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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Computer-Assisted Language Learning uses computers or digital
technology to enhance language instruction (TESOL Technology
Standards, 2008).

Commission on English Language Program Accreditation was
founded in 1999 and recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education
in 2003. CEA provides accreditation for English programs that enroll
non-immigrant international students. (https://cea-accredit.org/)
Communicative Language Teaching is an approach in which
instructors guide students to improve communicative competence
through interaction with their peers by using authentic tasks and
materials that promotes the need for negotiation of meaning and is
necessary for language acquisition. The instructor acts as facilitator
and interdependent participant in classroom activities.

Emergency remote teaching environments are the alternate delivery
mode in temporary crises situations (Hodges et al., 2020).

English as a Foreign Language is recognized as taught in places
where English is not the first language spoken by the community.
English as a Second Language is recognized as taught in places
where English is the primary language in the community.
Face-to-face classrooms that are in person, opposed to online or
through electronic communication (Blended Learning Essentials,
http://ble-leeds.wikidot.com/wiki:face-to-face )

Intensive English Programs provide accelerated academic English
instruction from 18 — 30 contact hours a week in differentiated
levels, for international students at the post-secondary level (Carkin,
1997; Wallace, 2003).

Learning Management System is an online, secure platform,
typically provided by the university that enables instructors to
facilitate asynchronous resources and homework. Students
participate in discussions and post assignments and assessments.
Student and Exchange Visitor Program. A Department of Homeland
Security program in the United States, which tracks student and
exchange visitors for U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement.
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages, Inc., is the non-
profit international organization devoted to best practices,
professional learning communities, and advocacy.

Teaching English as a Second Language is the field of teacher
education. TESL degrees are available at the bachelor’s, master’s,
and doctoral levels.

University and College Intensive English Programs is the first
consortium of Intensive English Programs, founded in 1967. UCIEP
programs are administered by accredited universities and colleges
and are required to maintain professional standards of instruction
and management for the purpose of cultural orientation and
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UTAUT

academic preparation of international students (Forbes, 2012;
https://lwww.uciep.org/).

Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (Venkatesh et
al., 2003) is a framework used to measure individuals’ behavioral
intention and user behavior in accepting and using technology and
systems. The validated theory unified constructs and moderators
from eight overlapping models from a variety of fields.
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While the use of educational technology in online instruction has increased in
higher education, it is still limited in intensive, academic English programs. Precipitated
by COVID-19, U.S. Intensive English Programs (IEPs) quickly transitioned from face-to-
face (F2F) instruction to the emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE) when the
public health crisis occurred. The purpose of this study was to identify how University
and College Intensive English Program (UCIEP) instructors used technology, to explore
their perceptions of factors that played a role in using technology, and to understand
how they learned to use technology.

Using purposeful sampling, 10 UCIEP instructors were interviewed using the
general qualitative approach (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The Unified Theory of
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003) served as the
theoretical framework for the study and guided the development of the interview
protocol.

The findings indicate the influence of the CLT approach on how the instructors

used technology to facilitate activities. Instructors described how the facilitator role in
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CLT activities changed, and how they questioned translanguaging in the remote
environment. During remote teaching instructors relied on Zoom features and used
various technologies, collaborative tools, and video in synchronous and asynchronous
environments. Their use of technologies was influenced by several factors, including
their reported prior experience with educational technology, their ease in using
technology, and input from their colleagues and students. Additional perceived factors
that played a role in facilitating CLT activities in the ERTE included the usefulness of
technology, their effectiveness in using technology, and barriers such as the lack of
access to stable internet and adequate bandwidth. In regards to how instructors learned
to use technology for facilitating CLT activities, they credited the education and
technology resources provided by their IEP and university. Implications for teaching with
technology and instructor development in IEP programs in the United States are

provided.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Precipitated by the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020, U.S. Intensive English
Programs (IEPs) quickly transitioned from face-to-face (F2F) classrooms to an
emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE) to maintain continuity and connection
with international students as campuses began to close. IEP instructors quickly
transformed F2F, intensive, academic English lessons, which typically incorporate
communicative language teaching (CLT) activities, to an emergency remote teaching
environment in a period ranging from two days to two weeks in March 2020. The
following months proved demanding for all IEP instructors as they learned how to adapt
to teaching via remote technologies and accessing professional learning resources in
this environment.

Emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE) is the term used in this study to
describe our “first mass attempt at distance learning” (Whittle et al., 2020, p. 318) in the
“temporary shift of instructional delivery to an alternate delivery mode due to crises
circumstances” (Hodges et al., 2020, p. 6). In the case of IEPs, ERTE was implemented
with the understanding that face-to-face instruction would resume when conditions
allowed. In traditional online or hybrid model, instructors typically have access to
resources on their university campuses and appropriate release time for development
for such classes. However, this quick shift to the ERTE did not allow for such
preparation; in reaction to the unprecedented public health circumstances, institutions
needed to provide instructional continuity while helping faculty develop skills to work
and teach without access to the physical campus while managing increased workloads

(Gacs et al., 2020; Hodges et al., 2020). In March 2020, IEP instructors were
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challenged by the sudden shift to remote teaching and working. They needed to learn
how to access colleagues and professionals in the field for training, by
videoconferencing, email, messaging, and other remote communication channels.
Provisional, or just-in-time (Lowenthal et al., 2019), faculty development was organized
and presented by IEPs’ host universities, local and global faculty colleagues, English as
a Second Language (ESL) organizations, such as University and College Intensive
English Programs (UCIEP) and EnglishUSA, and national and international Teaching
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) members.

In normal circumstances, remote instruction is rare in IEPs that issue 1-20s, a
document granted to international students upon acceptance. The 1-20 is required for
international students to interview in a U.S. embassy or consulate in order to obtain an
F-1 student visa. The Student and Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP), the federal entity
that monitors F students and their enrollment in certified language training programs for
the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), stipulates that full-time English
language students attend at least 18 in-person classroom hours each week
(Department of Homeland Security, 2021a).

In response to the outbreak of COVID-19 in the US, SEVP relaxed their in-
person requirements in March 2020, releasing a broadcast message stating that active
“F students will be permitted to temporarily count online classes toward a full course of
study in excess of the regulatory limits” (March 9, 2020, SEVP Broadcast Message)
regardless of their location. Once IEP students learned of the new SEVP rules
regarding their English studies, some chose to return to their home countries, while

others stayed in the US. Some stayed in the US but left their initial location to join
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friends or family in a different US city. IEP instructors were challenged not only with the
mandatory pivot (Gacs et al., 2020), the term used for the move to online or remote
instruction, but also keeping track of students’ time zones and making allowances for
students with less than ideal remote learning conditions, including unreliable internet
connections, electricity shortages, and political upheaval in their home countries.

In addition to the challenges of keeping track of a widely dispersed group of
students, instructors were charged with teaching students how to navigate university
and college websites, acquiring and using various identification numbers, passwords,
and two-factor authentication, along with Virtual Private Network (VPN) access, and
Learning Management Systems (LMS), even as students struggled with the uncertainty
and fear of the current public health crisis.

As teaching faculty struggled, administrators were faced with their own set of
challenges. They needed to maintain program continuity, navigate pandemic protocols,
monitor changing immigration regulations, and communicate with students to monitor
where they were located, and if they were able to access the IEP classes.
Administrators were also responsible for deciphering human resources and campus
requirements for remote working agreements, while providing procedures and support
for the entire unit. Furthermore, administrators were challenged with understanding
instructors’ needs for appropriate hardware, infrastructure access, and professional
learning during this transitional time.

Intensive English Programs

The mission of U.S. university-administered Intensive English Programs (IEPS) is
to provide academic English language preparation for F-1 international student visa-

holders intending to enter an undergraduate or graduate degree program. IEPs provide
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immersion for students to learn English, while embedded in the ambient language and
culture. Instructors, university students, and the host university community help IEP
students navigate the complex nuances of the immersion experience. The IEP
community fosters authentic language practice within the classroom and facilitates
interaction with community members to experience the sociocultural dimensions of
educational life.

Orchestrating the transition that IEPs made from the in-person setting to the
emergency remote environment fell to administrators who had to consider the needs of
the entire community of stakeholders within a landscape of a novel coronavirus
pandemic. Student language learning, the delivery of an immersion experience in a
remote environment, and instructors’ needs in negotiating technology and pedagogy to
maintain continuity were some of many issues IEP administrators considered. My own
team of administrators experienced this in March 2020. | am a full-time faculty
administrator at the University of Florida English Language Institute (UF ELI). On the
final Friday afternoon of spring break, University of Florida Public Affairs sent an email
stating that students and faculty who visited countries with rising numbers of COVID-19
cases would need to quarantine away from campus for 14 days before returning (Berry
& Lane, email communication, March 6, 2020). Three days later staff and faculty
received an email from UF Public Affairs that announced, due to the COVID-19
outbreak in the United States, “Provost Joe Glover sent a memo to academic deans
today recommending that instructors move their courses from face-to-face delivery to an
electronic delivery mode effective immediately, wherever possible” (UF Public Affairs,

email correspondence, March 9, 2020). Students were directed to leave campus and
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employees would work from home, if possible. My team of administrators mobilized to
continue operations and instruction immediately in the remote environment. Lacking
explicit U.S. government interpretation of full-time remote courses for enrolled F-1 visa
students, all IEPs improvised instructional procedures to serve the international
students the best we could under the unprecedented circumstances.

One of my responsibilities as a Senior Lecturer at the University of Florida
English Language Institute is providing supervised teaching and professional
development support for graduate teaching assistants (TAs), who are graduate students
in the Linguistics Department. Because of my role in facilitating professional
development and teaching training, | had a central role in supporting our instructors as
part of the administrative team. During the COVID-19 pandemic shift to ERTE, our
administrative team supported instructors in exploring educational technology and ESL
pedagogy through remote video conferencing meetings on Zoom, email, Facebook,
WhatsApp messaging, and individual consultations. We gave our instructors teaching
resources from our international and U.S.-based professional peers at TESOL,
EnglishUSA, and University and College Intensive English Programs (UCIEP). Our
program administrators include the Director, Associate Director, two Assistant Directors,
Office Manager, Student Life Coordinator, and Cultural Immersion Program
Coordinator. We form an ELI Core Emergency Group, responsible for all students, staff,
and faculty well-being and continuity of operations through campus incidences, weather
events, and other urgent situations that arise. In this case, the ELI Core Emergency
Group worked to interpret U.S. government, the State of Florida, and University of

Florida guidelines to implement best practices to serve our international students and
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instructors. During this immediate, critical health emergency, the Core Emergency
Group and other expert faculty, the Skills Coordinators, worked together to provide
collaborative and individual professional development opportunities and instructional
support in an entirely remote environment during the pandemic.

Throughout the emergency, our team attempted to assist instructors by
communicating opportunities for learning about language instruction using educational
technology internally within the ELI and larger UF community, and external regional,
national, and international online workshops with peers. We were learning along with
our IEP administrative peers across the U.S. that we had a variety of needs and
circumstances, and regardless of what we were attempting to provide, we were unsure
of the learning resources they sought and educational technology they used during the
year. The emergency did expose the need for instructors’ input in communication,
programming, and resources they determined as playing a role in their individual and
collaborative learning about facilitating appropriate communicative language teaching
activities in remote instruction. The situation revealed “gaps in design, experience, and
equal access” (Gacs et al., 2020, p. 389) in the sudden move to online instruction. Our
institute, other university and college-based IEPs across the U.S., and the wider field of
professionals (TESOL) may benefit from exploring instructors’ perceptions of the factors
they felt played a role in facilitating CLT activities and the learning processes they
experienced in this sudden shift. These instructors’ perceptions will guide leaders to
provide future innovative and accessible opportunities for using technology to support

language learning.
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Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

While educational technology may be used by some IEP instructors to support
academic English language instruction, some instructors may choose to provide
interactive and communicative activities without relying on technology in their
classrooms. Stipulations by Student and Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP) limit online
courses in immersion culture and language programs and restrict the use of online
instruction for F-1 students (DHS, 2021). Individual IEPs may have few or no
requirements to integrate educational technology including a Learning Management
System (LMS). Consequently, in March 2020, when universities and colleges across the
U.S. closed and moved entirely to an emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE)
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, IEP instructors had a wide range of proficiency and
preferences for educational technology for apps, online learning platforms, video
conferencing, LMS, and other tools. Lack of familiarity with online and remote instruction
may be assumed from the excessive emails, discussion board questions, free webinars
offered, and Facebook group posts from TESOL, EnglishUSA, and UCIEP.

My own IEP observed a range of instructors’ understanding of instructional
design (ID) practices and educational technology affordances in synchronous and
asynchronous tools for language teaching. Affordances are “opportunities for learning
which the students perceive within the learning structure” (Cotterall & Murray, 2009, p.
42). The COVID-19 pandemic became the “disorienting dilemma” or “trigger event” that
urged IEP instructors to pursue technology education (King, 2002, p. 287) in online
triage to facilitate courses in a remote environment immediately (Gacs et al., 2020).
Accessing colleagues and professional learning opportunities in the remote environment

may have been overwhelming for many instructors. This confounding experience may
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not only have been the lack of familiarity with available educational technology, but also
the “emotional and financial trauma” (Gacs et al., 2020, p. 381) in attempting to
understand the global impact on international student mobility caused by a pandemic,
which resulted in worries regarding the loss of employment for some IEP faculty.

The purpose of this study was to identify how IEP instructors used technology to
facilitate CLT activities, to explore their perceptions of which factors played a role in
their use of technology to facilitate activities, and to understand how they learned to use
technology to facilitate CLT activities. The research questions guiding this study to
understand instructors’ experiences are the following:

1. How did IEP instructors facilitate communicative language teaching activities in a
remote teaching environment?

2. What factors played a role in facilitating communicative language teaching activities
in a remote environment?

3. How did IEP instructors learn to use technology to facilitate communicative language
teaching activities in a remote teaching environment?

Significance and Contributions

Interviewing instructors about their experiences with adapting CLT activities
using technology and the pivot to an emergency remote teaching environment will
inform my institute, other university and college-based IEPs, and the larger field of
Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL). Findings may highlight the need for
innovative professional development programming to support English language
instruction and insight into the kinds of collaborative or individual learning experiences
instructors prefer. Additionally, the study may prompt further research on leadership
required in IEPs regarding pedagogy and educational technology, instructional design,

and emergency remote teaching environments. The data may contribute knowledge to
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guiding institutional administrators, “to recognize the importance of integrating
technology in their teaching, to develop and monitor suitable implementation of
technology in their language programs, and to set reasonable goals when training
existing staff’ (TESOL Technology Standards Framework, 2008, p. 7).

Most literature regarding specific educational technologies to support students’
learning is in international settings, and primarily for pre-service English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) instructors. Research in the U.S. university IEP context for in-service
instructors’ acceptance and use of educational technology in facilitating CLT activities
was not available.

Emerging literature from emergency remote teaching environment research
during the 2020 pandemic suggests we continue to prepare for unpredictable changes
in the environment, conflicts, and other natural disasters (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2020;
Gacs et al., 2020; Hodges et al., 2020; Whittle et al., 2020). As participants in
international education affected by global circumstances, U.S.-university and college
based IEPs can provide responsive leadership to continue to prepare instructors
through innovative programming and learning experiences with educational technology.

Summary

This chapter focused on the problem of practice in Intensive English Program
(IEPs) instructors’ professional learning experiences in the forced pivot to an emergency
remote teaching environment due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The overview of the
context, the goal of the study, the purpose of the study and the research questions were
presented. Additionally, the significance and contributions to the field were shared. The
next chapter will review literature in Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and the

theoretical framework the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology
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(UTAUT), specifically situating the study in behavioral intentions to describe instructor
acceptance and use of technology to facilitate CLT activities in an emergency remote

teaching environment.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this study is to explore how instructors facilitated Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) activities in the remote teaching environment, to discover
factors they identify as important in the facilitation of CLT activities in the remote
environment, and to examine how they learned to use technology to facilitate CLT
activities in the remote teaching environment. Therefore, an investigation of relevant
literature regarding CLT, Computer-Assisted Language Learning, and the Unified
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) was necessitated. The search
for literature was performed through University of Florida Libraries, primarily EBSCO,
Web of Science, ProQuest, and ERIC databases. Key search terms included
communicative language teaching (CLT) approaches, ESL Intensive English Programs,
CALL, adoption, technology acceptance and use, and the UTAUT.

This chapter outlines the literature to provide perspective of the context, purpose,
and significance of this research. The first section provides a brief history of university-
based Intensive English Programs in the United States, IEP administration features, and
unique instructional features. The CLT approach is presented to situate instructional
characteristics and activities, and highlight the instructor’s role in the classroom. The
next section reviews Computer-Assisted Language Learning and learning to teach
online. The final section presents salient literature on the theoretical framework to
address the factors of acceptance and use of available technology, primarily the notion

of behavioral intention of individual users.
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University and College-Administered Intensive English Programs in the United
States

Several factors contributed to the inception and transformation of the IEP as
found today on U.S. university campuses. Although the impetus for the creation of IEPs
was a response by educators to support international students who required additional
language competence to compete academically with domestic classmates, very few
curricular plans had been laid and very few faculty trained to provide appropriate
instruction (Kaplan, 1997). In fact, universities relied on volunteers or teaching
assistants for supplemental language instruction. With the unique linguistic needs of
international students in mind, linguist and educator Charles C. Fries founded and
directed (Marckwardt, 1968) an IEP at the University of Michigan, considered the first in
the U.S. In addition to assisting international students to increase linguistic competency
for their studies, intensive English instruction, as Fries understood it, would play a
critical role in international relations.

Fries’ University of Michigan model gave rise to the hundreds of IEPs found
across the U.S. today. Currently, there are three models of Intensive English Programs
in the U.S. The first model is based on the original University of Michigan program.
These programs are within the structure and governance of the host institution, and the
faculty and staff are considered employees of the university or college. The second
model is the independent providers, not associated with a college or university. The
third model is the independent provider, located on a college or university campus,
which provide the service of English language teaching but are not administered by the
university or college, nor are staff or faculty employed by the host institution. For this

study, the focus is exclusively on the first model, the U.S. university-administered
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Intensive English Program (Alberola, 2021; Forbes, 2012; Kaplan, 1997; Institute of
International Education, 2022; Wallace, 2003).

Administrative Features

In accordance with the Accreditation of English Language Training Programs Act
(2010), all English language training programs in the U.S. that enroll international, full-
time F-1 student-visa holders must be accredited, by either a regional or national
agency or by one recognized by the U.S. Department of Education (Department of
Homeland Security, 2021b). Maintaining accreditation requires adherence to common
standards in the field in terms of administrative, teaching, and fiscal practices,
submission of annual reports, and systematic program review. Administrators of IEPs
are responsible to maintain the overall quality of the program and provide structure and
guidance for all interconnected academic and administrative components within them
(Forbes, 2012; Pennington & Hoekje, 2010; Stoller, 1997). IEP administrators manage
instructors, office staff, student services, and cultural services, which are all dedicated
to providing the fullest cultural and academic student experience. In an IEP, faculty may
be a part, or may be expected to be a part, of the larger university community and serve
on committees or activities benefitting the students and faculty. In the University of
Florida English Language Institute (UF ELI), the faculty lecturers are considered part of
the larger academic community.

Across the U.S., IEPs have a variety of structures and host departments. Since
they may collect their own tuition and fees, their financial structure may fall under
different umbrellas, (Eskey, 1997). IEPs may employ a variety of core faculty, adjunct
instructors, and office staff. In addition, the UF ELI employs graduate teaching

assistants from the Linguistics Department or the College of Education. The UF ELI also
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employs Language Assistants, undergraduate UF students who act as peer leaders for
informal language support as part of Listening/Speaking classes, and in weekday
activities and weekend trips. Again, globally in U.S. university-based IEPs with a variety
of structures, faculty designations may vary, and may include a combination of full-time
administrators, hybrid instructor-administrators, and instructors depending on
appointments or how the college or department views release time for administrative
duties. This release time is rarely for research duties.

University of Florida English Language Institute (ELI) is integrated into the
University of Florida structure, housed within the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences,
with the Department of Linguistics being its academic home. The ELI students are
enrolled in non-credit, intensive, academic English courses, but they are not considered
UF students. As they do not pay student fees, they do not have access to all university
facilities. The ELI is entirely self-funded, supported by student tuition.

The UF ELI is a founding member of the University and College Intensive English
Programs (UCIEP) consortium. It also belongs to EnglishUSA, an organization with
membership of over 200 English language programs that include all three models of
institutes. UF ELI is accredited through the Commission on English Language Program
Accreditation (CEA). Following UCIEP guidelines and CEA standards, IEP
administrators and instructors have equal qualifications to teach academic ESL, with the
minimum of a MA TESL (Teaching English as a Second Language), or a closely related
degree, and are therefore familiar with teaching methods, curriculum development,
assessment, and second language acquisition (SLA) theory to provide program

leadership (Commission on English Language Program Accreditation, 2019; UCIEP
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Guidelines, 2017). Instructors may include faculty lecturers, adjunct instructors, and
graduate teaching assistants.

Most full-time instructors have 15—-20 student contact hours each week (UCIEP
Guidelines, 2017) and may teach three semesters or multiple shorter terms per year,
depending on their appointments. Administrators are not only trained instructors, but are
responsible for marketing, social media, recruitment, immigration procedures and
guidance, and budgets and fiscal reporting (Commission on English Language Program
Accreditation, 2019; UCIEP Guidelines, 2017). Full-time instructors at UF ELI have 20
classroom contact hours and 9-month appointments, with the option of working in the
summer semester. Full-time administrators are a mix of 12-month and 9-month faculty
and work three semesters a year. The structural complexity and typical lack of release
time to conduct research could account for the reality that there “is a dearth of research”
(Thompson, 2013, p. 211) on topics benefitting both administration and instructional
faculty in IEPs.

Instructional Features

Intensive, academic English instruction in IEPs provides leveled reading, writing,
listening, speaking, and grammar classes to prepare students to integrate successfully
into undergraduate or graduate study (Commission on English Language Program
Accreditation, 2019). Student learning outcomes (SLOs) are focused on productive and
receptive skills for which instructors facilitate authentic communicative language
teaching activities to provide practice (Savignon, 2001). Instructors guide learning
activities in which students participate in socially constructed knowledge-building. In
addition, in appropriate levels of the program, instructors explicitly describe and facilitate

activities to promote strategies to support students’ metacognitive awareness of their
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own learning (Morely, 2001; Oxford, 2001). Instructors also typically reassure students
these skills and strategies will transfer to the activities and projects required for content
courses in their academic program (Johns & Price-Machado, 2001; Morely, 2001.
These instructional approaches, along with ample opportunities for students to
demonstrate comprehension and proficiency, are necessary when guiding students
through authentic interactive tasks designed to improve their sociocultural and language
competence (Savignon, 1991; Savignon, 2017).

Other instructional features of an immersion program include opportunities for
students to participate in academic and sociocultural interaction with host university
students who act as “cultural informants” (Carkin, 1997, p. 54). Intensive, academic
language programs immerse international students in authentic, sociocultural activities
and classroom instruction in leveled skills, where instructors may embrace the CLT
approach to encourage interaction and increased language proficiency.

Communicative Language Teaching Approach

This section reviews literature surrounding Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT) approach. Included is a brief overview with definitions followed by tenets of CLT
including interaction, negotiation of meaning, and the instructor role of facilitator.

Communicative language teaching (CLT) is a student-centered approach in
which instructors facilitate engaging, authentic activities for learners to improve
communicative competence in a second (L2) or additional language. CLT is a
foundational approach informed by Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research and a
“unified but broadly-based theoretical position about the nature of language and
language learning and teaching” (Brown, 2000, p. 266) presented as a model practice

for instructors in Intensive English Program (IEP) classrooms. Within communicative
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activities, collaborative opportunities are guided by instructors to engage in
interpretation, expression, and negotiation of meaning (Breen & Candlin, 1980;
Richards, 2006; Savignon, 2001) to achieve mutual understanding and task completion.
Instructors provide strategies for students to negotiate meaning in order to “resolve
impasses” (Pica, 1996, p. 241) when communication is hindered. Negotiation of
meaning is interaction in which “learners seek clarification, confirmation, and repetition
of L2 utterances they do not understand” (Pica, 1994, p. 56) and is a dimension of
learning necessary for language acquisition (Gass, 1997; Varonis & Gass, 1985).

The formation of CLT was a response to the communicative needs of language
learners. Prompted by linguists in the 1970s, CLT focused on the importance of
meaning as a function of language (Halliday, 1975), and communicative competence
(Hymes, 1972). The communicative competence construct shaped curricula going
forward and set the stage for active English as a Second Language (ESL) classrooms
that integrate additional components of grammatical, discourse, sociocultural, and
strategic competencies (Canale & Swain,1980) to promote authentic interaction in all
skills. These components are integrated, not isolated, and produce “a corresponding
increase in overall communicative competence” (Savignon, 2001, p. 17).

CLT is not without controversy or misunderstanding. Discussions continue in the
literature regarding the mischaracterization of the approach as a methodology or theory
of learning (Newby, 2006), as CLT could more accurately be described as a general
principle or “domain of ideology” (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p. 241). Newby (2006)
considers additional unaddressed issues such as the lack of suitability of CLT to reliably

assess student progress, since language ability is viewed as “variable and highly
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dependent upon context and purpose as well as on the roles and attitudes of all
involved” (Savignon, 2001, p. 19).

Interaction and Negotiation of Meaning

Shaped by the communicative competence models in ESL classrooms, CLT
focuses on providing active engagement while rejecting the once prevalent passive
language teaching approaches. Some assumptions of the CLT approach include
classrooms providing “semantic notions and social functions” (Celce-Murcia, 2001, p. 8)
of language, not only linguistic form. Other assumptions of the CLT approach (Celce-
Murcia, 2001) include group or pair work to provide situations to negotiate and transfer
meaning, role play or dramatizations to encourage students to adjust use of language
for context, engaging activities with authentic, real-life materials. Improving students’
communicative competence through classroom instruction relies on these assumptions
to create activities through which instructors facilitate interpersonal interaction to
promote second language learning.

Negotiation of meaning was founded on Krashen’s (1981, 1982, 1985) “notion
that knowledge of a second language is acquired through exposure to comprehensible
input” (Foster & Ohta, 2005, p. 405) and on which, Long (1981) subsequently built the
interaction hypothesis. The interaction hypothesis claims comprehensible input through
modifications of language using strategies of negotiation of meaning to make that input
comprehensible for language learning (Long, 1985, 1986). In addition to interaction and
negotiation of meaning between interlocutors in second language classroom activities,
using confirmation checks, clarification requests, comprehension checks, and other
strategies to modify output in order to mutually agree on meaning and understanding,

improves students’ communicative competence (Ellis, 1991; Foster & Ohta, 2005; Gass,
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1997; Krashen, 1981; Long, 1981, 1985; Pica et al., 1987; Richards, 2006). Students
are taught these interaction strategies in an active ESL classroom, in order to modify
and collaborate through negotiation of meaning with pairs and in groups in activities in
all skills (Lazaraton, 2001; Oxford, 2001). The instructor provides students level-
appropriate modeling for students to negotiate meaning in communicative activities
(Morely, 2001).

Instructor as Facilitator

The role of an instructor in communicative language teaching activities is two-
fold. In the first role, instructors guide students through communication strategies
(Popescu & Cohen-Vida, 2013; Rubin, 1987) to facilitate ESL learners’ knowledge and
improve language acquisition through communicative activities. Instructors also
explicitly model scripts that a student may use to ask for clarification, confirmation, and
provide comprehension questions that help navigate interaction with their peers.
Research on this peer interaction strategy instruction shows a positive impact on
students’ learning and best practices suggests this strategy as part of the
communicative classroom (Dao, 2020; Fuji et al., 2016; Kim & McDonough, 2011).
Collaborative, interactive learning in a student-centered classroom where English is
used to construct meaning with peers may not be present in all language learning
contexts; however, IEP practices encourage instructors to call attention to the approach.

In the second role, the instructor acts as an interdependent participant to
facilitate the collaborative, communicative process between students and the activities
and texts (Breen & Candlin, 1980). Additionally, to support the interdependent nature of
the instructor role, instructors organize appropriate resources and authentic materials as

well as participate as joint negotiator to assist students in the communicative tasks.
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Typical communicative tasks for students to complete through interaction requiring
negotiation of meaning could include activities with maps, games, graphs, charts,
diagrams, cards, magazines, newspapers, travel itinerary, calendars, and apps. Using
these artifacts and realia are common in the interactive in-person IEP classrooms. How
language instructors used technology to integrate artifacts and realia in CALL is a goal
of this study.

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL)

The use and research of educational technology in language instruction has
spanned several decades. This section reviews literature surrounding Computer-
Assisted Language Learning (CALL). Included is a brief overview of the history through
the behaviorist, communicative, and integrative phases of CALL. The section ends with
the current phase.

In the global education community, Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAl) emerged
as an interactive education system in an electronic environment
(https://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/computer_assisted_instruction). CAl
heralded a new era of teaching, and “the promises and expectations of the pedagogical
effectiveness of CAIl began to increase in direct proportion to the development of the
capacities of hard drives and RAM” (Salaberry, 2001, p. 44). With the development of
available computing technology in the 1950s and 1960s, researchers and instructors of
second language teaching launched a sub-field of CAI called Computer-Assisted
Language Learning (CALL). Beatty (2010) defined CALL as “any process in which a
learner uses a computer, and as a result, improves his or her language” (p. 7).

The history of CALL has been presented in three distinct stages corresponding to

three pedagogical approaches in the literature: behavioristic, communicative, and
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integrative (Warschauer & Healey, 1998) up to the 2000s and the advent of internet
technology. Briefly, behavioristic CALL focused on self-paced, repetitive drills with
immediate feedback. Communicative CALL highlighted students working together with
the technology to manipulate language to solve tasks. Finally, integrative CALL sought
to incorporate authentic language tasks with educational tools “more fully into the
language learning process” (Warschauer & Healey, 1998, p. 58). Details of each phase
are presented in the following sections.

Behaviorist Phase

The alignment of structural linguistics, the theory of language, and behaviorism,
the theory of learning in the 1950s, supplied the foundation for the Audiolingual Method
(ALM) of teaching language (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). The behaviorist theory of
learning developed by B. F. Skinner, a professor of psychology at Harvard University,
posited that when provided stimulus, a response is triggered. Appropriate reinforcement
will increase future positive responses to become habitual, thus creating a learned
behavior (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). The U.S. government became part of the
behaviorist CALL phase using recording technology to train military linguists. The
military’s adoption of CALL influenced educators to create the language lab approach
(Salaberry, 2001). This approach first used audio tape recorder tools, but shifted to
computer labs in the 1960s and 1970s when software was available to provide the
programmed instruction for repetitive language drills known as the drill-and-practice or
“drill and skill” (Tafazoli & Golshan, 2014; Warschauer & Healey, 1998).

The computer’s role in behavioral CALL was regarded as a tutor that delivered
instructional materials enabling the language learner to progress through the drills at

their own pace (Dina & Ciornei, 2013; Salaberry, 2001). The best-known program at the
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time called Programmed Logic for Automatic Teaching Operations, or PLATO, provided
guestions requiring responses from the user, feedback on correct responses, or
suppression of incorrect responses (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Tafazoli & Golshan,
2014; Warschauer & Healey, 1998). The PLATO lessons covered grammar, reading,
and listening skills in eight series. The lessons provide discrete language segments,
rather than texts with contextualized meaning (Chapelle & Jamieson, 1986).

Despite the “drill and kill” name that the repetitive, behavioral CALL approach
received, there were benefits to the computer supplying materials for language practice.
Dina and Cironei (2013) stated that the benefits included having no time constraints in
accessing materials, having access to the same material, providing non-judgmental
feedback from the computer, and granting the learner individualized pacing through the
materials.

The use of ALM and the behavioral CALL approach declined as it was found that
the acquisition of discrete language segments learned in repetitive drills did not transfer
to situations in which students encountered the need for authentic interaction (Richards
& Rodgers, 1986). This realization marked a shift in linguistic theory from structural or
generative grammar to Chomsky’s theory of transformational grammar wherein “the
fundamental properties of language derive from innate aspects of the mind and from
how humans process experience through language” (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 59).
These elements informed a more meaningful, experiential and interactive approach to
language learning. “Drill and Kill” fell at out of favor as interest turned to CALL’s
potential for facilitating communicative activities. This shift ushered in CALL’s

communicative phase.
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Communicative Phase

Communicative CALL emerged in the 1970s through the 1990s in response to
the communicative competence theory of language and meaningful and authentic use
of language in the theory of learning applied to CLT methods. This theory of learning
combines SLA research in linguistic, social, and cognitive processes. With the emphasis
on the cognitive view in classrooms, computers were the tutor, stimulus, or tool (Dina &
Ciornei, 2013) used to facilitate collaborative tasks and simulations for groups of
students (Warschauer & Healey, 1998). Computer games were the dominant and
significant programs that provided tasks using critical thinking but spelling and grammar
checks for users in the writing process were now made possible (Dina & Ciornei: 2013,
Tafazoli & Golshan, 2014). At the time, Chapelle (1989) recognized the future of using
software designed for the editing and revision of writing, known as Artificial Intelligence
(Al), for individualized language learning. Also, at this time corpus linguistics influenced
CALL as concordance software became available as reference tools to learn vocabulary
and collocations (Tafazoli & Golshan, 2014). A corpus is a collection of authentic
language captured and stored for access and analysis. The development of corpus
linguistics generated programs to create glosses, which spotlights vocabulary and
definitions for the learner. Studies have shown students who use CALL glosses show
higher mastery of student learning outcomes compared to those students who do not
use CALL glosses (Chapelle, 2009; Plonsky & Ziegler, 2016). Glosses are used in
variety of reading comprehension tasks, assessment and testing environments
(Salaberry, 2001). Even with the computer capabilities and software programming

advances to create corpora or glosses, the tool was seen as ancillary to classroom
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materials and the human teacher, who could provide contextualized feedback
(Salaberry, 2001).

Student learning and instructor adoption is a theme in Garrett’'s (2009) seminal
research on instructors’ use of technology for language learning. During this
Communicative Phase of CALL, there were very few Apple II, Apple lIGS, and IBM-PC
microcomputers available in schools. Instructors often had little input in the purchase of
these computers and needed guidance on how to incorporate them into their classroom
activities; Garrett suggested ways for instructors to use their classroom computers if
they were fortunate enough to have one. Suggestions included using the database
feature to update assessments and randomize the questions to print different test
versions for students, using the computer for grading, and projecting the monitor onto a
screen so that the teacher or students could type during an activity for everyone to view.
Also, the classroom computer could be used for games to create lively, motivating
lessons, and also as a tool for homework tasks and interactive problem-solving. The
author (Garrett, 2009) reported that instructors who tried these activities were surprised
by the amount of interaction and discussion between the students in the target
language. Going forward, Garrett (2009) suggests that when adopting technology in the
language learning classroom, instructors consider integration of language and culture,
communicative potential, and using “technology-based materials to collect data on the
learning process” (p. 717) to inform scholarship to connect teaching methodology and
research for best practices in CALL research. This perspective of merging the teaching
of language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) with the use of technology

was explored in the integrative phase.
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Integrative Phase

In the integrative phase of the 2000s, SLA researchers emphasized the social or
socio-cognitive dimensions of authentic language use. CALL development moved
towards more task-based, project-based, and content-based materials with the
availability of “the multimedia networked computer with a range of informational,
communicative, and publishing tools now potentially at the fingertips of every student”
(Warschauer & Healey, 1998, p. 58). This multitude of media available was launched by
the World Wide Web (WWW) from the mid-1990s, which heralded a new
communication era. Language learners could now integrate all reading, writing,
listening, and speaking skills in the CALL environment. Internet-based Computer-
Mediated Communication (CMC) was the designation of online platforms and
applications through which students could interact in asynchronous formats like email,
instant messaging, blogs, discussion forums (Blake, 2009). This communication-rich
environment was a place for students to create, collaborate, and respond using
authentic language focused on building communicative competence to convey meaning
rather than focusing on reproducing grammatical forms. Blake (2009) found that CMC
tasks using chat programs in particular resulted in the use of negotiation of meaning
strategies between classmates.

The internet made language and tools accessible everywhere, inserting CALL
into the learning environment beyond weekly visited to the computer lab. (Warschauer &
Healey, 1998). Following the Integrative Phase, researchers are reflecting on the past
phases and considering the potential that future technology may hold for interactive

learning, immersive, and complex learning environments in CALL.

39



Web 2.0 Phase

Since the acceleration of internet adoption in education, there have been
changes in the computer’s role as a tutor or tool for the drills, software, and educational
games as there is wide-spread availability in IEP classrooms for instructors using
computers in their daily teaching. Networked computers, monitors, and projectors are
available in many university and college classrooms, and students have access to
computer labs and wireless internet on campus.

Though much current CALL research focuses on adopting technologies to inform
pedagogy, some have voiced the need for a more unified and systematic CALL
research agenda. Golonka et al. (2014) list challenges in CALL, including the lack of
research on appropriate variables or factors that will inform all foreign language
instructors, as well as studies “based on untrained users of the technology” (p. 71). In
particular, the authors express a need to set a research agenda which include variables
or factors that can inform all foreign language instruction, as well as studies as well as
studies “based on untrained users of the technology” (p. 71).

Since the integrative phase of CALL, research concentrated on increasing
language proficiency through interaction with materials, other students, and focusing on
language meaning using technology like electronic, asynchronous written discussions
on online platforms, and videoconferencing technology (Hampel & Stickler, 2012;
McAndrew et al., 1996). Emerging topics on the advancing technology in the literature,
up until the emergency remote teaching environment during the 2020 pandemic, include
investigating using tele-collaboration, internet-supported language learning, Mobile
Assisted Language Learning (MALL), gaming, virtual worlds, and other CMC platforms

(Dooly, 2015). A meta-analysis of the most frequently published CALL topics in
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ReCALL, CALICO, and CALL journals between 2006-2016 included CMC, Web 2.0,
and MALL (Gillespie, 2020) technologies. The order of appearance of most published
topics out of the 777 articles reviewed was “writing, CMC, vocabulary, speaking,
corpora, NLP, design, teacher education, reading, listening, Web 2.0, grammar, and
feedback” (Gillespie, 2020, p. 131).

Additional research in the social, CMC technologies, for collaborative and
interactive exchanges on patrticipatory (e.g., wikis, blogs, YouTube, Facebook,
Instagram, etc.) platforms was investigated in the late 2010s (Chun et al., 2016). Data
collection using learning analytics tools to determine evidence of interaction and
collaboration to improve language proficiency was performed with embedded software,
by using video screen capture programs, or eye-tracking technology (Chun et al., 2016).
The CALICO (Computer-Assisted Language Instruction Consortium) organization is
dedicated to using and producing materials for CALL developers and practitioners. The
InfoBytes page on the CALICO site show six high-interest overviews of current topics
that include teaching with virtual reality, using technology to teach vocabulary, social
reading, discovery learning, virtual exchange, and teaching languages with video games
(https://calico.org/infobytes/). The overviews provide a rich description of the
technology, research supporting their efficacy, and guidance on teacher exploration to
adopt the technology in language learning classrooms.

Complex and Immersive Phase

In the current phase, CALL practitioners and researchers investigate immersive
technologies in complex learning environments (Han, 2020). In a systematic review of
most recently published studies on the efficacy of foreign language learning applications

(apps), there are possibly hundreds or thousands available, with millions of users
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downloading them (Tommerdahl et al., 2022). Like previous decades of CALL
researchers, the authors recommend designers build “apps that focus on
communicative ability as a whole” (Tommerdahl et al., 2022, p. 26), rather than teaching
vocabulary in isolation, reminiscent of behavioristic CALL from the 1980s that provided
instant, non-judgmental feedback, continuous access to the same material, and
individualized pacing (Buendgens-Kosten, 2020; Dina & Cironei, 2013).

The rapidly changing electronic environment and the development of educational
tools “outpace advances in language learning practices” (Chapelle, 2009, p. 751). SLA
theories on interaction and negotiation of meaning, namely that “communicative
competence needs to include the ability to communicate using readily accessible L2
technology aids” (Chapelle, 2009, p. 751), inform IEP instructors’ use of CLT activities
to develop communicative competence. Language learning is complex and considered
difficult to teach, thus “our job is to create an environment-in class or in our materials-in
which students can work on acquiring that ability” (Garrett, 2009, p. 707) to
communicate using technology. Chapelle (2009) summarized Garrett's argument by
saying “theoretical perspectives were needed to help make sense of the intensively
interactive and linguistically rich environments afforded by technology” (p. 741). Plonsky
& Ziegler (2016) reported that the field of SLA and CALL “has turned from examining
guestions about whether CALL is effective for language learning to how the affordances
of technology might best be exploited to provide learners with optimal language learning
opportunities” (p. 17). Chun et al. (2016) support this pursuit by encouraging instructors
to consider these technology affordances in language learning, in order to determine

their effectiveness in the classroom.
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The pandemic provided researchers with an opportunity to address the questions
regarding determining effectiveness of these technology affordances. In these studies,
the challenges and benefits of using Learning Management Systems (LMS), or
eLearning, and videoconferencing tools to provide productive student-student or
student-computer interaction in language learning classrooms were investigated
(Cheung, 2021; Gordon, 2020; Kohnke & Moorhouse, 2020; Ng, 2020). Benefits of
Zoom, a videoconferencing technology, include using audio, video, chat, whiteboard,
polls, breakout rooms, screen sharing, and recording features to facilitate activities
(Cheung, 2021; Gordon, 2020). Challenges include monitoring large numbers of
students, the difficulty in timing spoken responses so that students do not speak over
each other, timing small group discussions in breakout rooms, and poor quality or lack
of video image of participants (Ng, 2020). In addition, an instructor’s limited knowledge
of technology, their preferences for hands-on professional development, and the lack of
support from one’s institution may also pose challenges in an online synchronous
environment (Cheung, 2021). Reflecting on the research topics and technology in CALL
highlights the interconnection between SLA theories that inform ESL classroom
practices. CALL research provides an overview of the technology and language learning
capabilities from the behaviorist phase to the current phase. The affordances the most
recent innovations in electronic technology, CMC, LMS, videoconferencing platforms,
virtual worlds, and apps may provide beneficial language-learning support in IEPs. The
research findings that instructors lack adequate preparation for language teaching using
technology may add insight into professional development opportunities sought out

during emergency remote teaching.
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Learning to Teach Online with Technology

Research providing guidance on developing competencies, which is the set of
skills to perform the tasks of online instructor roles successfully, suggests the need for
further faculty development (Magruder & Kumar, 2018). This training includes using
educational technology to benefit student learning in language classrooms (Chun et al.,
2016; Kern, 2006; Nami et al., 2016; Rilling et al., 2005; Tafazoli & Golshan, 2014,
Warschauer, 2002; Warschauer & Healey, 1998). As CMC, LMS, videoconferencing,
and Al technology advances, instructors “must be prepared for new ways of structuring
tasks, establishing exchanges, guiding and monitoring interaction, and evaluating
performance, not to mention mastering the relevant computer applications” (Kern, 2006,
pp. 200-201). The professional learning and training to support mastery of online
teaching competencies are critical and becoming more available in institutions and
professional organizations.

Ongoing professional learning is an expectation for all university and college
educators, including instructors and administrators at IEPs. Studies have been done for
several decades on learning to teach using technology, but the imperative to create
online learning opportunities for university instructors to “learn about and improve their
pedagogy to influence student outcomes” (Giles, 2018, p. 105) became pronounced in
2020 when language learning moved to the remote environment on a global scale.

Studies show that ESL instructors perceive that they lack training in integrating
tools to the affordances of LMS and “pedagogy enhanced by technology” (Karamifar et
al., 2019, p. 71). Findings from Moorhouse et al. (2021) show that for ESL instructors to
utilize appropriate interaction in their synchronous online lessons, they need to build

multiple competencies, including technological competencies to use platforms and tools
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that can be “integrated with existing practices” (p. 11). To build instructors’ confidence
and competencies, institutions should provide training and support for using technology
in the language classroom (Hartshorn & McMurry, 2020).

Studies focused on higher education show that faculty need training using
technology to teach online, as they may have not taken online courses and are not
experienced with the context (Lowenthal et al., 2019). They may be transferring
pedagogy and content from their F2F courses to the online environment (Baran et al.,
2011) and need to understand how technology, pedagogy, and content are
interconnected in facilitating activities (Koehler et al., 2007). In order to explore and
improve these competencies in using technology to present content, Martin et al. (2019)
suggest seeking out professional development in an online environment at their own
institution, within professional organizations, or to find resources and similarly proactive
colleagues to learn independently. Institutions need flexible learning options to support
isolated or part-time instructors (Pedro & Kumar, 2020). The authors found that “an
institutional environment that not only fosters faculty development of knowledge and
skills related to online teaching, but also recognizes and rewards faculty engagement in
such learning is needed” (Pedro & Kumar, 2020, p. 60).

Training instructors to embrace the competencies for their roles in the online
teaching environment are critical to all higher education faculty. Literature introducing
expectations of the competencies, roles, and facilitation strategies in the online teaching
environment may provide insight for the responsive leadership and institutional support

for educational technology use and in language instruction.

45



Magruder & Kumar (2018) address improving competencies for the roles faculty
need to adopt in order to transform their online teaching practices through development
and training. Preparing faculty through training is essential and specific to each
institution, however, the authors recommend delivering programs online, thus providing
experience in the online learning environment. In online professional development, the
need to expose instructors to various philosophical approaches like behaviorism,
cognitivism, and constructivism as part of online pedagogy is necessary. Exploring
one’s own teaching practices and identifying how the approaches can inform online
instruction will benefit instructors learning to teach online. The training will expose
instructors to the expectations of the roles they will take in the online environment.
Briefly, those roles are pedagogical, administrative/managerial, technical, evaluation,
active learning facilitator, and instructional designer.

Additionally, Martin et al. (2019) identified roles and competencies online faculty
describe as necessary for performing tasks in course design and teaching. Those
faculty considered “the engagement, the support, the mentoring of the students as they
move through courses” (p. 190) as important skills in their role as facilitator, course
designer, course manager, subject-matter expert, and mentor. The competencies they
reported needing to teach effectively online were technical skills, willingness to learn,
knowledge of how people learn, translating their content expertise to be accessible
online, course design skill, and assessment practices in the online environment.

Training faculty to understand the roles they must inhabit for online instruction is
a necessity. One critical element required for this development is institutional support.

The types of institutional supports for developing online teaching skills include
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technology infrastructure, technology support, online course development and teaching,
instructor rewards and incentives, administrative and academic support, institutional
policies and culture, and program and legal support (Pedro & Kumar, 2020). Fostering a
supportive environment is needed to help faculty learn to use technology, develop
appropriate courses, and incentivize learning in which changing instructional modalities
and roles are prevalent.

When learning to use and adopting technology during the pandemic, IEP
instructors may have been in a position of “dissonance created by recognizing a new
situation or information as inconsistent with previous understandings” (Black, 2015, p.
83) when tasked to transform content to the remote environment with just-in-time
support (Lowenthal et al., 2019). EFL instructors in Kuwait who taught during the
pandemic found e-learning technology to be useful and easy to use (Al-Anezi & Alajmi,
2021) and they responded that various social influences were not a factor in adopting e-
learning technology. The overall results indicated a high acceptance of using
educational technology, but varying levels of adoption. Based on recommendations that
institutions provide adequate faculty development for teaching online rather than relying
on just-in-time support, IEP administrators can explore the factors that led instructors to
use and adopt particular technology for communicative activities.

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) serves as
the theoretical framework for this study to focus on the behavioral intention and use
behavior of individuals. The first section provides a conceptualization of the UTAUT,

followed by the core constructs, moderators, and possible advantages or limitations of
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the theory. Finally, alignment of the UTAUT with the facilitation of the CLT approach
using educational technology in emergency remote teaching environments is presented.
Conceptualization of the Framework

Early research in computer information systems produced theories on user
acceptance and technology innovation and diffusion (Wedlock & Trahan, 2019).
Venkatesh et al. (2003) realized the need for a unified theory to guide technology
researchers and organizational managers understanding of an individual’s acceptance
and use of new systems to increase adoption. Multiple theories from various disciplines
and technology research contexts were available to measure intention and behavior of
new information technology acceptance. Venkatesh et al. (2003) strove to develop a
more useful, consolidated tool that could contain dimensions of the eight prevalent
models currently used. The eight models subsumed by the UTAUT were: Technology
Acceptance Model (TAM), Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB), Combined TAM and TPB (C-TAM-TPB), Motivational Model (MM),
Model of PC Utilization (MPCU), Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT), and Social Cognitive
Theory (SCT).

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) is grounded in social psychology research
and states that an individual's behavioral intention is a major predictor in actual behavior
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974). Additional theorization posits that attitude toward “performing
the target behavior” (p. 216) and the subjective norm, the perception of social pressure
about performing a behavior, are the two primary influences on an individual’s behavior.

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was an adaptation of TRA, presented
by Davis (1989), in response to a need to gauge perceived usefulness and ease of use

in technology acceptance. The author analyzed existing theories including adoption of
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innovations, self-efficacy, and Theory of Reasoned Action; TAM acknowledged new
variables were necessary to capture users’ self-reported perceptions of usefulness and
ease of use of a new system.

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) extended TRA to postulate three
determinants of intention: attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavior control
(Ajzen, 1991). Attitude refers to the individual's assessment of the behavior. Subjective
norm is the “perceived social pressure to perform the behavior” (p. 188) and that
perceived behavioral control is the “perceived ease or difficulty of performing the
behavior,” (p. 188) which could now account for nonvolitional behaviors (Wedlock &
Trahan, 2019).

The Combined TAM and TPD (C-TAM-TPB) presented combined variables from
previous theories in response to a surge in technology developments, increased system
users, and the subsequent need for more robust measurements of user intention and
behavior. The combined model (Taylor & Todd, 1995) included perceived behavior
control of the TPB, and a decomposed TPB model that included relative advantage,
complexity, and compatibility from the diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 1983), as
well as additional control belief structures (Ajzen, 1991), and self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977) variables. It also included usefulness and ease of use to describe users’
perceptions of technology systems from TAM. The analysis resulted in the combined
theory, providing a better understanding of cognitive processes in behavioral intentions
in adopting technology (Taylor & Todd, 1995).

The Model of PC Utilization (MPCU) draws from previous research to test social

factors, affect, perceived consequences, and facilitating conditions as predictors in the
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intention to use PCs (Thompson et al., 1991). Findings showed that social factors,
complexity, job fit, and long-term consequences had significant effects on PC use.

The Motivational Model (MM) created by Davis et al. (1992), predicts that those
who use technology to benefit themselves are extrinsically motivated, and those
individuals who use technology without observable benefit are intrinsically motivated.
The MM borrows from previous research that includes multiple types of motivation
within intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation (Wedlock & Trahan, 2019).

The Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) was built on the Diffusion of Innovation
(DOI) theory, wherein the rate of innovation adoption was classified as early, late, and
laggards. These classifications referred to individuals’ level of willingness to adopt
technology. In addition, DOI included five characteristics of innovation of relative
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability (Rogers, 1962, 2003).
In extension, Moore & Benbasat (1991) adapted the DOI to elicit users’ perceptions of
relative advantage, ease of use, image, visibility, compatibility, visibility, results
demonstrability, and voluntariness of use in information systems and technology within
organizations.

The Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) is composed of outcome expectations-
performance and personal, self-efficacy, affect, and anxiety variables (Wedlock &
Trahan, 2019) originally posited by Bandura (1989), expanded by Compeau & Higgins
(1995) to include consequences of behavior related to jobs and self-esteem.

Venkatesh et al. (2003) reviewed and compared the literature of the eight
theories from psychology, sociology, and information systems in information technology

studies to assemble thirty-two overlapping variables present in the competing theories.
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A subsequent longitudinal study was conducted over six months at four sites that
implemented voluntary and mandatory programming in which new technology was
introduced. Data from three survey measurements comprising the thirty-two variables
from the eight competing models were collected and examined to determine if intention
could be predicted with a unified model. Venkatesh et al. (2003) determined that three
constructs, performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence were
significant direct determinants of behavior intention. In addition to these three
constructs, facilitating conditions and behavior intention were direct determinants of use
behavior of new technology systems. Further cross-validation using data from two
additional organizations that provided mandatory and voluntary implementation
revealed the UTAUT model (see Figure 2-1) performed consistently using these four
constructs and four moderating influences of experience, gender, age, and

voluntariness of use.
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Figure 2-1. The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (Venkatesh et al.,
2003)

The UTAUT was empirically validated to be a “universally accepted model for

adoption and usage of technology” (Wedlock & Trahan, 2019, p. 6) which “outperformed
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the eight individual models” (Taiwo & Downe, 2013, p. 49) with about 70% of variance in
behavioral intention (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and 50% of variance in technology use
(Dwivedi et al., 2019; Venkatesh et al., 2012).

The UTAUT provides the framework to determine user acceptance in a variety of
organizational environments and more recently higher educational settings with myriad
technologies. These organizational environments used the UTAUT to gauge an
individual's acceptance and use of information technology, including e-banking, and e-
commerce (Williams et al., 2015). Educational technology studies have included e-
learning research (Tan, 2013) information and communications technology (ICT) (Ma et
al., 2019), online and distance learning in higher education (Venkatesh et al., 2016;
Wedlock & Trahan, 2019) by university instructors (Pynoo et al., 2011), as well as
English and foreign language students and instructors’ use of mobile-assisted language
learning (MALL) or M-Learning (Abu-Al-Aish & Love, 2013; Cavus & Ibrahim, 2009; Hoi,
2020; Morchid, 2019).

Core Constructs

Venkatesh et al., (2003) posit that when adopting new technology, individual
behavioral intention and use behavior can be predicted by four constructs and four key
moderators. The four moderators are not direct determinant factors but have an impact
on the four constructs involved in behavioral intention or use behavior. The UTAUT
provides the foundation to measure IEP instructors’ perceptions and behavioral
intentions related to acceptance and use of educational technology in a mandatory
ERTE situation.

The constructs determined to be significant in predicting acceptance and use of

educational technology within the UTAUT are performance expectancy (PE), effort
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expectancy (EE), social influence (SI) and facilitating conditions (FC); the additional
moderating variables are gender, age, experience, and voluntariness of use (Venkatesh
et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016; Wedlock & Trahan, 2019). Findings showed the
following: 1) influence and significance of “at least one construct” (Venkatesh et al.,
2003, p. 446) in each model stayed consistent over the duration of the study, 2) several
constructs were initially significant, but did not maintain significance during the study,
and 3) social influence was significant but only in mandatory implementations. All
findings further solidify support for using PE, EE, SI, and FC in the UTAUT model to
examine behavioral intention to use technology to facilitate communicative activities.

Performance expectancy (PE)

Venkatesh et al. (2003) defined performance expectancy as the “degree to which
an individual believes that using the system will help him or her to attain gains in job
performance” (p. 447). Perceived usefulness (TAM/TAM2, C-TAM-TPB) is the strongest
indicator of behavioral intention to accept and use technology (Venkatesh et al., 2003).
Other instrumental constructs subsumed from the eight theories include extrinsic
motivation (MM), job fit (MPCU), relative advantage (IDT), and outcome expectations
(SCT). In the IEP context, the PE construct may indicate perceived usefulness of tools
available to accomplish facilitating activities in the ERTE.

Effort expectancy (EE)

Venkatesh et al. (2003) defined effort expectancy, as the “degree of ease
associated with the use of the system” (p. 450). Perceived ease of use (TAM) is a
positive indicator of willingness to accept and use the educational technology (Khechine
et al., 2020; Venkatesh et al., 2016). Additionally, complexity (MPCU) and ease of use

(IDT) were determined to be instrumental. In the IEP context, this construct refers to
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instructors’ perceptions that the educational technology available is easy to use as well
as easy to understand how to use the systems to facilitate communicative language
teaching activities in the ERTE.

Social Influence (SI)

Venkatesh et al. (2003) defined social influence as the “degree to which an
individual perceives the important others believe he or she should use the system” (p.
451). Original constructs within the eight theories determined to be present included
subjective norm (TRA, TAM2, TPB/DTPB, and C-TAM-TPB), social factors (MPCU),
and image (IDT).

Social influence (SI) was present and most influential in predicting behavior
intention or usage of technology of individual users’ in the mandatory implementation of
technology, in the longitudinal study by Venkatesh et al. (2003). In the six studies to
predict an individual’s intention to use a new technology in their context, Venkatesh et
al. (2003) implemented three in voluntary settings, and three in mandatory settings. In
the current study, the pandemic precipitated mandatory implementation of remote
technology for instruction in IEPs. Individual IEPs may not have required professional
learning opportunities; however, they could be perceived as mandatory for instructors
who needed additional peer, regional, or national support to learn how to provide
interactive activities. The extent to which instructors accepted and used technology
stemming from influence of peers or administrators in the IEP will be explored through
the UTAUT framework.

In the IEP context, social influence refers to the instructors’ colleagues and

supervisors present in the remote professional learning environment who influenced the
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individual’s intention to use technology to facilitate engaging communicative language
teaching activities in the ERTE.
Facilitating Conditions (FC)

Venkatesh et al. (2003) defined facilitating conditions as the “degree to which an
individual believes that an organizational and technical infrastructure exists to support
use of the system” (p. 453). Original constructs subsumed in FC were perceived
behavioral control (TPB/DTPB, and C-TAM-TPB), facilitating conditions (MPCU), and
compatibility (IDT). In forming the UTAUT model, Venkatesh et al. (2003) determined
when PE and EE constructs are present, an individual’s perceptions of facilitating
conditions do not directly influence behavior intention. Perceptions that technical and
leadership support exist does determine use behavior. In the IEP context, facilitating
conditions refer to the “human, organizational and technical support” (Khechine et al.,
2020, p. 2310) that instructors perceive as available and sufficient for using educational
technology and accessing professional learning in the ERTE.

Moderators

The UTAUT includes four moderators of gender, age, experience, and
voluntariness of use, which are not direct determinant factors but impact the
independent variables of PE, EE, Sl, and FC in predicting an individual's behavioral
intention and use behavior. Given the unigue circumstances in which all instructors
were required to use remote technology to teach and work during the pandemic,
uncovering the moderators’ impact of the performance expectancy, effort expectancy,
social influence, and facilitating conditions will be particularly interesting.

Perceptions of educational technology and behavioral expectations during

mandatory use in facilitating a specific pedagogical feature in IEP may be impacted by
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self-reported gender, experience, age, and voluntariness of use. Voluntariness of use is
a perception the user has regarding the technology use being voluntary, or of free will
(Moore & Benbasat, 1991). The individual perception of voluntariness influences
behavior to use or reject technology. These moderating influences may present
relationships key to understanding perceptions of learning about, accepting, and using
educational technology in facilitating CLT in an ERTE. The demographic and
experiential information that instructors provide may illuminate the factors that contribute
to behavioral intention and use. In determining behavioral intention (Venkatesh et al.,
2003), findings showed gender and age as key moderators of performance expectancy.
Gender, age, and experience impacted effort expectancy; gender, age, experience, and
voluntariness of use impacted social influence. Determining usage behavior showed
age and experience impacting facilitating conditions. In the UTAUT (see Figure 2-1),
these relationships are represented with arrows from the key moderators of gender,
age, experience, and voluntariness of use to the corresponding construct.

Advantages and Limitations of the UTAUT

The UTAUT is used in commercial, government, and educational research to
measure individuals’ acceptance and use of a new technology or system. The UTAUT
has been found to show how aspects of “intention and behavior evolve over time”
(Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 468) and provides a comprehensive approach to determine
relationships among many “psychological and social factors that might impact
information technology adoption” (Yoo et al., 2012, p. 944). The UTAUT instrument
presents consistent, valid, and reliable results in myriad fields like information

technology and mobile learning (Lin & Bhattacherjee, 2008; Wang et al., 2009).
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Limitations of the UTAUT could include its lack of parsimony in that it requires
multiple variables to achieve a considerable level of variance. In its formation,
Venkatesh et al., (2003) reported using highest-loading factors of observed variables
from some of the previous models, and that in using only the highest-loading items,
some models were not represented in the UTAUT constructs. Additionally, the social
influence (SI) and facilitating condition (FC) constructs are too complex to be measured
accurately (van Raaij & Schepers, 2008). Frequently used internationally to understand
technology acceptance, the UTAUT does not include cultural factors (Im et al., 2011)
and although IEPs are based in U.S. universities and colleges, they employ a range of
international and culturally diverse instructors.

The Use of UTAUT in this Study

The UTAUT model provides the theoretical framework to explore how IEP
instructors perceived learning to use educational technology in the mandatory shift to an
emergency remote teaching and working environment. The IEP instructors’ perceptions
of usefulness, ease of use, social influences of peers and administrators, and available
systems to facilitate CLT activities in a remote teaching environment moderated by
demographic and experiential information will be investigated in this study. Using the
UTAUT as the theoretical framework to guide interview questions will assist with
examining the factors influencing instructors’ use and acceptance of educational
technology to facilitate communicative language teaching activities in an emergency
remote teaching environment.

Literature Review Summary

This chapter focused on providing an overview of the literature of Intensive

English Programs, and the unique administrative and instructional features within, as
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well Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) and learning to teach online.
Finally, the UTAUT framework was presented, including the advantages and limitations,

and its alignment with the research questions and context.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter provides a description of the methodology used for this qualitative
study, including sampling, data collection, and data analysis. In addition, processes to
ensure trustworthiness in the investigation are explained, followed by the subjectivity
statement.

Purpose of study

The purpose of this study was to explore how IEP instructors facilitated
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) activities in various classroom environments,
to understand which factors played a role in the facilitation of CLT activities, and to
discover which learning experiences they sought during the COVID pandemic from
March 2020 through April 2021. The research questions guiding this study were:

1. How did IEP instructors facilitate communicative language teaching activities in a
remote teaching environment?

2. What factors played a role in facilitating communicative language teaching activities
in a remote environment?

3. How did IEP instructors learn to use technology to facilitate communicative language
teaching activities in a remote teaching environment?

Research Design

The ontological assumption of this study was that all realities are socially
constructed by individuals experiencing the world. Knowledge and meaning are
acquired by individuals interacting with their realities guided by an interpretivist-relativist
epistemology paradigm. In this subjective “reality mediated by our senses” (Scotland,
2012, p. 11), “knowledge has the trait of being culturally derived and historically
situated” (p. 12). The general qualitative approach (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) in this

study provided the means for instructors to construct a narrative to process their lived
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experience (Altheide & Johnson, 2011), and to present perspectives on learning to use
technology in a remote teaching and working environment. Researchers using a
qualitative approach seek a “detailed understanding of the issue” (Creswell & Poth,
2017, p. 45) only possible by directly speaking to participants to uncover how they
“interpret their experiences, construct their worlds, and what meaning they attribute to
the experiences” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 24).

Instrumentation

Guided by the general qualitative approach, interviewing participants to discover
phenomena to answer the research questions, “is necessary when we cannot observe
behavior, feelings, or how people interpret the world around them” (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016, p. 108). The UTAUT is the theoretical framework (see Chapter 2) guiding this
study to explore IEP instructors’ acceptance and use of educational technology to
facilitate CLT activities in an emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE). Since
the situation called for mandatory learning and training on new educational technology,
the UTAUT framework was deemed most appropriate for this qualitative study.

The UTAUT guided development of the interview questions prompting IEP
instructors to narrate the perceived usefulness, ease of use, social influences of peers
and others important to them, and the perception that their unit had the organization,
computing infrastructure, and personnel to support their acceptance and use of new
technology.

The UTAUT framework can assist in predicting an individual user’s adoption and
integration of technology, using performance expectancy (PE), effort expectancy (EE),
social influence (SI) and facilitating conditions (FC) constructs, and the additional

moderating variables of gender, age, experience, and voluntariness of use (Venkatesh
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et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016; Wedlock & Trahan, 2019). The UTAUT provided
guidance to explore instructors’ perceptions about the usefulness, ease of use, social
influences and infrastructure available to them during the pandemic to answer the
research questions.

Interview questions. Using the UTAUT as a guide, semi-structured interview
questions were developed to uncover instructors’ perceptions of usefulness, ease of
use, social dimensions affecting adoption, and the available infrastructure that
influenced their acceptance and use of technology through stories and reflections
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). These questions were developed
and aligned with the IEP context and the research questions including how instructors
facilitated CLT activities, the factors they felt played a role in facilitating, and how
instructors learned to use technology in the remote environment. The UTAUT’s
moderating variables were used as a guide to create the demographic questions of age,
gender, and years of experience. The initial interview protocol was reviewed by my
faculty advisor and by my dissertation committee. Next, a think-aloud was conducted
with two UF ELI faculty members.

Think aloud. In preparing the interview questions, a cognitive interview
(Desimone & Le Floch, 2004), or think-aloud, the term used in this study, was
conducted with two faculty lecturers from University of Florida English Language
Institute who are representative of the UCIEP instructors in this study. The purpose of
the think-aloud protocol was to determine how UCIEP instructors would interpret and
answer the interview questions (Desimone & Le Floch, 2004). The invitation email was

provided, along with the informed consent within the UF Qualtrics
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(https://ufl.qualtrics.com) poll to consider prior to participating in the think-aloud. In the
introduction email, a paragraph from Desimone & Le Floch (2004) was sent, regarding
the expectations and examples of feedback the think-aloud commentary was intended
to provide. Both faculty members gave their consent to be recorded, and they were
individually interviewed via UF Zoom (https://ufl.zoom.us), to replicate the interviewing
conditions with the study participants. Each interview question was projected on-screen
and kept visible for the time that faculty member needed to reflect and respond to it.
Notes were made on how each instructor responded to the question, their opinion on
the structure of the question, and their reflections. These notes and reflections revealed
a few issues (Presser et al., 2004) with several questions that could have caused
misinterpretation and may not have accurately measured the “aspects of the
phenomena being examined” (Desimone & Le Floch, 2004, p. 4). Several questions
were changed to improve clarity, based on the faculty members’ input (see Appendix D
for original questions and amendments).

The most significant changes made to the original questions included rewriting
the acronym CLT to communicative language teaching, and removing redundant
occurrences of the word teaching, in an effort to make the meanings exact (see
Appendix D questions 1-15). Other changes included rephrasing information questions
to use the softening modal can to encourage personal narratives (see Appendix D
questions 1-11).

The final interview questions and the related four UTAUT constructs (Venkatesh
et al., 2003) that guided the development of each question are presented in Table 3-1.

The interview questions are presented with the corresponding research questions.
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Table 3-1. UTAUT constructs guiding the development of interview questions

UTAUT Construct
(Venkatesh et al., 2003)

Interview Questions and Corresponding Research Questions

Performance Expectancy (PE)

The degree to which an individual
believes that using the system will
help attain gains in job performance.

Effort Expectancy (EE)
The degree of ease associated with
the use of the system.

Facilitating Conditions (FC)

The degree to which an individual
believes that an organizational and
technical infrastructure exist to
support use of the system.

Can you tell me about your experiences teaching
communicative language activities remotely during the
pandemic? (RQ1)

How did you facilitate communicative language activities in the
remote teaching environment?

e Would you be willing to share examples with me of
your activities showing how you used technology
where students were engaged in communicative
activities? (RQ1)

What kinds of technology did you use when teaching
communicative language activities remotely? (RQ1)

How and why did you chose to facilitate communicative
language teaching activities in that manner? (RQ1)

How effective do you think you were as an instructor during the
pandemic in a remote teaching environment? (RQ2)

Can you tell me more about why you chose to use those
technologies for communicative language teaching activities at
that time? (RQ2)

How useful did you find those technologies to be for facilitating
communicative language activities? (RQ2)

How difficult or easy was it for you to facilitate communicative
activities in a remote teaching environment? (RQ2)

What kinds of barriers were present during your facilitation of
communicative language activities in the remote teaching
environment? (RQ2)

How difficult or easy was it for you to learn to use those
technologies for communicative language activities? (RQ3)

Can you tell me how you learned to use technologies for
communicative language activities? (RQ3)

What resources did you use to learn about remote teaching?

(RQ3)

In what ways did your Intensive English Program administration
or host institution support your use of technology for remote
communicative language teaching? (RQ3)

What kinds of assistance did you receive at your Intensive
English Program or host institution for learning to teach
remotely? (RQ3)
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Participants

Purposeful sampling was used to invite instructors from the University and
College Intensive English Program (UCIEP) consortium. Instructors from 72 UCIEP
member institutes were invited to participate in the study because of their similar
characteristics to provide “information rich and illuminative” (Patton, 2002, p. 40)
narrative of the personal perspectives and experiences with teaching and learning in the
emergency remote environment. The UCIEP schools are located across 33 states, plus
the District of Columbia. The University of Florida English Language Institute was
excluded from the study.

The UCIEP consortium belongs to the initial IEP model wherein faculty and staff
are employees of the university or college, and the administration is within the structure
and governance of the host institution. Additional models include for-profit businesses,
not associated with a college or university, and proprietary, for-profit business, located
on a college or university campus. The latter two models were excluded from the study
to maintain similar educational and experiential characteristics (Alberola, 2021; Forbes,
2012; Kaplan, 1997; Wallace, 2003). Member institutes of the UCIEP are required to
demonstrate an adherence to established consortium standards, verified through an
application, an in-depth initial site-study, submission of periodic updates, and ongoing
periodic review, to maintain an active status. The UCIEP mission states it, “supports
and strengthens university-governed intensive English program leadership through
collegial engagement, applied research, IEP advocacy, and the active promotion of the
highest professional standards” (UCIEP Bylaws, 2017, pp. 1-2).

Minimum qualifications for UCIEP personnel are required for administrative

faculty, full-time teaching faculty, part-time or adjunct faculty, and teaching assistants
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(UCIEP Guidelines, 2017). The minimum requirements for full-time administrative and
teaching faculty include prior teaching experience in an ESL/EFL setting, and an MA
TESL, or equivalent, “with documented coursework in linguistics, culture and society,
educational foundations, second-language pedagogy, second-language assessment,
and language teaching practicum” (p. 3). UCIEP recommends that part-time or adjunct
faculty have some prior teaching experience in the field, and a master’s in TESL, or
related, degree. If an instructor is lacking experience or required coursework, the
recommendations include having an administrator supervise that instructor.

Data Collection Procedures

Institutional review board (IRB) approval from the University of Florida was
obtained prior to the beginning of the study. Data were collected primarily through
personal interviews with UCIEP instructors who were working remotely from March
2020 through April 2021 during the COVID-19 pandemic in which F2F English as a
Second Language (ESL) instruction moved to an emergency remote teaching
environment (ERTE).

Interview. The invitation (see Appendix E) to participate was emailed to the UF
ELI director, Dr. Megan Forbes, who forwarded it to the UCIEP directors’ listerv. The
email provided a personal introduction, a description of the purpose of the study, and
the invitation for directors to forward the email to instructors who taught at the UCIEP
member school between March 2020 and April 2021, and were teaching and working
remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic from March 2020 through April 2021.

When the UCIEP instructors indicated interest in participating, the survey link
was sent directly from the UF Qualtrics site. Eleven instructors indicated interest in

participating and received the link. Ten instructors completed the survey and were
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successfully scheduled and interviewed. Upon consultation with my faculty advisor after
the interviews were completed, it was determined that 10 participants was a useful
sample for the study, as a pattern of similar responses had emerged (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). The UF Qualtrics website included additional information about the study, the
informed consent, and a description of the participants’ rights. When indicating they
understood their rights and consented to participate, participating instructors were
directed to a short, six-question poll to gather demographic data including their age,
gender, years of teaching experience, their academic position or affiliation, and if they
experienced a change in their job or title during the pandemic (see Appendix A). After
the instructors completed the poll, the Zoom interview was scheduled. Ten UCIEP
instructors were invited to interview. Within the group of 10 instructors, none had
worked with me previously.

The interviews were conducted in the Fall 2021 semester using UF’s
videoconferencing platform Zoom Pro, which has the capability to record audio and
video, and to produce a transcript. It is a useful platform, not only for the convenience of
these recording capabilities, but for the potential to make interpersonal connections
(Archibald et al., 2019) similar to in-person interaction. The semi-structured interviews
took approximately 45 minutes each.

After each interview, the text was edited using the accompanying audio and
video download from UF Zoom Pro to create an accurate transcript. After transcribing
the interviews and ensuring they were accurate, a copy was emailed to the instructors
for member checking to verify accuracy of representation. Some instructors made

changes by redacting information they felt was not pertinent to the topic we were
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discussing, and names of their colleagues or host institutions, but all ten instructors
gave permission to use the interview for the study. Member checking is critical for
establishing trustworthiness as views from participants “allow for a fuller and rounder
understanding of what is happening in the field” (Loh, 2013, p. 7).

Artifacts. During the interview, the UCIEP instructors were asked if they would
be willing to share examples of activities showing communicative language teaching
activities from their remote teaching. They were also asked if they would be willing to
share the resources that helped them to learn to teach remotely with technology.
Instructors could choose to share such examples and resources or not, including paper
copies of communicative lessons they facilitated. The 10 instructors shared learning
resources verbally but did not provide any lesson plan documents.

Researcher Journal. During data collection, journal entries and observations to
document and track the research process were made in a notebook (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Saldafia, 2013). The self-reflection exercise
was used to take notes during and after interviews, and to record personal thoughts and
reactions throughout the data analysis and coding processes. The journal was used to
manage data and record “feelings, reactions to the experience, and reflections about
the personal meaning and significance of what has been observed” (Patton, 2015, p.
388).

Data Analysis Procedure

After reviewing the first transcript for accuracy, my faculty advisor and peer-
coding partner from my cohort met to discuss the coding process and coded a section
of the transcript together to ensure a common coding process and to guide our

subsequent coding. In the next phase, my coding partner and | performed initial coding
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on the first transcript to “symbolically assign a summative, salient, essence-capturing,
and/or evocative attribute” (Saldafia, 2013, p. 3) separately. After completing our
independent coding, we met via Zoom to review and discuss our codes to identify
similarities and differences.

Overall, my peer and | had very similar codes. Differences in our codes were
minor and we discussed the phrases we had chosen. One difference was that |
assigned codes at an overly detailed sentence level with several first categories that
could cause confusion with unnecessary categories. My peer coded at a broader level
to capture the entire section of data. An example showing my initial codes applied at the
sentence level using the first level codes facilitating CLT, remote teaching, and teaching
with CLT, with a variety of sub-codes, and the more general initial code my peer applied
for the same selection of text is shown in Table 3-2. In our discussion, we determined
that condensing multiple first-level codes to create facilitating CLT in ERTE, would
capture the meaning of the various strategies and activities. | continued to code larger
sections of data, using more general first-level codes.

Table 3-2. Example of initial codes in the peer coding process

Initial code Initial peer code Final code
FacilitatingCLT FacilitatingCLT FacilitatingCLTIinERTE
Strategy Strategies Strategies

Grouping
SimilarLevels

FacilitatingCLT
Strategy
Grouping
ActivitySuccess

RemoteTeaching
Strategy
StudentsChooseGroups

TeachingwithCLT
ClarificationStrategies
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Trustworthiness

To address trustworthiness and dependability, established qualitative inquiry
conventions were intentionally followed throughout the entire study (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). The procedures used to address these establish standards throughout data
collection and analysis are presented below.

The interview protocol was developed following accepted guidelines (Creswell,
2013; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) and scripted using the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003)
as the theoretical framework as a primary source. Two faculty colleagues at University
of Florida English Language Institute, a UCIEP member institute whose faculty are
representative of the participants recruited for the study, were interviewed in a cognitive
think-aloud procedure (Desimone & Le Floch, 2004; Presser et al., 2004) to determine
how the questions would be interpreted.

To address dependability and comparability, participants were asked the same
initial structured demographic and experiential questions in the survey, and the same
open-ended interview questions. The interview questions were presented to each
UCEIP instructor in the same order (Patton, 2015). They were projected on the Zoom
shared screen to provide visual, written support. Instructors shared vocabulary on the
interview question topics (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).

To address mitigating coercion, the participants were purposefully sampled from
all UCIEP institutions, excluding UF ELI, in the event an instructor may have worked
under my supervision. | had not worked with any of the participants professionally.

Following data collection, transcript accuracy was verified through listening and
watching the available downloaded audio and video from UF Zoom Pro a minimum of

two times. To address credibility of the study, member checking, where each participant
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was given the opportunity to review the transcript, was performed. The transcript was
sent to each instructor via email for verification of the words and meanings, and for final
approval of its use in the study (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).

Addressing trustworthiness in the data analysis was done through an established
process of assigning codes to symbolize meaning (Saldafia, 2013). Peer coding was
used to increase reliability (Creswell, 2013) and to reduce the possibility of bias due to
my embeddedness in the IEP context. My peer-coding partner from my cohort provided
an impartial perspective in the coding process. In the first phase, | met with my faculty
advisor and my peer-coding partner. Following my faculty advisor’s guidance, my peer-
coding partner and | completed two phases of peer coding after the first and last
transcripts were coded. Finally, my codes were reviewed for accuracy by my faculty
advisor after the 10 transcripts were completed.

To address transferability in this study, several strategies were used. First, a rich
description was used to detail the context and participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
The transcripts and videos from the participant interviews, notes in my journal, and the
memos within MAXQDA were used to create the detailed presentation.

To address further potential bias, reflective journaling (Creswell, 2013)
throughout the study was done to explore my personal experiences as an IEP
administrator. An example of a journal entry included the multiple perspectives |
encountered regarding how instructors’ expressed their understanding of the CLT
approach. This audit trail (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) documenting the entire study within
my researcher journals include records of interaction with the participants, transcripts,

codes and memos, meetings with my faculty advisor and my coding peer, and my own
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reflections asking questions about the data, the process, and how my biases may be
presenting in interpretations or coding.

Subjectivity Statement

Understanding how IEP instructors experienced moving quickly to an emergency
remote teaching environment was directly connected to my position as an administrator
concerned with continuity of operations. Working with instructors to navigate technology
as a colleague through the pandemic, and providing resources and support while
collaborating was professional, but also personal.

| have worked at the University of Florida English Language Institute since
January 2006, first as an instructor and international student recruiter, and then as a
full-time administrator starting in 2010. In that transition, in addition to recruitment and
Listening/Speaking Coordinator responsibilities, | took the role of new instructor and
graduate teaching student supervisor. | have coordinated and learned with
Listening/Speaking instructors, supervised over 80 new ELI instructors, taught
Supervised Teaching (LIN6940) as needed, and created professional learning
opportunities that provided collaboration with my colleagues, usually involving
educational technology to support English language teaching. As a new instructor
supervisor, | focused on encouraging communicative activities in all skills and subskills.
In this study, | discovered instructors have varying interpretations of CLT, negotiation of
meaning, and authentic materials. This issue was addressed by having an instructor
outside of the IEP context as a peer coder. ldentifying my own interpretation through
journaling and how it may influence coding was part of the process as well.

During the COVID-19 pandemic, UF ELI created programming called Short Term

English Program (STEP) online. | assisted colleagues requesting help to build courses
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on Canvas, coordinated, and marketed the program. | made myself available seven
days a week for impromptu or planned Zoom sessions with colleagues. | communicated
with our Core Emergency Group of Administrators to discuss how to appropriately
provide learning resources and support for our entire team. | checked in with our
instructors to see how they were feeling and to ask how | could help. | had not expected
the participants in this study to have administrative titles. They had similar supporting
roles in their IEPs. | recognized my experience as an administrator could have
potentially contributed to meaning based on that experience while transcribing. This was
addressed through the process of member-checking, peer-coding, and reflecting
specifically on this issue through journaling. To address potential researcher bias and
subjectivity, reflexive journaling and meeting with my faculty advisor were strategies
used to address personal assumptions and bias throughout the study.

Our UF ELI instructors were required to return to campus for F2F teaching in
January 2021. | taught a Listening/Speaking class for a colleague, stepping in as an
emergency instructor at mid-term. The students and | were in masks and distanced in
the UF classrooms. | had to facilitate remote instruction with HyFlex technology in UF
classrooms, on short notice, for students who were withheld from campus due to
positive COVID-19 test results. Since we did not have enough students to make a
complete section in the level, my class had students added at mid-term, making it a
multi-level class.

| was learning to use technology along with my colleagues and was seeking the
support from others in the profession not only as an instructor but also as an

educational technology researcher. In Summer 2021 and Fall 2021 semesters, | taught
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Academic Writing, a course that provides two hours of synchronous class via Zoom,
and three hours of asynchronous individual and group work each week. Despite being
vaccinated and careful, | fell very ill with COVID-19 while teaching and conducting
interviews for this study in October 2021. Experiencing the gamut of teaching,
researching, and learning to use technology under stressful conditions the instructors
were also living through made me empathetic. Again, | realized the potential for
assigning meaning to their statements based on this similar experience and addressed
this through the process of triangulation, by having multiple people independently
analyze the data collected from participant interviews through the coding process.

Summary

This chapter focused on providing a description of the qualitative research study,
including the theoretical framework and design guiding the investigation to answer the
research questions. In addition, methods to ensure rigorous methodology was
presented in a discussion of trustworthiness in the investigation, followed by potential

limitations and the subjectivity statement.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this general qualitative study was to explore how Intensive
English Program (IEP) instructors facilitated Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
activities in the emergency remote teaching environment (ERTE), to discover what
factors they identified as playing a role, and to examine how they learned to use
technology to facilitate CLT activities in a remote teaching environment. This chapter
provides a brief overview of the IEP, followed by the findings organized by the research
questions, and ends with information instructors’ intentions to use technology going
forward. The research questions guiding the study are:

1. How did IEP instructors facilitate communicative language teaching activities in a
remote teaching environment?

2. What factors played a role in facilitating communicative language teaching activities
in a remote environment?

3. How did IEP instructors learn to use technology to facilitate communicative language
teaching activities in a remote teaching environment?

Intensive English Program Context

Interviews with 10 instructors from UCIEP institutions were held via Zoom
between September 2, and November 5, 2021. In addition to addressing the research
guestions, this section gives a brief overview the instructors provided regarding features
of their IEP context (see Table 4-1). Their demographic information is included (see
Table 4-2), along with their reported prior experience and comfort with technology.
Finally, a brief description of the initial transition to remote teaching instructors

experienced in March 2020.
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Table 4-1. Themes and categories in the intensive English program context
Theme Categories

IEP context Background

Participants
Experience and comfort using technology

Transition to remote instruction

Background

The institutions included in this study represented curriculum that had two types
of courses: a) integrated skills, which is a course where several skills are equally
developed, like Listening/Speaking, or Reading/Writing and b) discrete skills classes, in
which only one skill is the focus, like Grammar. Even though they have a single focus,
discrete skills courses can contain elements of the four skills (reading, writing, listening,
and speaking) and subskills like grammar, vocabulary, or pronunciation in activities.
Instructors reported different models, including non-credit or credit-bearing courses in
the IEP, and dual-enroliment or academic bridge programs across the IEP and the host
institution.

In addition to the skills courses, two of the institutions represented had offered
online courses previously, and one was in the process of implementing online options in
the spring semester of 2020. Two institutions delivered teacher-training courses or
certificates, professional development programming, MA TESL courses, or elective
courses in addition to the regular IEP full-time F2F. This creation of online elective
courses was in response to falling enrollment across the United States prior to the
pandemic, and the IEP used it as a method of marketing to alumni and local, non-F-1

students to bolster student enroliment.
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The IEP enroliments were decreasing across the United States due to the White
House Administration policies implemented between 2017 and 2020 to limit
international visitors and students. IEP administrators had to make decisions about
placing students with multiple proficiency levels into one section and downsizing the
program by not offering electives. Seven instructors spoke about issues regarding low
enrollment before the pandemic. Their colleagues had been laid off when programs
downsized, and those remaining reported a sense of survivor’s guilt. These issues
regarding multiple-level sections and fewer instructors multiplied in March 2020 with the
stark loss of student enroliment.

IEPs are required to provide at least 18 classroom contact hours each week for
F-1 student visa holders. Teaching appointments for full-time instructors vary between
16 to 20 classroom contact hours per week. During the initial pivot in March 2020,
instructors had a variety of appointment and schedule changes. Some IEPs reduced
instructional hours by giving release time for course and material development. Class
schedules were changed in some IEPs to accommodate international students in Asia
who could not travel to the United States.

Participants in the Study

Ten instructors who taught in a UCIEP school during the March 2020 — April
2021 period participated in the interviews. Table 4-2 presents the demographic
information instructors shared. The participants’ ages ranged from 26 to 64, and they
reported from three to 30 years of teaching experience in ESL classrooms. One
instructor experienced a title change during the period. Three instructors identified as

male and seven identified as female.
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Among the 10 instructors interviewed, several held administrative titles such as
skills, curriculum, or academic coordinators. Other responsibilities they had included
textbook and materials coordinator, technology committee member, or campus
technology office liaison. Those with administrative positions typically had release time
as part of their appointment.

Table 4-2. Participants in the study

Title Change from March

Name Age Years of Experience 2020 — April 2021 Gender
Lori 62 21 No Female
Andy 38 9 No Male
Eva 40 11 No Female
Rene 55 30 No Female
Amy 26 3 Yes Female
Mark 34 11 No Male
Mae 58 6 No Female
Kai 64 19 No Female
Pax 41 11 No Male
Jyn 40 13 No Female

Experience and Comfort Level with Educational Technology

In this section, the instructors who participated in this study are introduced in
order of prior experience with educational technology in the F2F or online classroom
environment, from the least experienced to the most experienced.

Rene and Mae are instructors with the least experience using technology in the
remote or online environment. They had not used asynchronous or synchronous
technology in teaching or teacher training. Rene had extensive ESL classroom
experience and used computer labs for writing courses in the F2F environment, but

using remote technology was new to them. Rene likes technology, but felt they were
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“not a high-tech” person, and stated the remote experience is inferior to F2F immersion
classrooms for language learning.

Mae said their IEP used an LMS to support the F2F courses prior to the
pandemic. Nervous at the beginning of the pivot to remote teaching, Rene and Mae
credit the training they received from their IEP directors and colleagues in learning how
to use the synchronous Zoom platform.

Lori and Kai are instructors who reported no prior online teaching experience, nor
had they incorporated technology in their F2F classrooms before the pivot to remote
instruction. Although, they both had previous experience leading online professional
programming in a primarily asynchronous environment, Lori was initially apprehensive
about online language teaching. Self-described as a person who was not a “techie” this
instructor was grateful for the access to global colleagues in Professional Learning
Networks (PLNSs). Kai felt synchronous, remote language teaching was new and
challenging, even though they self-described as feeling comfortable with technology.
Kai did not view the LMS as a useful tool to immerse students in a communicative
learning experience or as a way to facilitate communicative activities. Like Lori, they
found technology useful for learning, since videoconferencing platforms provided
access to international communities engaged in “massive global brainstorming” seeking
the same technology solutions for remote teaching. Despite their colleagues’ positive
experiences learning and brainstorming together, Kai stated that the cognitive
“bandwidth” that instructors needed to learn so much so fast, tripled or quadrupled,

especially in that initial, very short transition to remote instruction.
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Amy is a part-time graduate teaching assistant who began teaching at the IEP in
August 2020. They had been an online student as an undergraduate, and taught online
before enrolling in the graduate program. Amy did not express having any difficulty with
technology and only referred to the difficulty of learning to teach CLT activities as a new
instructor during challenging times.

Mark and Pax are instructors with administrative coordinator titles who said their
F2F classrooms were a blended environment prior to the pandemic because of the
amount and kinds of technology they used to supplement their teaching. Mark self-
described as “more than average tech-savvy” and said the circumstances were more
difficult for their colleagues transferring CLT activities to the remote environment. Mark
found tools that supported the CLT approach in the remote classroom. However, the
teaching experience “was more about triage. We did not have real emotional or
pedagogical bandwidth. What a great opportunity to be creative! But no, it was more
like, we're trying to survive here, we're trying to find solutions.”

Pax also used technology in F2F classrooms and felt the transition to a remote
environment was not a disruption due to learning to use technology, but focused on the
challenges of substituting classroom materials, resources, and realia in CLT activities in
an electronic format. They stated it was more of a disruption for their colleagues, who
were intimidated by educational technology, but were also “just trying to survive.”

Andy, Jyn, and Eva are three instructors with administrative coordinator titles
who reported having extensive prior online teaching experience and teacher-training
experience. These instructors had previously facilitated workshops to guide and train

their colleagues to use technology in the initial transition and during the pandemic. Andy
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is a self-described “techie” who has taught online teacher-training courses (TESL), and
their institution had synchronous ESL courses before March 2020. Regardless of Andy’s
expertise and experience, they said technology can be challenging as a distraction for
students, and that it minimizes the instructor’s role as a facilitator in CLT since more
guiding and refocusing is needed in the remote environment. They felt like an effective
instructor who leveraged the available technology to make language-learning feedback
more personal for students.

Jyn had experience developing and teaching online ESL classes in the IEP. They
reported having no difficulty transitioning to the remote environment and facilitated CLT
activities to engage students in interactive group and pair work with collaborative tools
in the same way as in a F2F classroom.

Eva had the most online and hybrid teaching experience. They are a self-
described “tech-savvy” person, although expressed they continually seek learning
experiences to improve their educational technology skills. Eva used technology
successfully in communicative activities, and perceived they were able to do everything,
if not better, online.

The ten instructors had a range of limited to advanced prior online and remote
experiences teaching and developing ESL or TESL courses. They also described a
range of differences in comfort with using technology in the remote environment. They
agreed the most challenging time was the initial, short period to transition to remote
instruction, in March 2020.

Transition to Remote Instruction

Instructors reported they had a short period to transition from F2F to the ERTE.

Some had two days and others had up to two weeks that included spring break in some
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instances. IEPs heard the news of a shutdown from their host universities in March
2020 and were told their classes would be held remotely for the rest of the semester, or
perhaps until the end of the summer. The COVID-19 virus that shut down universities
caused great uncertainty during those two initial weeks, especially in IEPs with an
already vulnerable population of international students and instructors.

IEP administrators and instructors began working immediately to transition F2F
classrooms to remote instruction. Several IEPs met in person to set up remote classes
using the LMS, to experiment with technology for communicative activities, and to plan
for issues that may arise. Kai remembers feeling “transported to another planet”
because the online experience “is not a reference that any of us have had,” since F-1
visa students were always limited to a minimum of 18 hours of in-person classes only,
the majority of the institutions had never experienced this kind of instruction. They were
suddenly a part of the global discussion about how to teach CLT online effectively.

Those instructors who reported they were not as comfortable with technology
credited their IEP directors, other administrators and colleagues working together to
help them learn to use new tools. Some felt nervous or intimidated but stated IEP
directors and colleagues with more experience using technology were generous in
helping those who were not. Having engaged with students in the F2F classroom before
the shutdown made interaction regarding learning technology in the remote environment
more comfortable for instructors.

In reporting their difficulty with transitioning to the ERTE, instructors felt
overwhelmed with heavy workloads. Where IEPs had low enrollment or multiple

proficiency levels in each section, instructors stated that it was extremely hectic, and it
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was difficult to plan what hardware, apps, and textbooks they needed. They questioned
the effectiveness of their teaching in this new environment, along with balancing the
changing skills-based curriculum to focus on more listening and speaking in the
synchronous, Zoom-based classroom. Some questioned the effectiveness of the
learning management systems (LMS) that is not a technology meant to immerse one in
a communicative learning experience.

After this initial transition to remote instruction, some IEPs reported returning to
F2F classrooms as early as Fall 2020. In the Fall 2021 semester when the interviews
took place, instructors were teaching in a variety of modalities. They used terms that
included online, remote, hybrid, HyFlex, dual audience, and F2F classrooms to describe
their environments. Three instructors were either online or fully remote, five instructors
were fully F2F, and two said their institutions were a mix of F2F and online or remote
which in some cases included a HyFlex configuration. HyFlex is instruction that
“presents the components of hybrid learning in a flexible course structure that gives
students the option of attending sessions in the classroom, participating online, or doing
both” (Blended Learning Essentials, http://ble-leeds.wikidot.com/wiki:hyflex). HyFlex
was implemented due to the low enrollment of F2F students in physical IEP classrooms
that had to be combined with the remote students to make a full class in terms of
numbers. Instructors who taught in the HyFlex modality reported it was the most
challenging technology, and they needed additional support to understand how to use it
effectively for communicative activities.

Instructors reported that the CLT approach informed how they used technology

and which tools and applications (apps) they chose to use in the remote environment.
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How Did IEP Instructors Facilitate CLT Activities During the ERTE?

Communicative language teaching (CLT) is a student-centered approach in
which instructors facilitate engaging, authentic acti