[  Feature [

Using Technology in Language

Teaching and Listening
Comprehension:

Revisiting what Teachers Should

Abstract

Introduction

Know and Do

Linda C. Jones
University of Arkansas

Previous arguments concerning the influence of technology on
learning have proposed thatitis either the medium thatinfluences
learning or it is the instructional design applied to a particular
medium thatenhances knowledge acquisition (Clark 1983; Kozma
1991). Absent from both perspectivesis the roleof the teacherand
howheorshemust understandand manage notonly the technology
and the instructional materials used, but must also be cognizant of
otherinstructional components necessary for the effective use of
technology. This paperreemphasizes the status of the teacherasthe
central decision-maker of technology use in language teaching, or
in thisinstance, media-based listening comprehension. Previous
research and recentresults of a qualitative study on the “misman-
agement” of listening comprehension technology support and
reflecthow a teacher’s combined knowledge of students’ prefer-
encesand needs, sound pedagogical and theoretical strategies, and
the media and materials used can influence language learning
through media-based activities.

The use of mediain language learning has greatly evolvedin recent
years, primarily due to the arrival of more sophisticated technolo-
gies. Therefore, as more and more foreign language departments
acquire media tools forlearning, it can be expected that more and
more educators willattempt to use them in theirlanguage courses
(Yaverbaum, Kulkarniand Wood 1997). Already, secondlanguage
(L2) teachers assign audio, video, computer or Internet-based

Vol. 34, No. 2 2002

25



Jones

listening activities to complete eitherathome orin alabsetting,
The goal of such assignmentsis to help students better hear the
intricatesounds, enunciationsand contentof the target language
andto develop their abilities to communicate with others. But
howeffectiveis media forlearning? Clark arguesthat”. .. media
are mere vehicles that deliver instruction but do notinfluence
studentachievementany more than the truck that delivers our
groceries causes change in our nutrition” (Clark 1983, 445).
Kozma (Kozma 1991, 179) furthers that “. .. the capabilities of
a particular medium, in conjunction with methods that take
advantage of these capabilities, interact with and influence the
way learnersrepresent and processinformation and mayresult
inmore or differentlearning when one medium is compared to
another forcertainlearners andtasks.” Bothargumentsare well
founded. However, despite quality materials and technology,
students often perform poorly and are frustrated by listening
comprehension exercises (Jones Vogely 1998). Thus, if the
technology or the materials are not, in and of themselves,
adequatelyinfluencinglearning, then whatother component
mighthelp students“proceed and succeed” with listening com-
prehension technologies and activities? Ifteachersdecide what
technological tools and materials are used, might their decisions
andstrategiesinrelation to theseideals alsoinfluence students’
learningwith technology?

Previous research suggests that careful planningin the use of
technology (Field 1998; Herron 1994; Stone 1988) orawareness
of students’needs and preferences (Chunand Plass 1996a; Chun
and Plass 1996b; Felderand Henriques 1995; Mayer 1997; Plass,
Chun, Mayerand Leutner 1998; Pouwels 1992) createsamore
effectivelearningenvironment. When teachers are knowledge-
able of the content used with a particular medium and its
relationship to their curriculum (Hopeyet al. 1995; Squires and
McDougal 1996), or when theyincorporatesupportand inter-
actioninto the classroom in relation to the technological mate-
rials used (Crook 1994; Faerch and Kaspar 1986; Joiner 1986;

Wyatt 1984), thistooinfluenceslearning. Though thesestudies

already demonstrate the importance of teachers’ decisions in
relation to language teaching and technology, poor teacher
strategies unfortunately continue in the L2 classroom, primarily
because many teachers are still not taught how to incorporate
technologyappropriatelyintolanguage teaching. Thisarticle
therefore reunites these key issues and more holistically intro-
duces teachers to the relationship between their pedagogical
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Methodology

strategies and the media, methods and materials used. Tobegin, I
introduce the results of a recent qualitative study on teacher and
student attitudes and experiences with whatone would construe as
“misuse” of media-based listening comprehension activities and
highlight the effects of teachers’ poor decisions onstudents attitudes
towardslisteningcomprehension. Based on these results, Iexamine
howateacher’s consideration of students’ learning preferencesand
language learning needs can affect theirlanguage learning experi-
ence, and discuss pedagogical strategies that will support students’
work with L2 material presented in amedia format. Enmeshedin
this presentation, Ialso discuss howlearning theories thatencom-
passstudents’ needs and pedagogical strategies can further prepare
teachersto use technology effectively. This discussion emphasizes
thattechnologyin and of itselfis not the answer, noris the instruc-
tional design found within. Itis the combination of these twoissues,
intertwined with teachers’informed decisions, that can make tech-
nology more effective.

Thisstudy was conducted by means of a triangulated approach that
included interviews, observations and documentanalysis. Through
the use of these research techniques, I pursued those themes that
were pertinent to the use of instructional technology in foreign
language learning and relied on the participants’ own experiences
and voices to provide a rich picture of how teachers used listening
comprehension technology as a part of their coursework.

Interviews. Seven purposivelyselected foreign language educa-
tors, lab personnel and students at a western university, actively
engaged in Spanish and/or French language learning thatinvolved
the use of technology, were interviewed. Each name was changed
tomaintain anonymity (Appendix). These individuals were selected
because of their knowledge and/or experiences with listening com-
prehension technology andlanguage learning. Their varied per-
spectives provided differing points of view, and even unforeseen
insightsinto the currentuse of media with listening comprehension
strategies at this particular university. Initially, I contacted four
individuals who had both secondlanguage learning and teaching
experience (A.]., Nina, Randyand Jerry). Through theirinterviews,
I obtained the names of three additional individuals (Debbie Kay,
Max, Frances) who added a student’s voice to this study. I had
prepared questionsavailable to me butdid notstrictlyadhere to them
since, more times than not, the interviewees provided responses to
these questionsor discussed unanticipated topics without prompt-
ing. Iremained unbiased throughouteach interviewand accepted
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Results and
Discussion

each participant’s remarks openly. Member checks ensured that
whattheintervieweessaid indeed reflected their true beliefs. Once
allinterviews were completed, theywere transcribed into the com-
puter and were coded for closer analysis.

Participant Observationand Document Analysis. Inaddition
totheinterview process, I placed myselfinto theshoes of the students
and explored how it felt to complete aFrench video assignmentin
thelabsetting. Since thisprocess occurred upon completion of most
interviews, I could observe more acute issues as discussed by the
participants and could more closely examine the French video
assignment. During myobservation, Itook notes and subsequently
coded and combined thisinformation with the coded interviews for
furtheranalysis.

Data Analysis. AsIcollected data, Ilooked for consistent global
themes, in particularinformation that highlighted the participants’
experiences with and attitudes toward listening comprehension
technology and activities. Upon completion of the transcription
process, Imore closelyreviewed the transcripts numerous times to
identify furtherunanticipated patterns. Theidentified information
was numerically coded and organized based on themes that were
more deeplyanalyzedtoreveal any furthersubtleties. Asdifferent
themes emerged, they were retained for discussion based on their
relevancy to this article in either a supportive or a contradictory
manner.

Overall, theinterviews, observation and documentanalysisrevealed
the currentstrategies used with media-basedlistening comprehen-
sion activities at this particular university. The information clarified
thestrengthsand weaknesses of the pedagogical decisionsmade by
teachersand provided the foundation needed to more holistically
understand what teachers should know to make better use of
technology-based L2 activities.

Technology-basedlistening comprehension haslongbeen a part of
language teaching. Needless to say, students have developedstrong
opinions toward these activities based on the media, the materials,
the teachers’strategies, and/or the pedagogical goals applied. One
group of students, for example, wrote a petition to stop testingon
thelistening material:

Idon’tknowif Nina [the teacher] had mentioned
toyou...but we were tested on the video in our
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course and ours was the class thatlike had alittle
petitionand Ithink everybodyin the class signed
it... thatsaid that wefeltlike the way thatwe were
being tested on that was just not really fair or
accurate or useful. .. (Debbie Kay).

Othersreacted to their frustrations by selecting any responseon the
testjustto be done with their “ordeal”: “ImeanItellyoulhaveno
ideawhatI’d putonthose papers. Itwould justsaydoitandI'd cross
off anything and I’d get a grade for it so it didn’t matter to me”
(Frances). This class was particularly frustrated because assign-
ments were made to use a technology over which they had no
control, and which excluded pre- and post-listening activities.

Despite their feelings, the students were very much aware of the
potential benefits of media-based listening comprehension activi-
ties forlanguage acquisition:

Ican’tsee howyou can’tteach a foreignlanguage
class or have as much material as you canin the
foreign languages because that’s the closest at
leastI'm going to get to theimmersion, to having
it...and s sinceIcan’t afford to get to France. ..
that’s as close as you can get . . . (Max).

Students werenot negative toward the importance of these assign-
ments. Rather, theirnegativity and frustration emerged when they
sensed a lack of control over the technology and the material,
absence of consideration of theirneeds, and absence of supportand
interaction in relation to the technology-based activities, each of
which canbe addressed and/ormanaged by the teacher. With this
briefintroduction, letus more closely analyze the prevalent themes
of this study.

Technological Control. This first theme refers tostudents’ control
over thetechnologyand the material presented. In thisstudy, French
studentswererequired towatch video assignmentsin thelabsetting.
Forthesestudents, theirinability to stop and review alooping video
inhibited theirlearning;

So, tohaveitrunningon aloop where you have
nocontroland youjusthave tosit there andlisten
andImean... the onlycontrolI guess you have
isif you've got the time to sit there and just watch
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itoverand overagain ... butstill, youseeitonce
and then you've got to wait fifteen minutes before
the one [segment] you need comes back again ...
and thenif you didn’t get it again then you have to
wait another fifteen minutes before the one comes
backagain...since youcan’tstopitand check the
answer or write down something, startitagain, I
don’tsee howbeneficial it is (Max).

Similar problems emerged based on a teacher’s strategy for present-
ing a video in the classroom setting: “Dr. Rigsby will present a
videotape of a playin class butonce class runs out, that’s the end of
the videoand we donotcompleteitordiscussit” (Jerry). If frustrated
by atough passage, if discouraged by an unstoppable medium, orif
inhibited by a strategy that excluded review of the material, the
experience was insurmountable: “If you were lostin the first sen-
tence, youwere done, you were gone” (A.].).

Tounderstand students’ experiences and frustrations with the un-
controllable, looping video, I went to thelanguagelaband became
aparticipantobserver. In one particularexample, I watched avideo
for second semester, beginning French students. I listened as
attentivelyas possible to the material but found it quite challenging
to understand while impossible to take notes; in one dialogue
between aman andawoman, [ understood nothing. IfIwished to
review the material, Iwould have to wait another 10 minutes for the
passage toreplay. Certainly, [ was frustrated with thelack of control
over the pace of the material and theinability to stop and review the
clipasneeded. HadIactuallybeen astudentreceiving a grade for
mywork, my frustration may well have been greater due to thelack
of control.

In an attempt to address this issue, the students insisted that the
teacherreview the assigned video clips. She, herself, was unable to
comprehend the material: “She did take alook at the scenes that we
had particular problems with and she waslike, oh... thisis terrible
...Icanbarelyunderstand what theyare saying . .. ” (Debbie Kay).
Unfortunately, the teacher had not previewed the video prior to
assigningit to the students and therefore had noidea ofits difficult
nature, muchless the relationship of the material to the curriculum.
She was, however, aware thatstudents could not control the video
ontheirown.

Research shows that the amount of control available to the students
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can effect the level of comfort and security they feel (Garrett 1988;
Lavine 1992; McGrath 1992):

Learners usually have no control over the pace of
the exercises. .. studentslisten and must perform
atapre-set pace which typicallydoes nottakeinto
consideration their individual needs and skills.
Consequently, many learners feel helpless and
resentful. Reflective learners, who seek aslower,
self-controlled rhythm and who want time to
think and analyze before answering, are espe-
cially affected by this problem... unless students
are working with individual copies of master
tapes, they are completely subject to the pace
regulated by the tape or the teacher. Theimpo-
sition ofa pre-set pace precludes student control.
Itnotonlydiminishes motivation, butcompounds
students’ already high level of anxiety (Lavine
1992, 1361).

When students are unable to use meta-cognitive strategies to
manage the presented information, cognitive strategies such asnote
taking oreven interaction strategiesto help thembetter understand
thematerial, then transference to otheractivitiesislesslikely (Chamot
1995; Chamotand Kupper 1989). When students have little control
over thelistening comprehension technology, either in the class-
roomor thelab setting, this can increase theirlevel of frustration and
anxiety and can potentially hinder their learning (Garrett 1988;
Lavine 1992; McGrath 1992).

Student Preferences. Students’ voice and choice in what they
view, hear orinteract with can also have an effect on their learning
(Garrett 1988; Jones Vogely 1998; Mayer 1997; Plass et al. 1998).
Jerrywished tolisten to audio recordings of French literary works
because he believed thatsuch a strategy would help him to better
understand the material and hear the languagein its purest form.
However, his teacherwould notsupport hisinterests since she did
notknow how to use technology-based materials in her courses.
Others expressed interest in working with music-based listening
comprehensionactivities (Frances, A.].) including the Assistant Lab
Director, Randy, who enthusiastically discussed a computer-based
music program which would allow students to listen to songs of
interest to them:
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It'sagreatprogram...butfromthe studentspoint
of view, you can pick songs that are really hot
songs...songs that they are listening to on the
radio . . . songs that Latins are listening to or
Francophonesarelisteningto thatare partof the
authentic culture and turn theminto alessonin
halfan hour ... and be so much more inspiring
because music means something tomoststudents

(Randy).

Despite these positive views, the teachers did not use these strategies,
technologies or materialsin their courses thereby leaving students
withoutavoicein theirlanguage learning. Whyisthis? A.J.argued
thatmanyeducators are “married” to the textbook and rely solely
on the published materials to satisfy the listening requirement. He
suggested thatif teachers could more effectively and efficiently use
these and other materials and technological tools, they could then
providestudents with a variety of activities and experiences:

You can use music, news reports, depending
againupon thelevel...Ithink that thisis some-
thingthatcanbe done everyday. Andasyoustart
exposing students to that more frequently . ..
I don’t think they will look at it as an
appendage . . . it’s something that’s part
of learning a language. And not only
that, I think the great thing about videos
and news items and music is that we all
know as teachers that you cannot say that
languageisseparate fromthe culture. Andso, it’s
a great way of not only presenting. . . a way of
trying to teach listening comprehension strate-
gies but also a way of integrating that with the
culture that theyare trying tolearn ... (A.].).

Studentsand facultyalso sensedalack of cohesion between students’
needs or preferences and the materials themselves. Randy, for
example, believed that the French videowas “ ... weak, oratleast
isnotterribly visuallyoriented. So, it'smore in support of the audio
than anything else” (Randy). Frances, who worked only with
Spanish audiotapes, believed shewould have benefited fromaricher,
more visual approach:
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Researcher: Do you think it would've helped if
youhad had pictures?

Frances: Yeah, I think it would’ve, actually...
visual cues always help.

Thus, thelack of adequate visual information within listening com-
prehension activities was viewed as unfair: “Some peopleare visual
learnersand | feel you are cheating people thatlearn that way by not
providingthat. Some people don’t need it, some peopledo” (A.].).

When we take learners’ needs or preferences into consideration,
greater learning often occurs (Pouwels 1992) because students can
tap into material of interest to them or of benefit to theirlearning
styles. Unfortunatelyin thisstudy, students could not explore the
materialinamannerconducive totheirlearningstyle, nor could they
choose toreview multi-modal components that couldenhance their
aural comprehension. Studentsand teachers were alsolocked into
the materials that accompanied the text and did not venture into
potentiallymore supportive, interesting or stimulatingmaterialsand
technologies.

Though decisions concerning students’ needs or preferences are
crucial to the success of listening comprehension activities (Garrett
1988; Lavine 1992; McGrath 1992), a teacher’s support of the
students’ work and the inclusion of interaction in relation to tech-
nology-based assignments can also affect theiropportunitytolearn
(Crook 1994; Garrett 1991; Jones Vogely 1998; Long 1987). There-
fore, itisto these two themes to which we now turnin this discussion.

Supportand Interaction. The typical strategyused by teachersin
both French and Spanish was to assign listening comprehension
activities without preparation or follow-up, except for the dayof the
exam. The teachers did notinclude listening comprehension activi-
ties in class, they did not prepare students to work with these
materials, and theyrarely discussed these assighments with their
students:

With the class thatItook. .. we hadno time...
we were hurrying through the material so we
didn’t have time to listen, to do any listening
comprehension activitiesreallyin the classroom.
Wehadalot of verbal exchange butwedidn’thave
...concrete listening comprehension guidance
(Frances).
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When exercises were incorporatedinto the classroom, theiruse was
very limited. In one French course, taught five days a week, the
teacherused the material twice during the entire semester:

She has brought in the video itself and we have
watched a portion of it. Ithink we did that for like
twodays abouttwoweeksago ...butthatwaslike
onlytwo days out of the whole semesterand this
classmeets everyday (Debbie Kay).

Though the materialwas notdiscussedin class, the Frenchlanguage
coordinator remarked that whether students liked it or not, the
listening materials were required and that they would continue tobe
tested on them (Nina). Such a strategy in her Spanish class left
Frances feeling “helpless, completely helpless, yeah ... like Iwas
sinking...itwaslikesink orswim” (Frances). Her teachers would
not discuss the materialsin class either before or after the assign-
mentswere made:

[feltitwasa partofthe course butIjust...Imean
inthesense thatitwasSpanish, butnotin thesense
that I was getting any help in it while in the
classroom. Like, if we had any questions about it
they’d belike well ask me after class. Itwouldn’t
belikeawhole, she wouldn’texplain to the whole
class orhe wouldn’t orboth of them wouldn't...
there was aworksheet that we had to do and we
didn’tgetanyfeedback. Shejustcheckedoffifwe
diditordidn’tdoit (Frances).

A.].evenremarked thatthe strategies he used as ateaching assistant
diminished theimportance of listening comprehension activitiesin
the classroom: “I hate tosayit butit waslike an appendagein the
department . . . we have to do listening comprehension so we're
goingtodesignate thatonlyforthelab...” (A.].). Whenasked why
such activitieswere absent from the classroom, Ninaresponded: “At
this university, we arereally deprived of contacthours... wedon’t
havealotof time to do the videos [in class]” (Nina). Randywasvery
concerned about thislack of support and interaction: “It’s gotto be
apartofthe classright now thatshows them yeah, if Ido it thisway
Idobetter, Ifeelbetter, Iget abetter grade” (Randy). He suggested
that the issue of time isn’t completely out of a teacher’s hands;
perhaps teachers stress certain components of the language too
much to the detriment of aurallearning:
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It’sthisidea that we have to complete everything
...everyoneis goingto knowsome conjugations
of the future subjunctive and the pluperfect be-
cause to have a Spanish course you have to have
taughtall of that. IfIwere able to wave the magic
wand, I would say we’re going to do present,
preterit, imperfect, future and subjunctive and
that’sit... Butin ourthird year, you're goingtobe
able to talk and listen and understand all of those
tenses’cause that’swhatyou'llhear...98% of the
time. Instead, theycan’tuseeven the presenttense
comfortably! So, I think that’s where we are
missing the boat. We're trying to include too
much and wedoitall badly...weshouldjustdo
somewellandlisteningshould be abig partof that

(Randy).

ToRandy, the currentapproach tolearmning meansthat“. .. students
comeout of two years without being able to talk. AndIthink that’s
areal black mark on our field” (Randy).

Long (1987) has argued that language skills cannot adequately
develop without proper reinforcement. Jones Vogely (Jones Vogely
1998) similarly discovered that students wanted more classroom
interaction related to listening comprehension simply because:
“Studentsreported feeling anxious when little orno class time had
been devoted specifically to LC practice, which left them ‘feeling
incompetent and unprepared’” (Jones Vogely 1998, 72). The stu-
dentsneeded to know if they understood the material presented;
theyneeded more interaction with the material and feedback from
the teacher. Unfortunately, many teachers believe thatlistening
comprehension activitiesare “. .. extra, obligatory tasks thatintrude
upon an already full schedule” (Lavine 1992, 1360) and that tech-
nology alone will take care of the students’ listening comprehension
development. Therefore, aslong as teachers consider these tech-
nologies and materials as supplementary or peripheral to the class-
room, they willremain separate from the curriculum and will never
reach pedagogicalsignificance (Garrett 1991).

Throughout theseinterviews, Isought to gain the bestunderstand-
ing possible of the participants’ experiences with technology-based
listening comprehension activities. What I discovered was that
students, teachers and lab personnel each had differing views
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toward the problems with these activities in language learning
(Figure 1).

Teachers sStudentsarenot
motivated

sLack of University

support

Class Hours
*No guidance on LC
activities
s Authentic materials
sFaculty apathetic
LabPersonnel namrtey P Students
eLack of cohesion with
learning preferences *No control
eLiterary eLack of in-class over
snobbism reinforcement technology
ePoor sLack of LC materials eLab
materials use by facu]ty technology
sLack of technology eLab hours
use by faculty *Lack of
eLanguage level too input
high sLack of
*Poor quality interactivity
*Old Guard Syn- *Lack of
drome support
eLack of visuals *Work not
counted

Figure 1: Views of teachers, lab personnel and students toward the
ineffectiveness of litening comprehension technologyin this quali-
tative study.

Students’ frustrations were heightened because they could not stop
and start the assigned videotapes and/oraudiotapes asneeded, they
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Teachers and
Technology

could not choose what they wished to listen to, nor were their
learning preferences and needs takeninto consideration. They were
also frustrated by the lack of discussion of the material and the lack
ofteacher supportinthe classroom setting. Though thelab person-
neland studentsinteracted with listening comprehension technol-
ogy and materials more than did the teachers, the teachers were and
are the central decision makersin the use of technology. Presumably
then, teachers can best ensure that students are provided the
opportunity to “proceed and succeed” with listening comprehen-
sion technology. Since the decisions thatteachers make will affect
students’learning, greater understanding of effective strategies for
use of technology in foreign languages is needed (Crook 1994;
Garrett 1991; Jones Vogely 1998). Based on the evidence obtained
in this qualitative study, let us now turn to a discussion of several
strategies that teachers should follow to ensure greater success with
technology.

Teachersare managersof their classrooms. They design their course
curriculum, they introduce the material, they direct the classroom
experiencesand activitiesand assessstudents’ learning. However,
when it comes to using technology within the curriculum, many
teachershave notbeen trained in how to use it effectively (Barksdale
1996b; Berne 1998; Carbonaro 1997; Myhre 1998). Whenateacher
isnotconscious of or does not use effective strategies with technol-
ogy, thisresultsin poor performance, poor attitudesand/or frustra-
tion, asseen in the qualitative study discussed above. Ifateacheris
consciousof hisorherstudents’ needs, the technologyand materials
available, and has knowledge of sound teaching and technology
theoriesand practices, students will have greater opportunities to
succeed. Though numerous studies have reported the need to
further address various individual teaching and technology strate-
gies (Chunand Plass 1996a, 1996b; Crook 1994; Faerch and Kaspar
1986; Felder and Henriques 1995; Field 1998; Herron 1994; Hopey
et al. 1995; Joiner 1986; Mayer 1997; Plass, Chun, Mayer and
Leutner 1998; Pouwels 1992; Squires and McDougal 1996; Stone
1988; Wyatt 1984), amore holisticapproach toward technology use
must be encouraged for success in the classroom. Teachers must
develop anunderstanding of students’ learning abilities or prefer-
encesand languagelearning needs, and they must be cognizant of
the course curriculum and content and how technological materials
can help attain course goals and objectives. They must also be
familiar with those pedagogical and theoretical strategies that will
bestenhance students’ comprehension of the targetlanguage through
the use of media. Admittedly, much of what follows mayseem “old
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hat”. But, tothosewho havenotbeen trained in the use of technology
in teaching, thisreview, and forsome thisintroduction of appropri-
ate teaching strategies, may bring new teaching and technology
perspectives tolight. If we consider all of theseintertwined elements,
alongwith the technologyand the design of the materials, we will
better ensure that students can learn when technology is imple-
mented into the course curriculum.

Addressing Students’ Needs. Research hasshown thatwhenwe
take learners needs into consideration as a part of a technology-
based learning process, learningis more likely (Carlson 1990; Chun
and Plass 1996a, 1996b, 1997; Plass et al. 1998; Pouwels 1992).
Thus, an awareness of how individuals differ can enhance the
effectiveness of the technological toolsand materials we use (Jonassen
and Grabowski 1993; Reid 1987). Unfortunately, thisis easier said
than done. Language learners are each at a different level of
cognitive processing; they each have differentlearning strategies,
varied schema, experiences, needs and preferences that must be
addressed. Within the different course levels, teachers have certain
expectationsof whattheirstudents can do. Therefore, some learners
may have more difficulty with different technologies and materials
because they are not prepared either for its content or for its
unfamiliar functions; some students’ cognitive abilities may simply
demand different strategies.

So how do we approach these differences and needs? First and
foremost, to provide more meaningful experiences and asense of
ownership in language learning, we must listen to our students,
preferably through informal information gathering tools toaccom-
modate the shortage of time available in the classroom. A.]., for
example, suggests that teachers could “hand outa surveyand find
outwhattype of topics theyareinterestedin then try to gearactivities
to theirinterests” (A.].). This could easilybe accomplished during
any class period. Ateachermightalsoevaluate the currentstrategies
used with technologyin thelab setting to seeif students’ needs and
preferences are being accommodated. As described earlier, stu-
dentsoftenlistened to tapes or videotapes without the ability to stop
orreview the material. Through discussion with students, teachers
maywell find amore meaningful and effective approach, suchasto
divideand present this materialin controllable, logical chunks. This
would allow students to stop and review segments of the material,
thereby creating “ ... a clear, logical flow of events so that linking
(remembering) newinformation to old is facilitated” (Meskill 1996).
Assuch, faculty must communicate with lab staffand relay to them
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the needsof the students and their curriculum so that greater control
and more meaningful experiences with the technologyand mate-
rials can occur.

Though itwould be more helpful to determine students’ cognitive
abilities through testing, such a strategy would prove to be time
consumingand costly. Instead, a teacher could provide alternative
strategies to accommodate the different cognitive styles that are
typically presentin a classroom (Ausburn and Ausburn 1978). For
example, some students have strongvisual abilities and could benefit
greatly froma visual component coincided with the auralinforma-
tion. For those students whosstruggle to hear thelanguage, accom-
panying visuals may well help them process theauralinput:

Visual support not only makes the topic more
accessible to listeners who are more visual or
spatiallearnersbutalso helpsaall listeners torelate
personally with the topic, thus reducing the anxi-
ety that can occur when they think they don’t
know what'’s being talked about (Jones Vogely
1998).

Paivio’s (1971, 1986) Dual Coding Theory provides a theoretical
explanation of thisenhanced learning. Itstatesthat two separate
systems within our cognitive makeup process information, a verbal
system thatholdsincomingverbal information and anonverbal (or
visual) system that holdsimages and sensations. Whenverbaland
visualinformation are presented contiguously, astudent develops
verbal mental representations of the information in the verbal
systemand visual mental representations of the information in the
visual or nonverbalsystem. Though these two systemsareindepen-
dent, learningis more likely when visual and verbal information are
presented simultaneously. Students can build referential connec-
tions between the mental representations of the two types of
information that have been presented, they can retain their new
knowledge longerand can perform better on transfer tasksrelated
to the contiguously presented material (Clark and Paivio 1991;
Mayerand Sims1994). Mayer’s (1997, 2001) Generative Theory of
Multimedia Design furthersuggests that “...meaningful learning
occurs when learners select relevant information from what is
presented, organize the pieces of informationintoacoherent mental
representation, and integrate the newly constructed representation
with others” (Mayer 1997, 4). Thatis, if astudentisavisual learner,
theirlearning maywell be enhanced if theyare able to choose from
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visual or textualinformation thatsupports thelisteningcomprehen-
sionactivityathand. Assuch, the studentwould selectand connect
pieces of non-verbal and verbal knowledge to engage the cognitive
processes necessary for learning. With the ability to meaningfully
select words and images from the material, to organize theminto
coherent mental representations and to integrate the verbal and
visual information with one another, the process would not only
benefit theirlistening comprehension, it would also alleviate some
of their many frustrations (Jones and Plass forthcoming; Mayer
1992, 1997, 2001).

Evenif we cannot easily determine our students’ cognitive abilities,
experience tells us that our courses always include students with
different backgrounds and needs. Thus, our knowledge of the
technology available, our awareness of the potential for learner
differences and preferences in the classroom, and our flexibilityin
the pedagogical strategies used can help us to betteraccommodate
ourstudents when theyare learning with technology.

Addressing Curriculum Needs and Technology. To support
the learner, we mustalso be knowledgeable of the curriculum and
the technology-based materials we use in our courses. We must
know the content of the materials, the contextin which theyare to
be used and how they relate to the topic of discussion. We must
understand how the technological material relates to the goalsand
objectives of the course curriculum, orhow the level of the material
presented compliments thestudents’ language abilities. To examine
theirrelevancy, we must preview the materialsand determineif they
canindeed help students attain the goals and objectives set forth in
the curriculum (Heinich, Molenda, Russell and Smaldino 1999).
Familiarity with the materials before their use in the classroom
setting will better ensure that disappointing orembarrassing results
areavoided.

Determining the appropriateness of software, Internet sites, orvideo
and audio materialsis particularly challenging when such materials
are not a part of the textbook itself. One way to evaluate their
appropriatenessis through predictive evaluation, which is the as-
sessment of the quality of media materials before they are used with
students (Squiresand McDougall 1996, 147). Simply put, our best
evaluative information comes from our own firsthand experiences
and examination of the materialsin question (Hopeyetal. 1995), not
to mention our own firsthand knowledge of our curriculum, our
students and ourselves. Predictive evaluation is also most effective
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when we integrate educational issues and media usability into one
single evaluation format, a strategy that provides an in depth analysis
of a media component (Squires and Preece 1996). For purposes of
predictive evaluation of technology and foreign-language media-
based materials, a teacher would need to consider the following:

Setting Where will the material beused? Are facilitiesand equipment
readily available for its use? Will anything prevent students from
adequately accessing the material or equipment?

Context In what context will the technology and materials be used?
Does the material relate to the course goals and objectives? Doesit
relate tothe course curriculum and its teaching strategies? Remem-
ber, any evaluation will be subjective since numerous external inputs
may cause the context to vary from class to class, teacher to teacher.

Cost effectiveness Can a particular technology-based tool be used
in more than one class or language level? Remember, the more
applicable the material is to different levels and courses, the more
“cost-effective” it will be.

Interactivity Arestudents givenan opportunitytoactivelyinteract
with the media and materials to enhance their learning? The idea
behind this is quite simple: “Interaction activities in educational
settings not only maintain learners’ attention and increase theirin-
volvementon learningtasks, butalso resultin better performance on
knowledge and/or skills (Lee, Choi and Byun 1996, 416).” Do the
technology-based materials invite students to interact with the mate-
rial rather than passively work through the information?

Instructional Strategies Does the material in question complement
our teaching strategies? Does it disrupt the teaching process? Is it
adaptable or flexible for our teaching activities?

User Friendliness of Documentation Does the documentation
help usinstalland setup the material? Isthe instructionaccurate? Does
itaddressthe equipmentneeds? Doesit tellus how to use the program
and/ormaterials?

User Interface and Control with Computer Software Somelearn-
erswillbe unable to adequately navigate in hyperspace because they
are not cognitively prepared either forits content or for its unfamiliar
functions. In other words, “...the program must facilitate moving
about, finding things and control appropriate to the task and level of
theuser” (Rathbun and Goodrum 1994, 686). Isthe programeasy or
difficult to navigate? Are instructions provided? Is the navigation
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appropriate for thelevel of the students?

Feedback Does the software application (or a workbook for
another formof media) provide feedback? Isthe feedback demean-
ing? Isithelpful, informative and/or supportive?

The Students Isthe materialappropriate for the students? Doesthe
program meet their needs or can we adjustit tosuit theirneeds? Are
varyinglevels andstrategies present to address the variousskillsand
needsamongstudents?

Triangulation Triangulation, in thisinstance, refers to obtaining
the view points of multiple teachers and students, the various
stakeholdersin thelearming process (Rathbun and Goodrum 1994).
Inthislight, teachers could have students work with the materialand
focusontheirreactionsto and feelingsabout the material in question
(Hopeyetal.1995).

This is by no means an exhaustive list of evaluative questions.
Nevertheless, with guidance and clear cut attributes presentin an
evaluative methodology or tool, foreign language faculty would be
able to adequately choose those attributes most relevant to their
given situation and/or context to help them determine the
appropriatenessof differentmedia and materials for their curriculum.

Addressing Pedagogical and Theoretical Strategies. Pre-
viewing, pre-listening or for that matter pre-surfing material, as
termed advance organizers, helps students to access their prior
knowledge of the topicand thus preparesand guides them through
thelearning process (Berne 1995; Herron 1994). Therefore, itis not
enoughtoassignstudentsatechnology-based activity withoutsome
initial preparation, information or guidance. Studentsneedhelpand
support so that with their prior knowledge, they can begin to
constructnewknowledge from the material. A.]., bothagraduate
studentand teacher, offered an example of the successful pedagogi-
calstrategies he used whenintroducing Latin American music to his
students:

Before giving them the exercise, I'd explain to
them the artist of the week ... and Iwould talk a
little about the background. The studentshada
handoutwithalittle bioand thenIwouldhand out
asheetwith thelyricsto the song. [would tell them
notto turnitover. And thenI’d play the song for
them by the particularartists and they would just
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listen. Again, theywere notexposedtothefillin
theblanksheetat that point. They weretolisten
once through the whole song and then Id tell
them to turn the sheet over the fill in the blank
sheet. Again theywereinstructedjusttolistenand
try tofollow alongwith the sheet. Iwouldstop the
tape, rewindit, playitathird time. BeforeIplayed
it, wewould review serand estar, the verbsto be
in Spanish .. .so then they would be instructed,
listening the third time, to try andfillin the appro-
priate verbserandestar. And then, ifneedbe, I'd
playitafourth anda fifth ime and then depending
upon the class, the sixth time we would sing the
songtogether... (A.].)

A.]. incorporates three crucial stages of technology use into his
teachingstrategy. He 1) prepares the relevant materials, 2) prepares
the environmentand 3) prepares the learners (Heinich, Molenda,
Russell and Smaldino 1999). Materials such as particular questions,
statements orrelated visuals, would serve as advance organizers to
prepare students cognitively for the activity to come and therefore
more effectively explore the material using any form of technology
(Berne 1994; Herron 1995). Teachers could prepare questions that
would engage students in discovery learning, group work, fact-
finding missions, and knowledge expansion or knowledge con-
struction. Whatever the approach used, the teacher would need to
ensure that the materials would be ready for discussion with students
duringthe appropriate class session.

The teacher would also assist the learning process by adequately
preparing the environment. Forexample, if the teacher wished to
work with the materialsin the class setting, he orshe would need to
ensure that the properequipmentor Internet connection was ready
and available. For thatmatter, the teacher would need toensure that
the lab had the necessary equipment and materials available for
students to complete the assignment. Much of this preparation
would again entail communication with the lab staff to make sure
that the needed technologies and materials areindeed present

Preparation of the learners completes this cycle. Here, the teacher
would present and discuss the advance organizer information with
students to prepare them for the upcoming activities and would
providestudents with the questions and pertinenthandouts neces-
sary tobetter guide them through theirlearning. The teacher would
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also remind students of their various resources for accessing the
material (lab or home, forexample); he or she would ask students to
complete the activities within a reasonable timeframe and would
discuss how they would present their newfound knowledge.

Overall, thisisa much more effective approach than having them
work with the technologyand materialswithout preparation. How-
ever, weneed to goonestep furtherin our use of technology. In other
words, “its got to be a part of the class right now that shows them
yeah, ifIdoitthiswayldobetterandIfeel better; 1 getabetter grade”
(Randy). Thisentails supportingstudents’ effortsand needsin the
classroom by providing for interaction in relation to the material.
Crook (Crook 1994) stresses that when we assign students technol-
ogy-based materials, this means that follow-up discussion or col-
laboration should occur in the classroom in relation to the activity
thatstudents completein thelab orathome. Studentsdiscuss their
newknowledge with each other; theyshare their thoughts concemn-
ingthe materialin question, and heighten each other’s potential level
of development. Thus, on thedate the assignment isdue, teachers
should provide students opportunities toshare theinformation they
have learned in class through participation in group discussions,
individual or group presentations or creative activities, or through
discussion of the questions or activities assigned to them.

Certainly, interaction is a pedagogically and theoretically sound
strategy whereby students and certainly even teachers work to-
gether on technology-based tasks to help students construct mean-
ing (Crook 1994; Faerch and Kaspar 1986; Pica, Doughty and
Young 1986; Vygotsky 1996). In the qualitative study reviewed
earlier, several participants understood the advantages of working
togetheron listening comprehension activities:

Iseeadvantagesin thattheycan helponeanother
try to work through the process and they can help
each other deal with the frustration of listening
and, particularlyif theyhave arole model there of
somebody thatknowsalittle more, they can see
through that personthathey...if that person can
getit, Ican getittoo (A.].).

Francesshared the success she felt when the class completed anin-
classlistening comprehension assignment together:

There’s somethingthat they did one time and it
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waswith musicand thatactually, itkinda helped.
He broughtin this tape of miringué (sic.) music
and this guy was singing about drugs and how
they’rebad ...soweallfigureditout...itwasa
whole class effort and that I think helped a lot
(Frances).

She also believed that purposeful interaction with others while
working at or with the technology would have helped her past
problems with comprehension:

Ifyouhave aproblem with understanding some-
thing, you turn around to your friend and say
“whatdid theysay”. Idon’tknowifthat’sreally
going to help you, but in certain instances, if
there’ssome problem, Imean, if they’re speaking
too fastand youhave noway of knowing, maybe
you can get your friend to slow it down, to say it
slower (Frances).

Engagingstudentsin collaborative activities in relation to the given
technology has positive implications for students because “pupils
oftenlearn more from these socially organized tasks than theydo
from tasks tackled in solitary working arrangements” (Crook 1994,
146). When we provide some form of interaction while working
with technology, this may well make the information more acces-
sibleto the students (Joiner 1986; Wyatt 1984). When we useany
form of technology (audio, video, CALL, the Internet) we should
therefore invite students to interact with and in relation to the
material rather than to passively work through the information
provided. Used in a thoughtful manner, technology will give
students more opportunities tointeract with the targetlanguageand
enhance their learning potential (Armstrongand Yetter-Vassott
1994).

Addressing Teacher Training. Listening comprehension material
“...mustbecome anintegrated part of the curriculumrather thanan
exotic activity separate from ‘regular’ work if it is to have any
significant effect” (Garrett 1991, 9). Iftechnology-based activities
remain separate from the classroom, they will be oflittle benefit since
students will continue to view them as afterthoughts and insignifi-
cant activities. But a part of making them a regular or more
accommodating fixture in the classroom entails training teachers to
use such materials effectively. Current and future teachersneed to

Vol. 34, No. 2 2002

45



Jones

Conclusion

be more effective decision makers in terms of technology use in
language education. Fornew teachers, manyinstitutions of higher
education now offer pedagogy and/or methodology courses that
emphasize language teaching and discuss the use of technologyin
the curriculum. Severalinstitutions have also developed technology
courses and programs forlanguage graduate students to teach them
how to develop and implement their own materials into their
language courses. Itis certainly thisauthor’'shope that the material
introduced or “re-visited” in this article is a part of any course
syllabus that emphasizes technology. For those who are already
teaching, valuablelearning can also occur by readingliterature or
participating in workshops that touch on the steps needed to
effectively use technologyinlanguage learning. Plansare currently
underway within our own foreign language department to develop
anin-house certification program to teach current professorshow
to develop and use technology in their courses. Duringeach Spring
semester, teachers will complete a series of 6 workshops which
include the material reviewed in this article aswell ashands-on web
development training. Work on aninteractive website, complete
with sound andJava Script interactive activities, will continue over
the summer monthsso that each participant will have developed
sound, technology-based materialstouse in a given language course
by the fall semester. During the Fall semester, teachers willimple-
ment their materialsinto their course or courses and the effective-
ness and impact of their newly developed tools will be evaluated.
Thus, the trend towards training current and future teachers in
effective use of technology is underway. Our task as language
educators, lab directors and instructional technologistsis to ensure
thatsuch training continues.

For years, we have assigned students the task of working with
technology-based materials. With listening comprehension activi-
tiesin particular, students would presumably focusin on the aural
material and would develop their ability to hear, understand and
eventually speak the language. However, several issues have long
jeopardized success with listening comprehension activities, many
of which surround a teacher’s decision-making strategies. Asa
result, amore holistic review has been presented to highlight the
manyelementsneeded to make students’learning through technol-
ogyamoresuccessful venture. Though theseindividual elements
are not new, itis pertinent that we review theirimportance and take
onamoreinclusiveapproach to them to morerichly ensure thatour
students have an opportunity tolearn when working with any form
of media.
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Appendix

Participants

Debbie Kayis a 22 year old undergraduate whoisenrolledin a first
year, accelerated French course which meets every day. She is
studying French in hopes of using the languagein her future career
asaninternationallawyer. She enjoyslearninglanguages.

Maxis a 25 year old graduate student who is enrolled in the first
semester of second year French. He s pursinghis Ph.D. in Com-
parative Literature and has previously studied both French and
Spanish. Hedescribes himself asan aurallearner. He planstolearn
additionallanguagesand use themin his future asan educatorat the
collegiatelevel.

Francesisa22year old undergraduate whoisenrolledin a first year,
accelerated Spanish course which meets every day. She plansto
teach English as a Second Language (ESL) andis taking Spanish to
betterunderstand whatit feelslike tostudyasecond language. She
describes herself asavisuallearner.

AJ.isa27yearold Ph.D. studentin Educational Linguistics. He has
aBAandan MAin Spanish and hastaught collegiate level Spanish
forthree years. His goalisto becomeaBasic Languages Coordinator
for Spanish and to develop his knowledge of foreign language
instructional technology. He has a tremendous amount of experi-
enceand expertise in foreign language learning.

Nina serves as the Basic Languages Coordinator at a western
university and serves as the coordinator for French Teaching Assis-
tantsin the Department. Shehaslittleeducation inthe area of second
language acquisition, foreign language pedagogyand technology
usein the classroom. However she has gained useful information
through on the jobexperience and discussions with fellow coordi-
nators across the country.

Randy serves as the Assistant Director of the Language Lab ata
westemn university. HehasaBAin Latin American Studiesand began
working in the lab as an undergraduate and then as a faculty
member. He has co-presented numerous workshops across the
countryon multimedia designin foreign languages andis currently
a member of several national organizations related to language
learningand technology. Hehascollegjatelevel teachingexperience
inSpanish.
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Jerryis currently a graduate student of French who has experience

teaching French at the collegiate level. Heislearningaboutforeign
language technology, and continues to pursue graduatelevel French
coursesin hisMaster’s Program. ¢

Linda C. Jones is an Assistant Professor of Instructional Technology and
Director of the Language Learning Center in the Department of Foreign
Languages at the University of Arkansas. Correspondence concerning this
articleshould beaddressed to Linda Jones, Department of Foreign Languages,
Kimpel Hall 425, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701.
Electronic mail may be sent via Internet to lindaj@mail.uark.edu.
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