stress(Nevin)
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| think | would feel myself more relieved if | had a friend who is
technologically more capable than me and we worked together dinéng
training. At first, one of my friends, who is good at computer was going to
attend the training and | was so happy. But later he could not attend so | was
under a lot of stress in the live sessions. If we had a chance to work with

peers who can help ui$ would be greatMelek)

Many teachers stressed that participant teachers came from different levels of schools
with different student profiles, which affected the level of interaction and sharing
among these teachers. Since they had different teacbimigxts, their application of

the training tools also varied drastically. As a remedy for this problem, they
suggested that an online CALL course should involve teachers from similar types of

school as they explicated below:

In order to benefit from thigraining fully, the participant teachers should
have similar student profiles so that they can apply what they learn in their
classes and share their experiences. When | am not able to apply something
and another teacher applies, it will be weird for ttieer teachers. But the
levels of the schools are different. | cannot do what others do in my classes.

Many variables are differentSévil)

In the training, there were teachers from different types of schools. If teachers
were from one type of school, tteonditions of these schools would be
similar and teachers would have more to talk about. But in our situation, a lot
of things were different. Maybe, a training like this can be given based on the
type of school. Schools with similar student profile amathhological

infrastructure can be grouped and given a training togdtiietek)

One of these teachers also highlighted that the content of the online CALL training
should be designed according to the varied needs of the teachers working at different
types of schools. This need was especially of great importance for teachers working

at vocational high schools as one of these teachers explained:
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In the content of the training, | could not find enough material that will attract
my st udent s 0dsomethimg likesgames, Which teaehdEmglish on
the sly. My students would not be interested in blogs. Their English level is
very low. My need was to find something about how to teach four skills via
internet. | wanted to find more interesting stuff foertage group, which

would not require high level of English but teaches them English in a fun

way. (Nevin)

Most of the teachers said that they did not feel themselves comfortable asking their
questions in public but preferred asking to the trainers on @moae basis. As a

solution for this problem, one of the teachers suggested the addition of office hours
in the design of the online CALL training in which teachers can ask their questions

directly to the trainers as shiei@datedbelow:

It was difficult to ask you questions in front of others in Edmodo. | did not
want others to realize that | could not do. Rather, | always preferred asking
my questions to you. | phoned you many times. That was great. But
sometimes | thought maybe you had other stufflaid not call you. If there

were question and answer sessions in which we can ask our questions to you

individually, it would be wonderfufG° k h u r

Nearly all of the teachers complained that they were notinfeltmed about the
communication tools, may Edmodo andWizlQ at the outset of the training
although there was information about these tools in the wikipage. They stressed that
for people who used them for the first time, more visuals and explanations were

necessary as they stated below:

In the first week, everything was up in the air. Edmodo was okay. In Wiki,
you said it was like Facebook. | understood that we would write something
there and see what others wrote as in Facebook. But | had no idea about

WizlQ. | really wished if there was a picaof theWizIQ platform or an
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example of what is done iWizlQ would be shown. If there were some

examples, it would be bett€Nevin)

| read abouWizIQ and Edmodo in Wiki. You gave descriptions of these, |
know. But they were not enough for me. | contat understand what we will

be doing inWizIQ. | wanted to see some videos or pictures. If | had these in
the first week, | would not be this much shock@delek)

For the balance between theory and practice, most of the teachers said that they
wanted mordocus on practice in an online CALL training. They posited that theory
should also be present for those interested and additional materials on the theory side

should be given on the condition that they are optional as commented below:

| liked the articleyou uploaded on the wikipage. | am interested in theory and
believe we should read such things. But not everyone likes theory so articles
can be kept optional. For those like me who like reading, additional materials

for reading can also be suggest@gknre)

| think it was good that we focused more on practice. But of course it is also
beneficial to provide theory as an additional material. Everyone cannot

understand theory. It depends on interest |g@dimel)

One of the teachers showed her need to learn about referencing and suggested that an

online CALL training should include some content on that as she stated below:

I read other teachersé blogs and found
ideas and theirs. | v8agoing to share some of these in my blog. If | wrote on

these in my bl og, would this mean steald.
from others? In a technology training like this, | would like to learn about

such things(Fatma

4.3 Reasons for Some & a ¢ h leeavsgthe Sudy

As a corollary of the analysis of interview data gathered from teachers leaving the

study,threecategories emerged concerning the reasons ®ra c her s not compl €
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the training. These were related to (a) computer skills (b) priorriexge in using

computetin theirdaily life orteaching(c) the timing of the training.

Akin to some teachers who encountered many difficulties during the training due to
the lack of computer skills, all teachers leaving the study except fomdicated

that they were natquipped with skills to use the compuezll enough to complete

the online training successfullwhich resulted in a lot of challenges and difficulties

as two teachers explained below:

| had many difficulties. | could not understand what to do. | could not do any
of the tasks since | used the computer very slowly. | even needed to get help
for ticking the boxes in the questionnaire. | had problems since | am not good
at using the computel could not open the article you uploaded. It was too
small and | could not zoom it. | could not write on et boardduring the

sessio . | felt myself terrible. (Yekim

| could not follow your instructions during the live session. | could not even
enroll in Edmodo. They were so complicated. Maybe those people using such
things can do but people like me who use a website like this first time can
have difficulties. Maybe this is a personal shortcoming. Maybe this is related
to computer proficiency ordeause of not being familiar witbomputer
(Nurten

Two of the teachers argued that prior experience in using computer in daily life or
teaching affected their success in the online CALL training. Due to lack of such an
experience, they found the trainingry challenging and had to leave the study as

they explicated below:

| do not use computer in my daily life. | am not a good user. | do not buy
from internet,do not use Facebook or any other social media. Also in my
classes, | use more traditional techniques. | use total physical response, for
instance. Technology is not a must. | do not use it for teaching. I also do not

know which technologies are being used how.(Nurten
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| did not estimate the training would be this hard. | guess it requires using
Word very often and being familiar with computer. | only use computer for
internet to find some vocabulary or grammar games for my students. | have
not used cht or Facebook. | also have not used WordPawerPointn my
classes. | want to but | do not know how to use th@sakbule

As also pointed at by some of the teachers completing the study, the timing of the
training posed a problem for one of the teashleaving the study. She, though

benefiting from the training, had to leave it since she did not have any time to spend
on the taining due to her busy schedule during the time of the training as she

discussed below:

| could not complete the training die my busy schedule. It would have
been better if the training were at a more free time, not at the end of the
semesterkEverything was great in the training but | would not have left it if |
had not had other things to d&evg)

44 Teacher so6 PtheTecanasfetability ofshe ©niine CALL
Training

Upon an analysis of data derived from blog reports and interviews, four categories
emerged as the factors affecting the transfer of knowledge and skills gained in the
online CALL training to the language adsroom. These were (a) perceived
competence for the transfer (b) issues related to MoNE (c) technological

infrastructure (d) a supporting school environment for technology integration.

At the end of the training, all of the participant teachers indicdedain sel
confidence about using technology in their classes. For the transfer of the
technological tools they learnt in the training into their classes, however, they stated
that they did not feel themselves competent for an immediate integratientiseyc

were in need of more time and practice with these tools as they explained below:

When | compare myself before and after the training, | see a big

improvement. At least, | think | can use technology from now on. However, |
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do not think I can use thteols of the training immediately in my classes. | do
not feel myself competenWizIQ, for instance, is quite familiar to me. But
still I need to work on that to use it in my classes. Digitalstory requires some
technical capabilities. | could not credt®n my own. | need to work on that,

too. Integration requires more experience and t{idevin)

Blogs, podcasts, mobile applications, all of them were wonderful. | plan to
use them in my classes next semester. In order to use bkxjsed for help
from my stucents. For using websites, | need to learn many things. | am not

proficient. But | believe | can do theg&®° k h u r

| cannot apply these things in my classes right now. | will wait for the
summer time. | need time and detailed planning. Firsholuld feel myself
competent at using these tools, and only then | can introduce them to my

students. They are all so new to rfidelek)

Two of the teachers pinpointed the availability of technological infrastructure as
necessary for the transfer of thehaological tools learnt in the training into the
classroom context. These teachers emphasized that without having access to
technological equipments, it was not possible to integrate technology into their
classes as they stated below:

Of course, it wouldbe great to use technology in my classes. But we do not
have any technology. The only thing we have is a blackboard and chalk. If we
had, we would definitely design technology integrated lessons. In these

conditions, we cannofSevil)

It is possible to se all these new things but only with a good technological
infrastructure. We do not even have internet at school. It is not feasible for me

to apply what | have learnt in my class@éevin)

Some of the teachers complained that classes were too crowdiéthgish lesson

hours were not enough for integrating the technological tools of the training into
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classroom context. They, therefore, emphasized that for an effective integration, the

lesson hours should be increased by MoNE as one of the teachersezkpkelow:

Our classes are crowded. Time is also not enough. We only have 3 hours for
English lessons. This is not adequate. How can | use technology in these
circumstances? When | take my students to the lab and give them

instructions, the lesson engdBatmg

Many teachers emphasized that the support of MONE was required especially for
teaching English online. They argued that in order for every student to have
opportunities for online learning, they should be provided with technological tools
and stablenternet connection by MoNE and online learning should be integrated

into the curriculum as teachers explained below:

| can uséWizlQ only with eager students, not with the whole class. To use it
with the whole class, MoNE should support distance legri@dtherwise, our

use of technology would be unofficial. Students are also unmotivated. But if
it were something regulated by MoNE, they would be more eager. For
instance, if we are teaching 40 hours, 2 hours of this time can be allocated for

online learnng. (Ahmey)

We cannot include all of our students in online learning since not all of them
have computers. It may be difficult for our students to have access to
technology. . Internet or computer is not available for most of them.
Technology is good butstly. MONE should give us support hefielelek)

Some of the teachers indicated that a school environment which supports the use of

technology was required for the effective integration of the new technological tools

learnt in the online CALL training intd h e participant teacher s
According to these teachers, the teachers, administrators and parents should believe

in the merits of technology infused lessons and online learning and support them in

their initiatives to integrate technology as tteachers highlighted below:
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The administration should first have a positive look at technology use. When
| want to use the lab, they should allow me. If teachers have a planned use of
the technological equipments at school, | can use the technologilisllski

gained in the training in my own classroorfizatmag

When | giveassignmentto my students, which require the use of technology

at home, other teachers may resist sometimes. Some of the parents also do not
want their children to use computer at hosiace they think it will be
distractive for them. These should change if | want to motivate my students to

learn online(Cemrg
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the major findings of the study will be presented in relation to past
relevant research and implications for practice will jppe@sented along with

suggestions for further research.

5.1 Major findings of the study

This study examined the factes affecting Engl i sh | angt
technology in their classrooms, their perceptions of the online CALL training they
received and the transferability of the knowledge and skills gained in the training into
classroom context. The results showdt teachers used technology to address
language skills only to a limited extent and their use of technology was affected by
many factors related to the availability of technological infrastructure, technical
support, technology friendly teaching matesjacurriculum, the lack of kservice
training effectively incorporating the teaching of technology and pedagogy, lack of
technology exposure during pservice education,the supporting school
environment and schowalise technology planning. Albeit to parochial extent,
teachers preferred using technology due to its préityigad time saving function.

The we of technology also enabled them to have access to authentic teaching

materials and motivate their students to learn English.

Regarding teacheds p e r £oé the onlioenCALL trainingn the study teachers
reported to encounter many difficulties during the training due to the lack of
computer skills necessaty besuccessful at online training. Lack of familiarity with
computes andthe interret in daily life and teaching arallack of prior experience
with using asynchronous and synchronous communication tools in addigdado

of prior experience with online training impinged upon their success in the training.
Due to the lack of computskills required for online training, teachers pointed at the
need for a situated CALL training which provideachers with ample chances to

learn and apply technological tools in their teaching contexts through-lamtisks
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and activities, which canebused as a springboard for taking online training as a later
stage. Teachers also indicated that thanks to the training, they learnt a variety of
technological tools to be used in language classes. They also gained motivation and

confidence about sustany their professional development in CALL.

For the transfer of CALL related knowledge and skills gained in the training, most of
the teachers highlighted that they did not feel themselves ready for an immediate
integration of technology in their classest were in need of more time and practice.

In addition to the need for more practice, they also substantiated the importance of
the requisite conditions for technology integration to be met such as the provision of
technological infrastructure, a suppogischool environment and an increase in the

lesson hours.

5.2 Teachersdé6 Technology Use in Language

The findings suggested that the participant teachers integrated technology into their
classes to teach language skills only to a limited extent bydim number of
variables affecting their technology use. The main factors affecting their technology
infusion were related to technological infrastructure, technical support, curriculum,
the availability of digital teaching materials, technological caepee, lack of in
service training and exposure to technology duringspreice education alongside a

supporting school environment.

When the technological tools teachers used were examined, it was seen that teachers
having the technological agpmentin their classes mostly used the computer and the
internet and the teachers having Fatih Project tools used the IWB and the internet in
order to access audiovisuals and listening materials such as videos, films, songs and
websites related to language leaghiend teaching. Some of the teachers used the
projector along with the computer to project visuals BoosverPointpresentations.
When Stanleyods (20183) comprehensive |

Cl

st

a S

of

language classes shown Table el ow I s exami ned, it becomes

integration of technology into their classes was quite limited. None of the teachers

reported to use blogs, voice recorders, text and voice chat, podcasts, online games,
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etc. in their classes. Notwithsthn ng s ome teacher sémaose of
mobile phones, their use was mostly not for instructional purposes and was in an ad

hoc manner without any prior planning to address any language skills. It can also be

said that technology was used nigias teacher tools rather than student tools giving

little or no space for incorporating students into the technology integration process.

Table 3. A List of CALL Tools. Reprinted from Stanley (2013)

The Internet Software Hardware
automatic translators apps CD-ROMs
blogs authoring software computer room
comiv-creator websites concordancers data projectors
iImagecreation software  ebooks digital cameras
instant messaging electronic dictionaries DVDs

news websites email interactive whiteboards
online games interactive fiction laptops
podcasts mind-mapping software mobile phones
poster websites music software mp3 players
social networks presentation software netbooks
survey websites quiz-making software  pen/flash drives
text and voice chat screercapture tools tablets

text and voice forums social bookmarking video cameras
video-sharing websites soundediting software voice recorders
wikis word processors webcams

These findings were corrobor aaxanhedlBy Kar a
English teachersdé6 use of technology wor k
questionnaire and interview. His findings, which showed that English teachers
mainly used the computer and the internet for accessing teaching materiasngrep
presentations and assigning homewoelaffirmed the findings of this study by
indicating that only a handful of teachers used wikis, blogs, course management
software and other computer technologies in their language classes although the
participantt eacher s were Mfdteacher coordinators
their colleagues in their regions on the computer technologies to be used in language

cl asses. By the same token, Akcaojlu (2
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Engl i sh t efdaechmadogyswas quite scarce in language classes and even

when technology was incorporated, it was mainly used as teacher tools as similar to

the finding obtained in this study. As a common theme revealed in these studies,
teachersodé |iofitedchmaleggyatcam be explained
knowledge and skills related to CALL technologies and the lack <eivice

training to provide them with these skills.

As the main reasons for technology use, the teachers mentioned the prachcality a
time-saving function of using technology, which was also revealed in earlier studies
(e.g., Zhao & Frank, 2003). The other reasons were that technology helped their
students improve their language skills better, motivated them to learn English and
enabéd access to authentic materials, which were corroborated by Lam (2000)
having the same findings in an interview with ten L2 English teachers.

Teacher comments revealed that the lack of technological infrastructure, resources
and materials were a greatpediment to their technology integration. Due to the

lack of computer, projector, stable internet connection and tablets, most of the
teachers including those teachers having Fatih Project tools in their classes
complained of not incorporating technologytd their classes. This finding was
substantiated by a vast number of prior international studies (e.g., Adelmaan

2002; Chen, 2012; Cuban, 2001; Egbert et al., 2002; Hadley & Sheingold, 1993;
Meskill et al., 2006; Mumtaz; 2000; Norris et al., 20@2Igrum, 2001; Rosen &

Weil, 1995; Sepehr & Harris, 1995; Yunus, 2007). The studiethenTurkish

context also reiterated the significance of technologidedstructurefor technology

i ntegration (e.g., Akcaojlu, GokdO &k ¢aj é@allt.ay
20009; Somy¢r ek et Tagrakc, 2006). CCOnsidering that the2 0 0 7 ;
participant teachers were from the capital city of Turkey, Ankamd from one of

the socieeconomically high districts in that city and still had problems relate
technological infrastructure, it can be asserted that the availability of technological

infrastructure still stands a common problem at schools in many different regions of
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Turkey, which requires immediate and prudent solutions as one of the foremost

factors affecting technology integration.

Lack of technical support was another pr
of technology into their classes. Teachers mainly capitalized on their students or
computer teachers to solve technical problemshmyt were in need of more stable
technical support. The vital importance of technical support was also voiced in a host

of studies in the literature indicating the pivotal need of teachers to be provided on
site technical Supparntt a@ze .2¢0.0,0 ; K &Sloémyksa yedk,
2007; Toprakci, 2006; Yunus, 2007; Weikart & Marrapodi, 1999).

As another dimension, curriculum related factors were highly emphasized by
teachers as affecting their technology integration. According to the teachers, the
heaviness of the curriculum and lack of time to use technology by dint of the reduced
number of English lesson hours were not conducive for successfully incorporating
technology into language classes. The national university entrance exam also resulted

in aloss of interest in English lessons and prevented teachers from spending their

time on using technology. Several researchers emphasized the incongruence between
curriculum and required conditions for technology integration in a myriad of studies
(e.g.el ttaay, ¢akerojlu et al., 2001,; Egber
al, 2006; Mumtaz, 2002; Top, 2007). In an examinationafmr vi ce t eacher ¢
CALL tools learnt ensuing a pieer vi c e CALL <course, Kéel
instance, found ut t hat teachersé technology inte
curriculum and national exams, who substantiated the importance of incorporating

teaching with technology into the curriculum.

Another problem highlighted by teachers concerning tecyyoinfusion pertained
to the lack of digital materials to be used in the teaching of four language skills.
Teachers mainly complained that the textbook provided by MoNE did not include
any digital components and support technology use. The teachers atihg
Project tools, on the other hand, reported that Hweok in the IWBs was not

interesting for their students due to the commonalities between the textbooks of the
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primary and secondary school . Somyg¢rek et a
digital materials in IWBs and the lack of support of MONE in providing teachers

with digital materials for teaching.

One of the prime reasons for teacherso | i mit
perceived computer knowledge and skills, which was nougim for effectively
incorporating technology into their lessons. This was mainly due to the fact that most

of the teachers did not receive any course or training on educational technology as

revealed in questionnaire data. As one of the teacherscommentdd2 . . Ther e shoul
beinservice training. I f the number of trainirt
fear of technol ogy wil/| decrease, I believe

provided inservice training on how to utilize technology, maitiye computer in

their classes since it was the most common technological equipment the teachers had

access to in their classes. Lack of confidence in the use of computer and lack of basic

computer skills were shown as hindrances to technology use byagm¢gachers in

a range of studies (e.g., Hong 2009, 2010; Lam, 2000; Yunus, 2007). The significant

role of inservice technology training also arose in a wide variety of international and
national studies (e.g. ArKk~e®Garetetl02®01;, ¢ajeltay

Goktak et al ., 2009; Hong, 2009, 2010; Kanay
& Plakans, 2008; Lam, 2000; Moore et al.,, 1998; NCES, 2000; Penuel, 2006;
Somy¢rek et al., 2009; Sumi , 201 1nys, Top, 2007

2007) as a requisite condition for technology infusion.

The teachers equipped with basic computer skills emphasized that they were in need
of in-service training, which is specifically focused on the teaching of technologies to
be used in languageadses to address four language skills. They indicated that such
training was absent and due to the lack of any formal CALL training, they had to
sustain their professional development in CALL with their own efforts in an informal
manner. Egbert et al. (2BPalso found that language teachers gained most of their
technological skills on their own. In addition, the absence of CALL training which

showcases effective use of technology for teaching language has also been
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emphasized by Hubbard and Levy (2006) who si t ed t hat it her e

both technical and pedagogical training in CALL, ideally integrated with one

anothero (p. €x) 1in or-pedagodgicecompetence o use e ac h
technology in their classes. In a similar vein, Kesslat lakans (2008) also

emphasized the importance of OCALL speci
enable them to gain O6contextual confi den:

A few of the teachers indicated that due to their ugeafnology during prservice
education, they felt themselves more competent at using technology in their classes.
Despite benefiting from technology exposure duringgaeice education, none of

the teachers had any mention of taking any CALL courserasgivice level
pointing at the lack of CALL focus in foreign language teacher education programs
in Turkey. Although the participant teachers had at least twelve years of teaching
experience, the situation does not seem to change even now since CAllLnsts
included as a must course in the curriculum of foreign language teacher education
programs. Along the same lines, through questionnaire data gathered from 108
TESOL MA graduates in the US, Kessler (2007) also found out thadepvece
teacher edcation programs were devoid of any CALL focus and hence these
graduates had to rely on informal means of professional development in CALL due
to the lack of CALL training during their pigervice education. By the same token,
there have also been a weatthearlier studies, which substantiated the importance

of CALL traininginpreser vi ce education for | anguage
integration (BaueRamazani, 2006; Egbert et al., 2002; Eskenazi & Brown, 2006;
Hegelheimer, 2006; Hong 2009, 201Kegssler, 2007; Peters, 2006 ).

As another facet of technology integration, some of the teachers emphasized the

i mportance of a supporting school enviro
teachers and the administrators do not support me, how csa teahnology? Of

course, each and every teaching practice of a teacher is greatly influenced by the
environment sThey argued that theé negative attitudes of the

administrators and some of their colleagues towards the use of technology for
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instructional purposes and the varying levels of technological competence among
teachers tended to inhibit the participant
effectively as they desired. In a similar vein, several studies highlighted the
significant role of school climate including the support of administrators and

colleagues on the integration of technology (e.g., Egbert et al., 2012; Hong 2009,

2010; Lam, 2000; Kar aca, 2011; Kel e-kaya,
2007).By virtue of the pivotalole of school climate in technology infusion, Hong

(2009) showed that the schools with L2 teachers who had more technology education

had more technology integration than other schools with fewer teachers receiving

training in technology, which pointed #te importance of teachers possessing

technological competence at schools for effective technology infusion.

Resonating with the findings of abewgentioned studies, Top (2007) stressed the

magnitude of &éa shared t ec harsthkehglgersini si ond ar

the process of technology integration. Specifically, a great body of research attested

to the role of administrators in providing support and maintenance as affecting the

success of teacherso initiatetval200%;, 0 use te

Kel é-kaya, 2012) . Confirming the findings ¢

revealed that L2 English teachers were greatly influenced by the school environment,

especially from the administrators in a negative way, who did not encourdge C

use and provide technical support. As a remedy to the problems related to regular

access to technological equipments, the teachers suggested the development of a

schoolwise technology planning, which was reaffirmed in a great number of earlier

studis (e.g., G¢lbahar, 2007; Somyg¢rek et al .,

53 Teachersdé Percept i omnirgfA SeduentaOnl i ne CALL T
Procedure for Online CALL Training

One of the most significant findings of the study was that a great majoritye of th

participant teachers suffered from a lack of computer skills to survive in the online

CALL training and ran into a considerable number of problems especially while

using the communication tools of the training. It was evident that teachers had
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varying levels of computer competency and for those devoid of the proficiency to use
the computer, the training was too challenging as one teacher highlighted the
insufficiency of her computer skills for

Ishouldleavée he training. The training was abo\

Teacher s éeveld offcomputee commpetency wdrghly emphasized in the
relevant literature as affecting the success of CALL course or training. In the
implementation of internet projects for-service EFL teachers in Siberia, Olesova
and Mel oni (2006) , for i nstance, poi nt ec
drastically and thereby suggesting that this should be taken into consideration in the
planning and design of any CALL training. In a #8an vein, Peters (2006)
emphasized that the pservice language teachers taking a CALL course had a wide
range of technological skills and this stood as a barrier to the efficacy of the course.

In an online preservice CALL course, BaueRamazani (200&lso referred to some
teacher candidates with Avarying | evels
of the challenges in the online course. Considering these, there is no denying that
computer skills are more vital in an online CALL training, whieguires certain
competences concerning the use of the computer and especially the various

asynchronous and synchronous tools inherent in the design of the online training.

As regards the substantial question of how much of the CALL training should focus

on the technical and pedagogical side, Peters (2006) found out that a single pre
service CALL course which melded the teaching of both the technical and
pedagogical skills failed to teach the teachers how to integrate these skills into their
teaching since ost of the time was spent on the teaching of technical skills and little

time remained for teaching how to use the technologies specifically for language
teaching. As revealed by Petersé finding
of language tedmers and the inefficiency of teaching both technical and pedagogical

skills in a single course demonstrated that CALL training focusing on the pedagogy

should take place only after a technical knowledge andiskslé is established. This
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assumption holdsue especially for an online CALL course, which requires a wide

variety of technical skills on the part of the teachers.

Due to the lack of computer skills, some of the teachers expressed their need to first
take a course on basic computer skills befeceiving online CALL training. They
emphasized that this training should be faeéace and expose them to a variety of
computer applications (e.g., Microsoft Office Programs). On the other end of the
spectrum, the teachers who did not encounter mudiniead difficulty during the
training stated to benefit from prior experience with using the computer, the internet
and asynchronous and synchronous tools in their classes or daily lives or taking an
online course beforehand as affecting their succes$i@nonline training. The
importance of basic or moderate level of ICT competence was reiterated in the
literature (Bekele, 2008; Erlich et al., 2005; Hukle, 2009; Menchaca & Bekele, 2008)
along with typing speed (Hukle, 2009), prior experience in usingtamet (Shih et

al., 2006), confidence in online technologies (Song et al., 2004) and the online

learning environments (Menchaca & Bekele, 2008).

Anot her substanti al finding of the study we
situated CALL course, whichincorporates real life classroom practices and
applications into their CALL learning. Most of the teachers indicated that such
situated CALL training would enable them to see the real life applications of the
CALL technologies and deal with the concomttparoblems they encountered during

the processes of integration more easily with the help of CALL experts. The
situatedness of a CALL course or training was either directly or indirectly mentioned
as a conceptual framework in a wide range of studies ayread body of CALL
researchers also designed their CALL course or training based on the premises of
situated learning. (e.g., Chao, 2006; Cutrim Schmid, & Hegelheimer, 2014; Egbert,
2006; Egbert & Brander, 2010; McNeil, 2013; Rickard et al., 2006).

Situaed CALL training was especially found to be worthwhile since the realities of
the real language classroom is quite different from the ideal classroom, which is

generally taken for granted in technology training. Concerning this divergence
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between the reand ideal language classroom, Egbert (2006) stated the following

stressing the importance of situated CALL training:

~

Aln real teaching situations, time is s
quickly, priorities have to be juggled and what we mid&to do is not always what

we areablet o do (p. 166). 0

By the same token, the teachers i n Mesk.i
expertinovice mentoring in their teaching contexts pointed at the importance of
Aimore time to | earn,rytdhexpgeriomdnt ,and
through HAexposure to real ttegpfoom ICALG s it u e
training. Along the same lines, the gmervice teachers taking a CALL course
acknowledged the value of the situated activitrethe course as a precursor for their

CALL | earning. Hubbard & Levy (2006) hav
to connect CALL education to authentic t
arising in CALL teacher education. Taken together, éhgtsidies substantiate the

merits of situated CALL training for iservice language teachers, who are mostly in

need of orsite CALL exposure and practice in their local contexts.

Despite the advantages of situated CALL training, there is no denyingriia¢ o

CALL training also hold many potentials for the training of language teachers as
evidenced by earlier studies (e.g., Balkamazani, 2006; Egbert, 2006). One of the
reasons for teachersd desire for situate
their lack of computer skills, their familiarity with fate-face mode and lack of

prior experience with online training. Another probable reason was their need to
learn and apply CALL in their local contexts since CALL learning outside the real
language | assroom can neglect the real i fe |
integration and result in knoWwow but not integration. Since the real teaching
contexts are surrounded by a considerably high number of challenges, it is not
always easy to incporate what is learnt in CALL training into their teaching

contexts. Considering teachersé feedback
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following sequential procedurean be stipulated to illustrate the path to online

CALL training as shown in Figer6:

Face-to-face training
on basic computer

skills

2

Subsequent face-to-face or
blended situated CALL
training (multiple times)

&

Online CALL
training

Figure 6. A Sequential Procedure for Online CALL Training

As shown in the Figure,8here should be several stages until L2 English teachers

reach the competency to receive online CALL training. The first stage should

encompass faew-face training which expose teachers to various computer

applications and provide them with basic comepuskills required for using the

computer and various synchronous and asynchronous communication tools

effectively as personal users. After the teachers gain these skills, they can prepare for

taking a faceo-face or blended situated CALL training whiphesents good models

of using CALL technologies in language classes throughitenCALL learning and

application

experts. For the success of thiocedureit is important to define theet of skills

n teacher so

c |

assroom

contexts

required for each stage, especially for the first stage so that teachers possessing the

required skills of a certain stage can move on to the next stage to upgrade his/her

knowledge and skills related to CALL.

The second stage can be idedilgnded instead of fade-face since the blended

CALL cour se

hol ds the potenti al t o

consol

synchronous and asynchronous communication tools learnt in the first stage and

bolster their familiarity with using ténology as learners of CALL. The second stage

should recur at least a few times until teachers feel themselves competent to pass the

third stage. At least two situated CALL training can be set as the minimum since
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teachers will be in need of having enowggtuated experience to use CALL in their

classrooms until the online experience.

In the third stage, considering that L2 English teachers have gained considerable
experience with using CALL in their classes and are equipped with the skills to be

successfuin the online CALL training, they can be conceived as ready for receiving

the online training. Similar to Baxds (2
stage in which technology is integrated
of every less n , l' i ke pen or booko (p. 23) as ttF

online CALL training should be the ultimate stage in CALL teacher education and be

ample in number and accessible to L2 teachers on a perennial basis.

Online training should subject teacketo a variety of cutting edge CALL
technologies. This training, however, should also go through many stages in itself.

The first series of online training courses should keep its situated focus by grouping
teachers from schools with similar characterssti.g., similar technological
infrastructure) and giving space-feor t ea
technology using practices in the design of the online CALL training. Taking the
varied teaching contexts of language teachers and itsiveegdfect on the success

of CALL training into consideration, it would be wise to have such a grouping of
teachers who share common problems and hindrances to technology integration.
After teachers gain enough experience with having online CALL traimhgh is

also situated, teachers can go on receiving online CALL training, which is not
necessarily with situated focus but designed for any language teadherhave

gained enough competence not only to use but also adapt new CALL tools learnt in

the CALL training to his / her unique teaching context based on his/her local needs.

In a situated online CALL course linking pservice and ifservice language
teachers, Egbert (2006), for instance, discussed how relevant the authentic
experiences in the realassroom context was to the needs of both parties and
enhanced their CALL related knelwo w . As regards teachersbod

CALL learning to their local context, Robb (2006) also emphasized the importance

125



of teacher autonomy tandxt eadh eornsed® si d beialrinti n ¢
(p.336) by finding ways to apply the new technologies learnt in a training course to

their contexts.

Ideally, in online CALL training, various Online Communities of Practice (CoPs)

wor |l dwi de whi ch obnstiescthnof ogiygr osapag | angua
(HansoRrSmith, 2006, p. 300) should be introduced to the L2 teachers and their

participation in these communities should be encouraged. Teachers should be given

guidance and help on how to benefit from these commesnibr their professional

development in CALL. Despite the great potential of these communities for

enriching CALL expertise, however, their voluntary nature can act as a hindrance to
teachersdé6 active participati ondissuasivet hese com
however, considering that-tiimamgdGAI RopbacRi0t
p. 339) and many language teachers have the motivation ttraselthemselves

(Kessler, 2006). These communities, therefore, can be presented to L2 teaehers as

great source and means for CALL learning. A national CoP can also be formed with

the help of keen CALL researchers and practitioners willing to devote their time and

energy to connect to Turkish L2 language teachers through constant sharing and

cooperabn.

Most of CALL training taks place in an informal and ad hoc manner (Hubbard &

Levy, 2006; Kessler, 2006) which prevents a unity among language teachers in terms

of having the skills and knowledge to use technology in their classes. It is, therefore,

important to regulate and integrate CALL training into thesenvice training

progam of language teachers through the support of MONE and make it compulsory

for all language teachers including novice and veteran teachers. All language

teachers should pass the afarentioned stages and get constant CALL training

introducing them to newtechnological tools. Reward mechanisms should be

devel oped to encourage teachersd active part
2006) along with AdAprofessional release ti meo

these courses (Rickard et al., 8RO
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Maybe more important than all of the steps discussed above, the initial step in the
initiatives of CALL teacher education should be to convince language teachers of the
importance and merits of using CALL in language classes. Given that teachers have
different beliefs about the value of using technology in teaching, it is no surprise that
some teachers will resist using it in their classes. Wong and Benson (2006), for
instance, posited that the teachers who meet IT late in their professional cangers ma

be affected negatively by their fAdeep ro
their initiatives of technology integration (p. 262). As another facet of the processes

of reconcilement with teachers, there is a vital need to present samples ofdgghn
integrated lessons to the teachers, which corroborate the value of CALL in language
teaching and | earning. Teachersdéd need fo
has been evidenced in prior studies (e.g., Dwyer & Sandholtz, 1991; Russell et al
2003; Sandholtz & Dwyer, 1997). To this end, CALL experts can model CALL
integration themselves, showcase videos or other audiovisuals related to CALL
lessons from different part of the world and get language teachers to gain some

insights about the pential of CALL technologies for language teaching.

5.4  Other lessons learnt from the online CALL training

The timing of the training posed a great challenge for teachers who could not spare
enough time for studying and practicing the tools of the trainingtalukeir busy

schedule at school. By virtue of this lack of time, most of the teachers could not do
weekly tasks and have an active participation in the training as one of them
explained: Al wish the trainingswauld be
could give my concentration on the traini
training should be designed at a more convenient time when they have more time to
study the training tools, for instance, at the beginning of the teaching seaeste

few of the teachers suggested. As an alternative voiced by some of the teachers, the
teachers should be given fAprofessional r
also desired by hservice teachers taking CALL training in a natigite initiatve

in Ireland (Rickard et al., 2006, p.203).
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Related to the technical aspect of the training, some of the teachers complained about

the lack of information on the required programs to be uploaded on their computer in

order to have a seamless online l@agrexperience in the training. Some of them

al so referred to some problems concerning tfF
6capacityd and O6speedd of the hardware and s
were highlighted in other studies (e.g.eMhaca & Bekele, 2008) as affecting the

success of participants in these environments. To this end, it is advisable to inform

the participant teachers of the required computer programs for using the synchronous

and asynchronous tools in the CALL trainimgthout any problems before online

training started.

To the observation of the researcher and thr
that teachers avoided from using the asynchronous platform Edmodo for sharing

ideas or asking agstions as one teachera i Itis hard to reveal that | am not able

to do in front of others. So | couldndét writ
her nonuse of Edmodo for sharing the technical problems she faced during the

training. Rather than using the Edmodo, snaeachers preferred contacting the

trainers directly via telephone. In a similar vein, some of the teachers expressed their

desire to meet the participant teachers-aekce before the training started in order

to feel as a community and have closdatrenship. In her online CALL course,

BauerRa maz an i (2006) also emphasized the signi
online courses and to address thi-s factor,
buil ding activitiesd anfdlonihgtablegn el ement s as
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Table4. The Ahuman f act o Réprintech frol@ BduéRamazahi i n e .
(2006, p.191)

Elements of the Human Factor

Personal contact:  urging participants to call or email the teacher immediately
even on weednds, to avoid frustration; meeting faceface
with on-campus students to solve problems; exchanging pl
numbers to facilitate group collaboration

Visual contact: teacherconstructed Web page with pictures and biographic
information about thearticipants; use of Webcam by teach
and students during online conferencing

Voice contact: voice conferences with the teacher and with group membe
audio comments in peer and teacher reviews of projects
(embedded in documents), audimails, telepbne

ACheckingchecking in with students
Afcome onlined; being invit
conference (text/voice/Webcam) with one or more student
students among each other to discuss projectscmutiateract
reported filoneliness in cy
characterization of fAonlin
or¢alf ed groupso, 1999)

Q&A forum: offering a weekly Q&A forum in the course site devoted to
student questions and answesisher pertaining to the tasks
directly or to technology in general

Virtual Cafe: a cyber cafe where course participants can discuss issues
directly related to the course

Constant vigilance: immediately checking in with students who fall behindheir
weekly Assignments
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The human factor described in the above ta
comments as a common denominator. Some of the teachers suggested office hours to

ask questions whereas some others expressed their desire to ushooel to

contact the trainers in lieu of usingrails. Teacher feedback, therefore, emphasized

the importance of addressing the human factor in online CALbitrgiin order to

create afriendlier and sharing learning community conducive for more effective

learning.

Reflection activity in blogs was found to be beneficial by teachers since it enabled

them to reflect on their |l earning processes
competence in using blogs as a reflection tool. Teacher reflection has arisen as a
commontheme in many CALL courses and training (e.g., Hoven, 2007; Meskill et

al., 2006; Slaouti & Motteram, 2006) as a valuable means for CALL learning

(Hubbard, 2008). Considering the feedback of participant teachers and relevant

literature, reflection in som@®rm can be suggested in the design of CALL training,

be it faceto-face or online.

A few of the teachers reported to benefit from the clear instructions of the trainers on

the steps of hanesn applications of training tools and the elaborate explamati

weekly tasks in the wikipage and thenails sent at the beginning of each week as a
checklist for weekly tasks. Trainerso6 ti mel
and the flexibility provided to teachers in the choice of some tasks and the

adjugment of deadlines were also highly valued by these teachers. The literature to

date has also emphasized the importance of setting clear expectations for the success

of online courses. (e.g., Abel, 2005; Baudtamazani, 2006; Bekele, 2008;

Chickering & Gans o n , 1987, tajeltay, Graham et al .,
found to be one of the most distinguished feature of online environments (Menchaha

& Bekele, 2008).

Related to the content of the CALL training, a few of the teachers made some
suggestions. Wo of the teachers expressed their need to learn about copy right issues

and referencing while using sources from the internet. Another teacher working at a
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vocational hi gh school and compl aining
learn English, dgired to learn more fun CALL activities such as online games to
attract her studentsod6 attention to the
importance of carrying out a needs analysis study with language teachers before
CALL training is conducted (Hbbard & Levy, 2006).

Despite the written explanation about the communication tools of the training,
mainly WizIQ and Edmodo in the Wikipage, some of the teachers noted that the
explanation was not informative enough, which resulted in a lot of panicti@sd s

for teachers especially in the first week of the training. These teachers had a desire to
be provided more information about these tools via more audiovisuals which show
the examples of the possible learning activities in these environments. Thilsng t
feedback into consideration, it is viable to present wide variety of materials giving
information about the training tools of the training before the CALL training gets

started.

5.5 Teacher Voices on the Transferability of CALL Knowhow to Real
Language dassroom

Teacher comments in the interview revealed that the onligeririce CALL training
enabled teachers to get to know new CALL tools and gain confidence about
integrating technology into their language classes. It appears that the CALL training
wasbeneficial for teachers since they stated to develop a knowledge arubskilto

use technology in their classes and got motivated to further their CALL competence
by participating in professional development activities related to CALL ensuing the
training. Some of the teachers also indicated that some of their ideas on technology
were challenged and underwent some changes as their CALL related knowledge and

skills proliferated during the training.

Earlier studies showed that training or coursework ALICenabled preservice or
in-service language teachers to expand their khow in CALL (e.g., Desjardins &
Peters, 2007; Hegelheimer, 2006; Olesova & Meloni, 2006). The literature to date
also showed that CALL teacher education helped teachers develitpeattitudes
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towards CALL (e.g., Kamhftein, 2000; Lam, 2000; Meskill et al., 2006; Peters,
2006), bolster their confidence about using some CALL tools in their classes (e.g.,
Desjardins & Peters, 2007; Meskill et al.,, 2006; Olesova & Meloni, 2008) an
challenge their ideas on the use of technology in language teaching (e.g., Chao,
2006).

Teacher voices in the blogs indicated that
skills gained in the CALL training to real language classroom was affected by many

factors such as perceived competence for the transfer, issues related to MoNE,
technological infrastructure and a supporting school environment. One of the most
apparent theme in teachersd reflection repor
to integate the tools learnt in the training into their classroom contexts. Nearly all of

the teachers pointed out that they needed more time and practice to feel themselves
competent for the incorporation of CALL tools of the training into their classes. This

need is certainly plausible considering that
to change teachers' practice either immediately or over time (Egbert et al., 2002,

p.113). As elaborated in tleequential procedure fanline CALL training, teachers

are in need of multiple CALL training experience, which should provide them with

situated CALL learning and esite support and guidance in their teaching contexts.

This will enable them to gain the competence to integrate technology into their

classes witlgreat confidence.

Teachers6 | ack of perceived competence to
training into their classes is in line with earlier research which says that one

technology course or training is not enough for integration of technologyafiDes

& Peters, 2007; Egbert et al., 2002; Meskill et al.,2002; Peters, 2006). As Meskill et

al . (2006) l ucidly explicates, AEf fective i
activity. What educators need to know when it comes to effective integratio

large part developed experientiallyinredihi t ut i on al pontng & x t s . (p. 2

the value of situated activity in CALL learning. The CALL training which starts with
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a situated focus in fag®-face or blended mode and continues in thénenform

will ideally enable teachers to gain the competency to infuse CALL into their classes.

Another dimension of the transferability issue can be further expanded by the

r e s e asrolsséreatiod and feeling that the tailoring of the content and wteuct

the CALL training to the teachersodéd teach
of the CALL training. From teachersd com
of the English syllabus, textbook, curriculum, and standing closer the teacbe
teaching contexts could have yielded more benefits for the teachers receiving the
CALL training. It is lucid to the researcher that no matter what the medium of the
training is, the training should be int
practices, which may not be sufficienly addressed in this study preventing the
transferability of the knowledge and skills gained in the training into real language

classroom.

Along with theproposed sequential procedure dotine CALL training, it is of

pivotal importance to rule out the barriers to technology integration and the transfer
of CALL competence gained in the training into the language classroom. Utmost
important is to improve the technological infrastructurthtoquality that teachers

have access to technologies and technicait@nsupport on a perennial basis.
Secondly, all parties including the MoNE, the colleagues and school administrators
should work in concert to create a collaborative school environcoaxucive for

effective technology integration.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This final chapter presents an overall summary of the study, elaborates on the
implications of the study for field of CALL teacher education and points at the

limitations ofthe study by proposing recommendations for further research.

6.1 Overall Summary of the Study

This study aimed at examining the factors affecting a sample of eigl@rvice
Turkish L2 English teach agesciassesrsleheiro f t e
perception of the online CALL training they received on a voluntary lzasisits
transferability to the language classraohhe findings demonstrated that the factors

that i mpinged on teachers6é technology 1in
literature to date. These factors were mainly related to the technological
infrastructure, technical support, digital teaching materials, curriculum, the lack of
in-service training effectively incorporating the teaching of technology and
pedagogy, lack ofethnology exposure during pservice education, supporting

school environment and scheaise technology planning. Mostly by dint of the lack

of in-service technology training that prepares teachers to use CALL in their classes,

the participant teachersene devoid of the knoslmow to utilize the affordances of
technology for language teaching and therefore, their infusion of technology was

quite limited to address four language skills and teach English via technology.

The online CALL training was found toeneficial by language teachers who pointed
out that the training enabled them to learn a variety of technological tools to be used
in language classes, gain setinfidence about integrating technology into their
classes and motivated them to sustairr thefessional development in CALL. The
participant teachers, however, suffered from lack of computer skills required for
being successful at online training and also reported lack of competence to integrate

the CALL tools learnt in the training into theclasses. As a remedy for these
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problems, asequential procedure foonline CALL teacher education has been
proposed with multiple stages and steps until L2 teachers receive online CALL
training to perpetuate their professional development in CALL orrenpil basis.
According to thisproposed proceduré.2 English teachers lacking basic computer
skills should first take a training course which exposes them to various computer
applications and equip them with the skills to use various synchronous and
asynchronous tools. Ensuing this stage, the teachers should be given-face or

ideally blended irs er vi ce training which situates
classroom contexts and provides teachers with ample opportunities for practicing
CALL in their dasses with the help of experts in CALL. After teachers receive this
type of situated CALL training a few times, they can be ready for online CALL
training which keps it situated focus but scaléisis focusdown gradually until
teachers take enough sitedtonline training courses to feel themselves competent to
integrate the technological tools of the training into their local contexts. In these
courses, they should also be informed about various online CoPs and learn how to

benefit from these communitiésr the purposes of language teaching.

6.2 Implications for CALL Teacher Education

This study, as a case study, strove to uncover contextual information about a sample

CA

of ei ght Turkish L2 English teacherso6 tech

language @ssroom through setéport data with the notion that any CALL training

cannot achieve success without the exploration of contextual factors impinging on
the teacherso use of technol ogy i n t hei
validating the findings foearlier studies has shown once again how vital it is to rule

out the factors acting as a barrier t o
important as the quality of the technology training they are provided.thtegefore

prudent to suggest thain order to enable language teachers to integrate CALL into

their classes, the mulfaceted nature of technology integration should be addressed

and an elaborate examination of contextual factors should be conducted along with

€ a

the possible solutionsamde medi es t o f oster teachers6 tech

CALL training.
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This study aimed at discovering the potential of online CALL training as a viable
means to train wservice language teachers on how to harness the benefits of CALL
in their classes. The notion of oné CALL training is a relativelpew concept and

if not any, there have been only few studies exploring its merits and pointing at its
pivotal role in the field of CALL teacher education. By virtue of the great advantages
online CALL training holds for the future of CALL teacher education, it is
worthwhile to test its efficacy for learning about CALL especially from the

viewpoint of teachers receiving such training.

Having a lot in common with the fade-face mode albeit, thelie no denying that
online CALL training differs from facéo-face training significantly in terms of
design principles among many others. Due to the paucity of research, there is little
empirical evidence on how to design online CALL training in a way a@imize its
potential for successful CALL learning. Getting a rich body of feedback from the
participant teachers concerning the communication tools and many other elements in
the online training, it yields valuable information about the design prinogblése
training to inform the future studies which attempt to deliver online CALL training.

Finally, the study revealed that there is a broad range of computer skills among in
service language teachers and not every teacher is equally prepared to rdoeve o
in-service CALL training which requires a set of computer skills on the part of the
teachers. In addition, the teachers have an immense need to learn and practice CALL
in situated contexts, which allows them to use CALL and see its effect in tbalir lo
context. To melt these concerns into one possible soluteeg@ential procedure for
in-serviceonline CALL training has been proposed with various implications for
CALL practitioners who desire to transfer the knbaw gained in the training to

their classes and also for CALL researchers who aim to test the veracity of the
proposed proceduréor preparing language teachers to use technology in their

classes.

137



6.3 Recommendations for further research

This study drew on selieport data collected throughterviews and reflection

reports written in the blogs by the participant teachers. Due to the lack of observation

of teachersd classroom practices, the resear
by teachers, which can be seen as a limitation of tlty sEurther research can

address this | imitation by including the obs
make sure that teacher reports are in conjunction with their real classroom practices.

I n an examination of te#eaasdes forangtancestke of t echno
observation data will be worthwhile since what and how of technology integration

reported by teachers can display differences in real language classroom. Also, the

substantial question of the extent to which the knowledgeskitisl gained in the

CALL training can be transferred to real language classroom can be better examined
through observing | anguage teachersd unique

The study participants were digital immigrants meeting technology late in their lives,
which can be an explanation for their lack of computer skills and unfamiliarity with
online technologies. Further research can engage in providing digital native teachers

an online CALL training and examine their perceptions of such training.

In this stug which proposes a sequential procedure fegarvice online CALL

training, the researcher suggested that this procedure is a viable means te train in
service language teachers through a multiple stage approach and to provide CALL
training for these teaels on a perennial basis. Further research can test the efficacy
and veracity of this procedure for CALL teacher education through its operation in
real CALL teacher training scenarios. In addition, the skill levels representing each
stage in the proceduskould be defined and communicated to the teachers to receive
the training that suits the skill levels he/she possesses. Instruments can also be

developed to measure which stage level each individual teacher belongs to.

The participat i megdfda stamedGALLcdUrsé pointed mtshe
i mportance of |l inking teachersd teaching con

be it online or faceo-face, therefore, should be built on considerable information
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about t he t eac h dhesufriculure, gthe textbaols theyuset thex t s
time |l eft for teachersdé use of technol og:
be insufficient in this study. Although this study introduced teachers to basic CALL

tools only, this concern still applies sinbe teachers are in need of training that is

integrated in their daily teaching practices and support these practices. This is an
important limitation that should be taken into consideration in any CALL training,

which should not be detached fromtheteachs 6 dai |y teaching pr :

of the medium of the training.

6.4 General conclusion

This study investigated the factors affe
use of technology in their classes, their perception of onlirgenvice CALL

training they took in a four week timand its transferability to the language
clasroom The findings pointed at the importance of providing language teachers

with constant and regular CALL training, which gradually equips them with the

competence to inggate CALL into their classes through a stege approach.

CALL teacher education, is undoubtedly, an alluring field for research and of pivotal
importance for preparing language teachers to adapt to the needs of tenftty

as professionals who cadearn, adapt and evaluate CALL tools and easily integrate
into their language classes. It is, therefore, important to investigate the potential of
various approaches to CALL teacher education and utilize their utmost benefits for

training language teachemmridwide.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Consent Form (In Turkish)

G°n¢l Il ¢ Katéel ém For mu

Yabancé Dil |l er Ej i ti mi BeIl ¢ mg °Jretim
danékmanl|l éjénda, Araktérma g°revlisi Beh
tezi kapsaménda y¢reégteéelen bu -al ékma, Mi
°Jret menlcrrtiaamlinarsé&med teknol oj i kul |l anma
bu kapsamda-2 9 Ar al ék tari hl eri araséenda al ac
g°r ¢kl erini ortaya -ékarmayé hedefl emekt
kat el an °T eeiménl ehamnht at ek onl ine akti

gerektirmektedir.
¢tal ekxmaya kateélém g°n¢ll ¢l ¢k esaséna day
araktéermayé yaréda bérakma hakkéna sahip

bir sonywél akmaykaacrak |l ar der . Kat el éeémcé bil
arakterma amaklareé i-in kullaneél acakter.
Kat él ém ve kat kel aréneéez i -1in - ok tekekl
kull anarak araktérmacé ve danékmaneée il e |

Danékman: Prof . Dnail gol@G@metieeduSiEEL: 312 210 40, e
05

Ar akt ér mac é: Ar ak. G >mail: cela@metu.edu,tTELYy da S o
0312 210 3&@8

Bu -al ékmaya tamamen g°n¢ll ¢ olarak kat él
yaréeéda kesip -ékabileceji mi biliyorum. Vi
yayémlarda kul |l ané.l maFscrnneu kdadlud u rewdp yiomn zuar
sonra uygulayécéeya geri veriniz).

Katt | é mc énén:

ADI SOYADI : eééeeééeeéeeééeeceéece.

T A R K-H/3---/-----

Kmz a
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APPENDIX B: Pre-interview Questions (In Turkish)

Preinterview questions in Turkish are the following:

1. Dil ©°jJretirken teknol ojii kull andéj énéez ol
2Dil °Jretirken ni-in tekunrkaolrajliayrié nk uflalrakn deé noé
durumunda teknol oj i kull anma uygul amal ar éneéz
3.DI°fJretirken teknol oj i kull andéj @8aézda herh
zorluk/ zorlukl ar teknol ojiyi kull anmanézeé he
4 . Sizce dil °Jretirken teknol oj i kul I anmak
Teknolojinindil® J r et i mi nde naseél Dbir rol¢ ol dujunu d
5. ¢al éextéjéenez kurumda dil °Jretirken tekni
destek sajlanéyor mu? Nasel bir destek sajl
isterdiniz?

6 . Ok u | I dadeedierkkinm| @of i tikml |l anéména y°nelik
°Jretmenl erin, °Jrencilerin, velilerin tutunm
7Di | °Jretiminde teknol oj i kull anmaya nas e |
gel i Kiminizi naseéel devam ettiriyorsunuz?

8 . Bir °jJrefPfimeetomateknol oj i si al anendaki ge
nedir?

9. Okulunuzda Fati h projesi uygul andée meé?
ara-|laré séneéeféenezda kull anéyor musunuz? Nas

10. Fatih projesindekietk nol oj i Kk ar a- lblamuéveya olkmsuzl an mane z €

y°ndekil eyen et menler var médér? Bunlar nel e
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Pre-interview Questions (In English)

Preinterview questions in English are the following:
1. Have you ever used technology while teaching English? If yes, in what ways?
2. Why do you user do not use technology in their classes while teaching English?

If the conditions were different, would your technology using practices differ in any

way?

3. Have you encountered any difficulties while using technoladiyle teaching
Englishin your classes? If yes, have these difficulties affected your technology use

in any way?

4. To what extent and in what ways do you believe the use of technology in language
classes is important? What is the role of using techndimgieaching language for

you?

5. Is there any support provided to the teachers who would like to use technology for
teaching English in your teaching context? What kind of support is provided? What

kind of support would you like to get?

6. What is the witude of the school administratoeg your schooltowards the
educational use of technology? What are the attitudes of your colleagues, students

and parents?

7. How did you start using technology for teaching English? How do you perpetuate

your profes®nal development in this area?

8. What is your attitude towards the advancements in the field of educational

technology?

9. Is your school equipped with the Fatih project tools? If yes, do you use the project

tools in your classes? How?

10. Are thereany factors affecting your use of the Fatih project tools in a positive or

negative way? What are these factors?
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APPENDIX C: Questionnaire: Technology Use in English Lessons

TECHNOLOGY USE IN ENGLISH LESS50NS

Dear English teachers,

This questionnaire aims to gather some demographic information about you and also uncover
information about the technology use in your classrooms. It is interested in your genuine ideas
and practices in the classroom so please try to give as much accurate and detailed information as
possible while answering the questions. Please note that the data being collected will be used
only for research purposes. Your participation will be kept confidential and your responses will
be kept anonymous.

Please, send the questionnaire to ceyda@metu.edu.tr when you complete it.

Thank you very much for your contributions.

Behice Ceyda Songil
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PART I: In this saction, you will see some items relatad to the integration of tachnology in your

classrocoms. Please choose the number that best desribes you.

Example 5 4 3 x| 1

Technology integration: Using computers to support students as they construct their own knowladge
through the completion of authentic, meaningful tasks.

Examples: Students working on research projects, obtaining information from the Internet,
students constructing Web pages to show their projects to others, students using apglication
software to create student products (such as composing music, develoging PowerPoint
presentations, daveloping Hyper Studio stacks).

Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Agree

“'|strongly Agree

-
[
B
A

1. | feel confident that | understand computer capahbilities
well enough to maximize them in my classroom.

Ln
-
[
B
A

2_ | feel confident that | have the skills necessary to use the
computer for instruction.

3. | feel confident that | can successfully teach relevant 5 4 3 2 1
subject content with appropriate use of techneology.

4_| feel confident in my ability to evaluate software far 5 4 3 2 1
teaching and learning.

5. | feel confident that | can use correct computer 5 4 3 2 1

terminology when directing students’ computer use.

6. | feel confident that | can help students when they have 5 4 3 2 1
difficulty with the computer.

7. | feel confident that | can effectively monitor students’ 5 4 3 2 1
computer use for project development in my classroom.

&. | feel confident that | can motivate my students to 5 4 3 2 1
participate in technology-based projects.

a, | feel confident that | can mentor students in appropriate | 5 4 3 2 1
uses of technology.

10. | feel confident that | can consistently use educational 5 4 3 2 1

technology in effective ways.

11. | feel confident that | can provide individual feedbackto | 5 4 3 2 1
students during technology use.

12. | feel confident that | can regularly incorporate 5 4 3 2 1
technology into my lessons, when appropriate to student
learning.
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13. | feel confident about selecting appropriate technalogy
for instruction based on curriculum standards.

14, | feel confident about assigning and grading technology
hased projects.

15. | feel confident about keeping curricular goals and
technolegy uses in mind when selecting an ideal way to
assess student lzarning.

16. | feel confident about using technology resources (such
as spreadshests, electronic portfolios, etc) to collect and
analyze data from student tests and products to improve
instructional practices.

17. | feel confident that | will be comfortable using
technology in my teaching.

18. | feel confident | can be respansive to students’ needs
during computer use.

19, | feel confident that, as time goes by, my ability to
address my students” technology needs will continue to
imgrove.

20. | feel confident that | can develop creative ways to cope
with system constraints (such as budget cuts on technology
facilities) and continue to teach effectively with technology.

21. | feel confident that | can carry out technology based

projects even when | am opposad by skeptical colleagues.

PART 2: In this section, you will see some items related to your attitude toward technalogy. Please

choose the number that best desribes you.

i
g
&n
o g
2l |3 S
1]
= u =
= = v 5
W | v o B 5
E| & B ] 2
£l |5 |5 |3
1. Technology makes my professional work mare difficult. 5 4 3 2 1
2. Using computers for learning takes students away from 5 |4 3 2 1
impartant instructional time.
3. Computers should be as important and available to 5 |4 3 2 1
students as pencils and books.
4.1 am confident using technology as & learning resource. 5 |4 3 2 1
5. | feel out of place when confronted with technology. 5 4 3 2 1
6. | do not believe the guality of Englizh education is 5 4 3 2 1
improved by the use of technology.
7. | am concerned that technology may interfere with student | 5 4 3 2 1
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interaftions.

B. There is not enough time to incorporate technology into 5 |4
the subjects | teach.
4. | really enjoy using computers and the Internet 5 |4

instructionally.

10, Students should be able to use computers to help them 5 |4
zolve problems in English.

11. Students can use computers and technology to help make |5 | 4
informed decisions.

PAHT 3. BACKGROUMD INFORMATION

Please fill in the demograghic information below.

Name:

1. Age:

2. Gender: Male I:I Female I:I
Teaching Bockground

3. Years of Teaching Experience:
4, izrades you have taught up to now: grades (e.g. 4th, 5th, et )

5. Currently teaching: grades (e.g. 6th, 9th, etc)

&. The name of the schogl you work:

Fducational Background

7. Degree

University degree(s): Indicote whether the degrees are completed ar in progress
B.A iR

B. Ed. in

MLA TN

Ed.Din

rore []

teaching certificote I:I
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other I:'

2. took a course in educational technology? yes I:l never I:l
which one (s}
3. received any OIther training in educational technology (i.e. workshops, seminars, etc.)

yes |:| never |:|

10. attend conferences on L2 teaching? yes |:| no |:|

read journals on L2 teaching? yes I:l no I:l

belong to any professional teacher associations? yes I:l no |:|

Personal Use of Technology

11. do you have T\.-’I:l VCR I:l cassette player I:l CD player I:l
DVD player I:l electronic organizer I:l cell phone I:l
computer I:l - at home I:l at work I:l
Internet access - via I:I phone I:I cable

12, (if have computer ) primary use(s)? word processing e-mail newsgroups

games |:| personal finance |:| surf Internet |:| Web publishing I:l chat rooms I:l
ather I:l

how often? less than once in a week I:l 1-2 times in a week I:l 3-4 times in a8 week I:l

5 or more times in a week I:l
Technology in Your Classroom
13. Does your current schoaol provide you with a computer for your personal use in the classroom?

Yes I:l Mo I:l

13.1. If yes, does your computer have access to the Internet in your classroom?

Yes I:l MNo I:l

14, Please, check from the following list all those technology resources available in your classroom:
___Teacher computer TV __WCR __DVWD ___ Student computers
___Cwverhead projector ___Computer projector LaserDisc player ___ CD/Cassette player

Other. Please specify:

15. Does your school have a dedicated computer lab? Yes l:l MNo I:I
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15.1. If Yes, how many computers does it have for your students? computers students
15.2. If Yes, how often do you take your students to the lab? __ Times a week ___ Times a month
16. Have you ever used a computer to conduct lessons in your classroom? Yes I:l No I:l

17. Do you integrate technology into your lessons whenever possible? Yes I:l Mo I:l

18. On average, how many times per week do you use technology in your classroom lessons?

days a week  never

PART 4. Time Preference for Live session

Every week, we will have live sessions in which we will meet face to face in an online platform (in
WizlQ), learn some technological tools and have some discussions together. Which of these sessions
do you prefer attending?

Thursday {from 8.00 p.m.- 9.00 p.m.) I:I

Sunday (from 2 p.m-4 p.m.) I:I

PART 5. INTERVIEW

Would you be willing to participate in an interview (in Turkish) at a time you choose betweean
December 2 and 9, 2013 (next week)?

Yes I:I No I:I

If yes, would you prefer it to be online or face to face?

Online I:I Face to facel:l

Mote: If face-to-face, the interviewer will visit your school.

MANY THANKS FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION &
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APPENDIX D: Postinterview Questionsfor the Teachers Completing the Study
(In Turkish)

The following are the interview questions for those completing the training.

1) E] i thiopyunc a zorlukl arl a karkél akt énez

zorl ukl arl a nase¢él m¢cadel e ettiniz?
2) EJ it i mi berakmaye hi - d¢e¢kegndengz

a-ékl ayenéez.

me

me¢ ?

3) Onl i ne ej i timdinni lzak eondlai nled& abdar dhearzséri - i

hissediyord n u z ? Online bir ej i ti mi bakar eyl

d¢kéenegyor muydunuz? Neden?

4) Online ejitime hazeér olukunuzu ne gi bi a k
°nerileriniz var me?

5 EJ i ti min i -eriJini (haftal ék i Kl enen ko
9 rendijiniz teknolojik ara-1I|are dil 7 r
buldunuz?

6) EJjitim, yeni teknolojik ara-Ilar °Jrenmeni

7Y Edmodo kull anma deneyi mini zi naseéel tarif
a) Kull anéerken zorluk yakadénéz mée? Bunl ar
b) ¥jrencilerinizle kullandénéz mé? Naseél b

kull anmayeée de¢e¢Kenegr M¢Séne¢z? Hangi am
dée¢Kenersenegz?

c) ¥Jrencilerinizle kullanmak i-in kendini
d Edmodoyu, sénéf i -kadaietkiebduldwuzmi sajl amakt :
e) Ders i-erifji veya kullandéejénéz teknolo
payl akténéz mée? Edmododa payl akémda bul
neler etkiledi?

8) WizliQkul | anma deneyi minizi naseél tarif eder

How would you describgour experiences afsing WizIQ?
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a) Kullanérken zorluk yakadénéz meée?

b) ¥ rencilerinizle kul |l anma Kanseéneéez 0
d¢kKegnegyor musunuz?

c) ¥Jrencilerinizle kullanmak i-in kendil

d WizlIQdi , sénéfjliamakt ®@tneaiknmdara et ki | i b

99 Ceyda ve Sedat hocayeée eHowddyeurdindohe ar a k
trainers’E] i t menl er i n

- Ders i-erifjJi ile 11 gildi sundukl ar é&
yonl eri nel erdir?

- Teknolojik desteks aj | amakta bakareéel é ve yete

nelerdir?
- Geribildirim vermekte bakareéelée ve ye
- Séneéf - Il eti ki mi sajl amakta baxks
nelerdir?

- Kl eti ki m ar a--posta, éBthedo, (WzIQ)n leuflannmakta e
bakarél é& ve yetersiz buldujunuz y°nl
- Bunl ardan bakka bir konuda deste]
i htiya-|larénéz ne oranda karkélande?

l0)Bundan sonra bakka online ejitimlere

Neden?

1)Bu emi & il gili faydaleée buldujunuz «keyl

12)B u ejitimle ibgi i eksik bul dujunuz

d¢e¢kendeg] é¢neégz kKeyler neler ol du?

13)Haft al ek °devl eri i -eri k ve i K y¢gke a-
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14)Teknolojik problemleriyadaedr sl e 1 1 gi |l i sorul arénézé eji
kat el eémcél aWziQ6 cked mpdhaddha ol uyl a payl akt e
Payl akt éeéysaneéez hangi konul ar da payl akt ér

nelerdir?

15 Di Jjer ©°jJretmen katéel ameé!| adrelfjeerdleandi rl gor

Bu ejitimde kendini zi bir toplul ujun oy
d¢kegneceni zi neler etkiledi?
16)Onl i ne bir ejiti mi bakaréyl a tamaml adéneé:

defa alacak ol an bir bHuawsanuZmcéya ne gi bi

17)B u ejitimde °Jrendijiniz teknol oji k ar a

dée¢Kéenegyor musunuz? Naseéel ? Kul |l anmayé d
nelerdir?

18)Bu ejitim sonrasénda teknolojinin dil efj
gel i Ki mi ntiizri medyeiv adw, keggn¢yor musunuz? Naseéel
195 0Onl i ne ejitimde kull andéjéemez -aka] édaki

kateléemcée ve t¢m kat él emceéel ar arasénda d

kadar et kil i ol dujunu d¢gkegnégyorsunuz?

e-mail:

wiki:
Edmodo:
WizlQ:

Blog:

Cep telefonu:
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200Her hafta blogda rapor yazma aktiwvit
katkéséné g°rde¢gnegz mg?
21)0Onl i ne ejitimde Y ¢ Z yéze ol an ej] it

bejenmedijiniz keyler neler ol du? Bun

al érsanéz, bu ejitimin online mé yoks
Neden?
22)E] i t i mdekii teor.i prati k dengesini nas

fazla ajéerl ek veajéeEmesdpkpnggagbnan mysunol
PostInterview Questionsfor the Teachers Completig the Study (In English)

1) Have you ever encountered any difficulties during the training? What were
these difficulties? How did you cope with these difficulties?

2) Have you ever considered leaving the study? If yes, what are guns®a

3) How ready did you feel yourself for an online training at the beginning of the
training? Did you believe you can complete the training successfully? Why?

4) What kinds of activities do you believe would enable you to feel more ready
for the online traimg? Do you have any suggestions for this?

5) What do you think about the weekly content of the training? How relevant do
you think the content is for your needs related to teaching English via
technology?

6) To what extent do you believe the training enabled o get to know new
CALL tools?

7) How would you describe your experiences of using Edmodo?

a) Have you experienced any difficulties? If yes, what were these
difficulties?

b) Have you used Edmodo with your students? If yes, how was your
experience? If not, do yqulan to use? In what ways?

c) Do you perceive yourself competent enough to use Edmodo with your

students?
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d) How effective do you believe Edmodo was fostering interaction among
the participating teachers?

e) Have you posed any questions related to technical pnsbla course
content in Edmodo? If yes, what kinds of questions did you ask? If not,
why did you not?

8) How would you describe your experiences of using WizIQ?

a) Have you experienced any difficulties? If yes, what were these difficulties?

b) Have you usedWizlQ with your students? If yes, how was your

experience? If not, do you plan to use? In what ways?

c) Do you perceive yourself competent enough to use WizlQ with your

students?

d) How effective do you believe WizIQ was fostering interaction among the

paticipating teachers?

9) To what extent do you believe the trainers were successful at providing

-support related to the course content

- technical support

-feedback

-an interactive learning environment to the participating teachers

and using the communittan tools?

Did you need any support other than these? To what extent were these needs

met?

10)Would you volunteer to attend other online trainings from now on? Why?

11)What features of the training do you believe was beneficial for you?

12)What features of theraining do you believe can be improved about the

training?

13)What do you think about the content and workload of the weekly tasks?
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14)Have you shared the technical problems or your questions related to the
course content in Edmodo, WizIQ or viamail? If yes, what were the

guestions mostly about? If not, what were the reasons of not sharing?

15)How do you rate the level of communication between you and the other
participating teachers? Did you feel yourself as part of a learning community
during the training What affected this feeling?

16)You completed the online training successfully. Do you have any suggestions
for the teachers who will receive this training for the first time?
17)Do you plan to use the CALL tools you learnt in this training in your own

classrom? How? If not, why not?

18)Do you plan to perpetuate your professional development in the field of
CALL ensuing this training? How?

19)To what extent do you believe the following communication tools we used
during the training yielded success at fosterinteraction between the
trainerteachers and among the teachers?

e-mail:

Wiki:
Edmodo:
WizlQ:

Blog:

Mobile phone:

20)Do you believe writing reflection reports in your blog was beneficial for you

in any way? If yes, in what ways? If not, why not?
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21)What did youlike or not like about the online training compared to faee
face training? If you receive a training about technology in the future, would
you prefer it to be online or fade-face? Why?

22)What do you think about the weight of the emphasis put on thaody
practice during the training? Would you like to have more emphasis on the

theory or practice? Why?

176



Postinterview Questionsfor the Teachers Leaving the StudyIn Turkish)

The following are the interview questions for those who did not complete

training.

1) Ejitim boyunca zorluklarla karkeéel ack

zorl ukl arl a nase¢él m¢cadel e ettiniz?
2) Onl ine ejitimin bakénda kendinizi 0
hi ssediyordunuz? Onl i ne bir =271 ti mi

d¢kéegnegyor muydunuz? Neden?

3)yOnline ejitime hazeéer ol ukunuzu ne ¢
konuda ©°nerileriniz var me?

4) Teknolojinin dil ©°jJretiminde kull ané
Yyézyéize mi ol maséené tercih ederdiniz
5 Ej iitiamaml amamanézda neldardikd | i ol an et me
6) Bu ejitimle ilbgi i eksik bul duj unu

d¢e¢kendeg] ¢negz kKeyler neler ol du?

7YBu ejitimle ilgili faydalé bul dujunu

Postinterview Questions for the Teachers Leaving ta Study (In English)

1) Have you ever encountered any difficulties during the training? What were
these difficulties? How did you cope with these difficulties?

2) How ready did you feel yourself for an online training at the beginning of the
training? Did you Blieve you can complete the training successfully? Why?

3) What kinds of activities do you believe would enable you to feel more ready
for the online training? Do you have any suggestions for this?

4) Would you prefer this training, which is about the usetemfhnology in
language teaching to be fateface or online? Why?

5) What are the reasons for your leaving the training?

6) What do you think was insufficient or can be improved about the training?

177



7) Have you learnt anything from the training? If yes, which fesstwf the

training have been beneficial for you?
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APPENDIX E: Invitation Letter

Dejerli ¥jretmenler,

Orta Doju Teknik | niversitesi Yabanceée Di

taraféndan bir y¢ksekEjliitsiam sKurewml akraénsdaam

d¢zeyinde (9,10, 11, 12. sénéfl ar) -al exkar
teknol oj i kull anéména y°neli k bir ejitim
online olacakteéer ve ©°]J raentanhearr|lée rtiann éyyeenpi, t
ama-|l arénda kull anmal aréné sajlamayé heodo
g°n¢ll ¢ ¢ne dayanmaktadér . Ej i ti mi bakar
Tekni k | niversitesi Yabancé BmllsemrtEfI1 ki
verilecektir. Haftal ék program ve °jJretn
akajéeda veril mekt edi rceydaaetieedieadrésniléveya b i | d i
telefon yoluyla (031221038 ) il eti kim sajlayabilirsirt
1. Hafta

-Introduction to Computer Assisted Language Learning

-Creating and Using Blogs in Teaching Language (Blogger and Wordpress)
-Using RSS Reader

2. Hafta

- Online Communities of PractiGeCreating and Joining @ine Groups (Webheads,

APACALL, Facebook groups, Yahoogroups, Googlegroups)
- Online Conference Tool8\(izIQ)

-The use of wikis in English Language Classrooms (Pbworks, Wetgagugle

Documents)
3. Hafta

-Mobile Learning (tablePCs, cell phones)
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- Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) (Synchronous and Asynchroious)
Message Boards , Forums, Instant Messaging Services (MSN Messenger, Yahoo

Messenger, Google Talk, Skype, Facebook, Twitter)

- Creating and publishing a web page

4. Hafta
- Online Presentation Tool (prezi)

- Digital Storytelling

- Podcasts
Aktiviteler
Yukar eda belirtilen ej i tim, °Jretmenl erin
aktivitelere dahil ol malarénée gerektirmekted

online bir ortamd bul ukup 1 saat canl é konferans j
teknolojik wuygul amal aré uygul adékl areée tasklIl e
°Jrendi kl er i czerine reflectionlar yazmayé

alacak aktividéerl.erden ol ukmakt a

Saygeéel ar éml a
Orta Doju Teknik | niversitesi Yabance Diller
Arak. G°r. Behice Ceyda Cengi z

e-posta:.ceyda@metu.edu.tr

Tel: 0312 210 36 28
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APPENDIX F: Weekly Tasks

Pre-training (November 25December 1)
In pretraining, it is advisable that you do the following before Week 1.

1- To be a member of our class in Edmodo called "Technology for Teaching English’,
e (Qoto https://edmo.do/j/beeggqw

e sign up for free (Steps:-Xhoose: | am a teache&?- Choose a title, write
your name, surname;meail, password, tick the box, join)

e join the class

2- To attendthe live sessionin WizlQ, you will be sentan e-mail with a link on
December,2Click thelink andattendthe classof thelive session.

3- You will be e-maileda surveywhichaimsto uncovermoreinfo aboutyou (e.g,
whereyou arefrom,youryearof teaching familiarity with technologyetc.).E-mail it
backto ceyda@metu.edu.tvhenyou completeit.

Weekl (Decembef-8, 2013):Firstintroductionsandgettingstarted

CHECKLIST: Please, consider the objectives below as a checklist and make sure
that you have done all of the following until the deadline of Week 1 tasks. (Deadlines
are n the navigator menu in the right)

Objectives of Week 1 By theendof Week1, youwill have..........

e JoinedEdmodoandintroducedyourself
e JoinedWizlQ

e Attendedlive sessionn WizlQ

o Completedasurvey

 Readanarticle

e Createdyourown blog

o GottenaFeedlyaccount

e Writtenareflectionreport
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Task 1: Joining WizlQ

You can do this task on the sessionday (Thursday or Sunday). It is advisable
that you go to theselinks before the sessionstarts (fifteen minutes earlier). On
SESSIONDAY, click launch to attend the session.

ThursdaySession:Go to http://wwwWizlQ.com/onlineclass/152152bveek1-live-
classandbecomea memberof the live sessionwhich will be held on Thursdayat 8
p.m.(Decembeb, 2013)

Sunday Session: Go to http://www.wizig.com/onlineclass/15215338veek1-live-
classon-sundayandbecomea memberof the live sessionwhich will be held on
Sundayat2 p.m.(DecembeB, 2013)

Task 2: Attending the live sessionn WizIQ
Contentof the session:

o Teacherswill hold a discussioron the useof technologyin languageclasses
answeringhefollowing questions.

- Is theuseof technologyneededn languageclassroomsWhy?
- Whatkindsof technologicatoolsaretheyusingin their classes?
o Teachertrainerswill showyou how to createa blog pageand useits main
features.

o Teachertrainerswill give somesuggestionon how languageteacherscan
useblogsin their classess.

o Teachetrainerswill showyou howto createa Feedlyaccount.

Task 3: Joining Edmodo and Introducing Yourself there

Go to Pretraining and becomea member of our classin Edmod by going
to https://edmod@omand to find our class, use our group code, whicwiBamt
Under the post called "Introduce yourself', write a few things about yourself and
your expectationgrom this training. You canfollow this structure:3 Personallhings
aboutme (name theinstituion you work, the level your areteaching)2 thingsabout
my students,lthing | want to improve in my teachingMy expectationsrom this
SESSIOMare.......cccceeeennn.
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Task 4: Readings

Readthe article on digital nativesandimmigrants.Whiledescribingyour learnersin
the abovetask in Edmodo,you can refer to the article if it applies.Click hereto
downloadthearticle.

Task 5: Survey
If you have already done this task in fn@ning, skip this task. Ihot, fill in the
survey that was sent to you byrail. This survey aims to uncover more info about

you (e.g, where you are from,your year of teaching, familiarity with technology etc.)
so that we can get to know each other better.

Task 6. Creating your own blog

Create your own blog with Wordpress and post the link to your blog in Edmodo.
Your blog can have any content (eapout your personal life, professional life, etc.)
Task 7: Getting a Feedly account

Get a Feedly account and add theeoth t eacher sé bl og pages
The instructions for getting a Feedly account will be given in the live session.

Task 8: Writing Reflection Report 1 in your blog

In your blog page, reflect on Week 1 by referring to the following qoestilt is
enough that you write one paragraph in total.

- Have you benefited from Week 1? What have you learnt?

- Do you think you will apply what you learnt in Week 1 to your classes? If yes,
how? If no, why?

- Which technological tools do you think igffatult or not possible for you to apply

in your classes? Why?

Week 2 (December 95, 2013): Getting connected to Online Communities
Objectives of Week 2 By the end of Week 2, you will have ..........

o Attended a live session WizIQ

¢ Learnt abouDnline Communities of Practice
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e Learnt Online Conference Tools

e Learnt the differences between Wikis and Google Docs

o UsedWizlQ or Google Hangout with your students (if managable)
e Used Google Docs with your students (if managable)

o Written Reflection Repor2

Task 1: Attending the live session iWizlQ
The links for the sessions are as follows:

Thurday Sessiomttp://www.wizig.com/onlineclass/1541278veek2-live-session

on-thursday
Friday  Sessiomttp://www.wizig.com/onlineclass/154128%veek2-live-session

onfriday

Contentof thesession:

e Teachertrainerswill introduceOnline Communitiesof Practice(Webheads
andothergroupsin Facebook)

e Teachettrainerswill introduceOnline Conferencelools (WizIQ andGoogle
Hangout)andmakesuggestionsn thewaysto usethesen languageclasses.

o Teahertrainerswill introducesomewiki tools (Pbworks,Wetpaint,Google
Documentshy referringto their advantageanddisadvantages.

Task 2: First hand experiencewith WizIQ or Google Hangout (optional: if
managablein your context)

Organizea sessionon WizIQ or Google Hangoutwith your students.This can be
doneasanout-of-classactivity.

Task 3: First hand experiencewith GoogleDocs(optional: if managablein your
context)
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UseGoogleDocswith your studentsin awriting class.This canbe donein the
classor asa out-of-classactivity.

Task 4: Writing Reflection Report 2 in your blog (must)

In your blog page, reflect on Week 2 by referring to the following questioris. It
enough that you write one paragraph in taZ®PY the link of this post to our class

in EDMODO so that all of us can read your comments.

- How was the session you had WhzIQ or Google Hangout with your students?
What kind of activity did you have there? Was it effective? Did you encounter any
difficulties? If yes, how did you manage them?

- Have you benefited from Week 2? What have you learnt?

- Do you think you will apply wht you learnt in Week 2 to your classes? If yes,
how? If no, why?

- Which technological tools do you prefer using and not using in your classes? Why?
- Which technological tools of this week do you feel yourself more and less
competent in using your langye classes?Why?

Week 3 (December 1&€2, 2013): Communication tools in Technology
Objectives of Week 3 By the end of Week 3, you will have ..........

e Attended a live session WizlQ
e Learnt some Mobile applications for Android and I0OS operatysgems

e Learnt how to use Computer Mediated Communication Tools (both
synchronous and asynchronous) in language classes

e Created a website
¢ Revised Website Evaluation Rubric

e Written Reflection Report 3 in your blog

Task 1: Attending the live sessionn WizIQ

Contentof the session:
o Teacher trainers will introduce some Mobile applications for Android and
IOS operating systems that can be used in language classes

e Teacher trainers will make suggestions on how to benefit from Computer
Mediated Communicatiorfools (both synchronous and asynchronous) in
language classes
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e Teacher trainers will introduce Weebly to illustrate how to create and publish
a webpage

Task 2: Designing your own website or class site

Designyour own websiteor a classsitein Weebly.While creatinga websiteor class
site,

-give some personal info about YOURSEI&.g, your name, the institution you
work, your hobbies, etcQR about the CLASS you areTEACHING (effpe content

of your classes, the topics you cover, the activities or exercises you use or websites
you recommend your students to visit, etc.)

- put some pictureor videosin your websiteor classsite

-you canaddyour studentgo your classsiteif you chooseo createa classsite

Task 3: Sharing the link to your website in Edmodo
Share the link to your website in Edmodo
Task 4: Revising Website Evaluation Rubric

To use a checklist for evaluating the quality of the websites you visit, réwse
evaluation rubric herbttp://www.ccc.commnet.edu/library/webchecklist.htm

Task 5 Writing Reflection Report 3 in your blog

In your blog page, reflect on Week 3 by referring to fibllowing questions. It is
enough that you write one paragraph in total.

-Do you think mobile applications have an instructional value in language
classes?Why? How can we use them in language classes?

- Have you benefited from Week 3? What have yownt&ar

- Do you think you will apply what you learnt in Week 3 to your classes? If yes,
how? If no, why?

- Which technological tools do you prefer using and NOT using in your classes?
Why?

- Which technological tools of this week do you feel yourself more lasd
competent in using your language classes?

Week 4 (December 229, 2013) :Creating your own materials with technology
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Objectives of Week 4 By the end of Week 3, you will have ..........

e Attended the live sessionWizIQ

e Prepared a presentatiaith Prezi

o Created your own digital story

o Created your own podcast

e Filled in an evaluation survey

e Sharedyour presentationdigital storyandpodcasin Edmodo

o Written ReflectionReport4 in your blog

Task 1: Attending the live sessionn WizlQ

Contentof the session:

e Teachettrainerswill introducePreziasanonline presentatiorool

e Teachertrainerswill introduceWindowsMovie Maker andillustrate how to
prepareadigital storytelling

o Teachertrainerswill introduceAudioboo (alsoits mobile app)andillustrate
howto createpodcasts

Task 2: Preparing a presentationwith Prezi

For a vocabularyor grammarlesson, preparea presentatiorwith Prezithat you can
usein your class.

Task 3: Creating your own digital story

Chooseoneunit in thetextbookyou useat schoolandcreatea digital storyaboutthe
topic of thatunit.
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Task 4: Creating your own podcast

Createa 3 minutepodcastThetopicis "Whatis your biggestambitionin life?"

Task 5: Sharing your presentation,digital story or podcastin Edmodo

Shareyour presentationgdigital story andpodcasin Edmodoso that otherscanalso
seethem.(alsoborrowthemif you allow themto do so)

Task 6: Filling in an Evaluation Survey

Fill in the EvaluationSurveyandsendit to ceyda@metu.edu.tr.

Task 7: Writing Reflection Report 4 in your blog

In your blog page, reflect on Week 4 by referring to the following questions. It is
enough that you write one paragraph in total.

- Have you benefited from Week 4? What have kgaunt?

- Do you think you will apply what you learnt in Week 4 to your classes? If yes,
how? If no, why?

- Which technological tools do you prefer not using in your classes?

- Which technological tools of this week do you feel yourself more and less
competent in using your language classes?

IMPORTANT NOTICE: You have the OPTION of doing only one of the following
tasks (Task 2, 3 or4).
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APPENDIX G: Syllabus

Date: Decembel- 29,2013
Training Description

This is a four-weekonline training for teachersof Englishto help themget familiar
with varioustechnologytoolsthattheycanusein their L2 Englishclasses.

Objectivesof the training

Englishteachersvill have
. Beenexposedo thefollowing technologicatoolsor settings:

- Blogs(BloggerandWordpress)

- Wikis (Pbworks,Wikispace,GoogleDocuments)
- RSSReader

- Online Conferencd ools (GoogleHangout, WizIQ)

- Online Communitiesof Practise(WebheadsAPACALL, Facebookgroups,
Yahoogroups(ooglegroups)

- Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) (Synchronous and
Asynchronous)i MessageBoards, Forums, Instant MessagingServices(MSN
MessengerYahooMessengerGoogleTalk, Skype,FacebookTwitter)

- Mobile Applicationsfor Android andIOS OperatingSystems

- OnlinePresentatiom ool (prezi)

Digital Storytelling
- Podcasts

o Participatedn live session$or onehoureachweek
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. Haddiscussionsn Edmodo (asynchronousetting)

o Written ReflectionReportsin their blogs

Communication Tools

Pbworks:http://technologyforteachingenglish.pbworks.c@or the content of the
training)

Edmodo: (for asynchronousiscussiorandsharingfiles)

WizlQ: (for live meeting)
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