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Abstract

This study explores the English Language preservice teachers
(PST)’ stages of concern (SoC) for Web 2.0 technology
integration in the Learning Technology by Design (LBD) based

course. It aims to identify and better understand PSTs’ concerns.

Understanding the concerns has advantages of describing and
addressing the needs of PSTs prior to actual in-service
experiences. SoC model, a component of the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model, was used as the theoretical framework. An
embedded mixed methods design was implemented, which
included 24 English language PSTs. The PSTs attended a
semester-long course in which they were involved in LBD
activities that included Web 2.0 technologies. While the
quantitative data were collected through the SoC questionnaire,
the qualitative data were gathered from the focus group and
individual interviews. According to the findings, the PSTs
improved their knowledge and skills regarding Web 2.0
technology integration and increased the Consequence stage’s
intensity significantly. Namely, the PSTs gained an
understanding of how to design technology-integrated lesson
activities that can promote learning. The findings further
identified that the Unconcerned, Informational, and Personal
stages’ intensities remained predominant and unchanged over
the semester. Recommendations for addressing the PSTs’
concerns include: integrating LBD activities into the English
language teaching curriculum and reinforcing the LBD activities
with modeling, mentoring, or teaching practices to assure PSTs’
commitments for technology integration.
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Bu ¢alisma, ingilizce 6§retmen adaylarinin, Teknolojiyi
Tasarlayarak Ogrenme (TTO) yaklasimi tabaninda hazirlanmig
bir derste, Web 2.0 teknoloji entegrasyonuna yénelik kaygi
asamalarini arastirmaktadir. Calisma 6gretmen adaylarinin
kaygilarini belirlemeyi ve daha iyi anlamayi amag¢lamaktadir.
Ogretmen adaylarinin bu konudaki kaygilarini arastirmak, asil
hizmet i¢i deneyimlerden énce ihtiyag¢lari tanimlama ve ele alma
firsatini sunmaktadir. Calismanin teorik ¢ergevesi olarak Kaygi
tabanli adaptasyon modelinin bir bilesini olan Kaygi asamalari
kullanilmistir. 24 ingilizce 6§retmen adayini iceren gémiilii bir
karma yéntem tasarimi uygulanmistir. Ogretmen adaylari, Web
2.0 teknolojileri iceren TTO aktivitelerinin uygulandii derse bir
dénem boyunca katilmislardir. Calismadaki nicel veriler kaygi
asamalari 6lgedi ile toplanirken, nitel veriler odak grup ve
bireysel gériismelerden alinmistir. Bulgular, 6gretmen
adaylarinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerine yénelik bilgi ve becerilerinin
gelistigini ve kaygi asamalarindan biri olan Sonug¢ asamasinin
yogunlugunun istatistiksel olarak arttigini géstermistir. Diger bir
ifadeyle, 6gretmen adaylari 6Grenmeyi artirabilmek amaciyla
teknoloji ile desteklenmis ders etkinliklerinin tasarimi konusunda
bir anlayis kazanmislardir. Bulgular ayrica Kaygisiz, Bilgilendirici
ve Kisisel asamalarin yogunluklarinin dénem boyunca baskin ve
degismeden kaldigini da ortaya koymustur. Bu dogrultuda, bu
calisma 6gretmen adaylarinin teknoloji entegrasyonuna yénelik
kararlihiklarini saglamak igin, TTO etkinliklerinin ingilizce 6Gretimi
miifredatina entegre edilmesini ve bu etkinliklerin modelleme,
mentorluk yada 6gretim deneyimi uygulamalari ile
zenginlestirilmesini 6nermektedir.
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English Language Preservice Teachers’ Stages of Concern for
Web 2.0 Technology Integration

Web 2.0 technologies (blogs, wikis, social networking, etc.) are becoming widespread
in education. These technologies provide a collaborative learning environment in which
students can become active in their learning process, create their knowledge by working
online with their peers, and develop higher-order thinking skills (Firat & Koksal, 2017; O’Reilly,
2005; Orehovacki, Bubas & Konecki, 2009; Penrod, 2007). Moreover, in language learning and
teaching context, students can promote foreign language skills (Ducate & Lomicka, 2008;
Kessler, 2009; Kontogeorgi, 2014), increase motivation for learning (Asiksoy, 2018; Jauregi &
Banados, 2008; Sari, 2019), and confidence for communication (Antenos-Conforti, 2009).
Considering these, it is important to understand the implementations and to facilitate the
processes related to the integration of Web 2.0 technologies in language learning and teaching
context.

Integrating technologies into instruction can be difficult if practitioners feel discomfort
or have concerns regarding implementation. Technological tools may be innovative and
provide several advantages, but practitioners’ concerns may prevent successful
implementation (Hall, 1976; McArthur, 2008; Wexler, 2003). Since concerns influence the
sense of self-efficacy and eventually the performance (Bandura, 1997; Boz & Boz, 2010; Ghaith
& Shaaban, 1999; Hall & Hord, 2014; Kayaduman & Demirel, 2019), investigating concerns
becomes a crucial consideration for successful and sustainable technology integration

practices.

Literature Review

Preservice teachers (PSTs) are considered to be an integral part of technology
integration and their decisions and degree of preparedness influence future implementations

(Groth, Dunlap & Kidd, 2007; Giilbahar, 2008; Handal, Campbell & Perkins, 2019; Sadaf, Newby
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& Ertmer, 2016). Although many PSTs seem comfortable with using Web 2.0 technologies
(Kumar & Vigil, 2011), they are considered as new to integrating them into their prospective
instruction (Goktas, Yildirim &Yildirim, 2009; Waycott et al., 2010). Research studies indicate,
therefore, that PSTs have concerns (Cullen & Greene, 2011; Hur et al., 2015) and are not well-
prepared to integrate Web 2.0 technologies into their prospective instructions (Goktas et al.,
2009; Lei, 2009).

In the language learning and teaching context, research studies reported that the PSTs
have positive beliefs about the use of web technologies and use them for their daily life
(Asiksoy, 2018; Sari, 2019). However, when they become in-service teachers, most of them
become reluctant to utilize them in their teaching (Faizi, 2018). Considering that English
language learning is beyond a classroom experience (Cephe & Balcikanli, 2012) and the web
technologies could offer many opportunities to facilitate the learning process to occur outside
of the classroom (Asiksoy, 2018; Kontogeorgi, 2014; Sari, 2019), investigating the English
language PSTs’ concerns that might cause reluctance to use Web 2.0 technologies in their
prospective teaching become critical importance since their beliefs are mostly formed in
teacher education programs (Borg, 2011).

Concerns of people have been the focus of many research studies, and it is defined as
“the composite representations of feelings, preoccupations, thoughts, and considerations
given to a particular issue or task” (Hall & George, 1979, p.8). Many research studies stated
concern as a critical factor that impacts the people’s decisions and actions related to
technology integration (Anderson & Maninger, 2007; Boz & Boz, 2010; Burke et al., 2018;
Ghaith & Shaaban, 1999; Hall & Hord, 2014; Lochner, Conrad & Graham, 2015; Teo, 2009).
Wexler (2003) noted that educators’ concerns influence successful technology integration. Hall
(1976) stated that people’s concerns directly influence their performances. Furthermore, Hall
and Hord (2014) expressed that the design of teacher education programs should exist in

parallel with the developing concerns of PSTs rather than in accordance with the professors’
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concerns. Preparing teacher education programs based on the concerns of PSTs can thus
facilitate the PSTs’ technology adoption process for future implementation.

Technology integration is a complex process involving many interrelated factors
(Karaca, Can & Yildirim, 2013). PSTs’ attitudes towards technology (Teo, Lee & Chai, 2008),
self-efficacy beliefs (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010), and concerns such as lack of
technology resources in their future schools, the applicability of technology to their major
field, and their skill and knowledge (Cullen & Greene, 2011; Hur et al., 2015) might be
influential on their decisions and actions for technology integration. Hence, preparing PSTs for
technology integration may require various types of instructional activities that can address
these factors. Quadrini (2013) stated that providing opportunities for PSTs to participate in a
learning environment in which they can design and implement different methods and
strategies can increase the chances of successful technology integration. Hence, the Learning
Technology by Design (LBD) approach was integrated into the present study so that PSTs can
design and implement different instructional methods and strategies with the help of
technologies. In LBD, learners study collaboratively to learn the content by exploring,
designing, revising, and reflecting (Kolodner, 2002). PSTs in LBD approach can have
opportunities to improve their technology integration skills, self-efficacy and change their
attitudes toward implementing technology in their prospective teaching (Alayyar, 2011;
Johnson, 2012; Koehler & Mishra, 2005). Moreover, in terms of language learning and
teaching, LBD can increase PSTs’ technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) and
technology integration self-efficacy beliefs (Kayaduman & Delialioglu, 2017; Kurt, Mishra &
Kocoglu, 2013); it can change PSTs’ concerns in regard to collaboration with peers and provide
perspective for PSTs about the effects of Web 2.0 technologies on learning (Kayaduman &
Delialioglu, 2016). Therefore, learning activities in the present study are based on the LBD
approach to provide opportunities for PSTs to develop the necessary skills and comfort level

for technology integration. Understanding the reasons for their concerns while they involve in
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the LBD approach helps to reveal any unseen issues that may hinder future technology
integration decisions and implementations.

In the literature, there are research studies related to courses and training to enhance
the technology integration skills of PSTs (Alayyar, 2011; Hall, 2018; Johnson, 2012; Kalota &
Hung, 2013; Koehler & Mishra, 2005; Lee & Lee, 2014). The studies are also available regarding
the exploration of PSTs’ attitudes, awareness, and perceptions toward Web 2.0 technologies
(Asiksoy, 2018; Faizi, 2018). However, the research studies exploring how PSTs’ concerns are
formed for technology integration in teacher education programs are relatively scarce. In this
regard, there is an increasing need for theory-driven examination of the concerns of PSTs
when learning Web 2.0 technology integration. Investigating the PSTs’ concerns can reveal
issues that might obstruct future technology integration decisions and implementations.
Furthermore, insights from the present study can help to design and develop more
appropriate programs for teacher education institutions.

Theoretical Framework

In the present study, Stages of Concern (SoC), a component of the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (CBAM) was used as a theoretical framework, and it is defined as the
developmental patterns of individuals’ feelings and perceptions toward innovation and
described as the personal side of change (Hall & Hord, 2014). Understanding the change
process of PSTs becomes a crucial consideration to fulfill the successful technology adoption in
educational settings. While the Diffusion of Innovation (Dol) theory (Rogers, 2003) also deals
with change, CBAM provides the basis for the current study. The difference between Dol and
CBAM is their focus: while Dol focuses on individuals who actively participate in the change
process (Rogers, 2003), CBAM focuses on the implementation process in which concern
profiles are assessed to support the change process (Hall & Hord, 2014). Considering that,

CBAM was used as the theoretical framework.
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Concern is understood in different stages in the SoC model because an individual
experiences a particular type of concern quite intensely at a time, then as that concern
subsides, another concern arises (Hall &Hord, 2014). These stages are: Unconcerned,
Informational, Personal, Management, Consequence, Collaboration, and Refocusing (George,
Hall &Stiegelbauer, 2006). Each type of concern is neither good nor bad, and it is important to
consider the concerns of individuals while forming the programs to promote their involvement
(Hall &Hord, 2001). Therefore, SoC is a critical framework for addressing the needs and wishes
of individuals (Chen & Jang, 2014; Kayaduman & Demirel, 2019; Yang & Huang, 2008).
Purpose of The Study

The present study explored the English Language preservice teachers’ stages of concerns
for Web 2.0 technology integration in the Learning Technology by Design-based course. It aims
to identify and better understand preservice teachers’ concerns. Understanding the concerns
has advantages of describing and addressing the needs of preservice teachers prior to actual
in-service experiences. The following research questions guided the study:

1. How did the English language preservice teachers’ stages of concerns for Web 2.0
technology integration evolve in the Learning Technology by Design-based course?

1.1. What were the opinions of preservice teachers about the implementation of the

Learning Technology by Design activities in the course?

1.2. What were the preservice teachers' concerns for Web 2.0 technology integration

after the Learning Technology by Design-based course?
Method

An embedded mixed methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2007) was used in this study.
The primary basis of the mixed methods research study is that qualitative and quantitative
data provide a better understanding of research problems. Both forms of data were utilized in
the current study to identify and better understand the preservice teachers’ concerns during

their technology integration into English language teaching. In an embedded mixed-method
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design, one data format provides a supporting role for another data format (Creswell & Clark,
2007). Creswell and Clark (2007) stated that the secondary data source would not be
meaningful if they were not embedded in the primary source of data. Considering that, the
qualitative data was used as a secondary data source and embedded in quantitative data to
provide a rich analysis of the topic since it does not merely inform the concerns and the
reasons behind them.
Participants

The PSTs in this study are from the department of Foreign Language Education. Upon
graduation, they can become English language teachers in primary, secondary, and higher
education institutions. This study consisted of 24 sophomore-level English language PSTs (22
females and two males) registered in the Instructional Principles and Methods course. A
purposeful sampling method (Babbie, 2001) was used to answer the research questions.
Participants enrolled in this particular course were chosen for this study as it is the first course
PSTs take to learn instructional methods, strategies, and planning. While they learn how to
design effective instruction, they have the opportunity to concurrently discover how to
integrate Web 2.0 technologies into their pedagogies. Tables 1 and 2 present the PSTs’
experience with Web 2.0 technologies and their level of Web 2.0 technology usage at the

beginning of the semester.
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Table 1

Preservice Teachers’ Length of use of Web 2.0 technologies for Daily Use

Time f Percent
Never 0 0
1Year 4 16.67

2 Years 3 12.50

3 Years 9 37.50

4 Years 0 0

5 Years or more 8 33.33
Table 2

Preservice Teachers’ Self-Reported Level of Web 2.0 Technology Use

Level of Use f Percent
Non-User 0 0
Novice 3 12.50
Intermediate 19 79.17
Old Hand User 2 8.34
Past User 0 0
Procedure

The present study was integrated into the Instructional Principles and Methods course,
which is a fundamental course for sophomore-level PSTs to develop understandings about

principles of effective learning and teaching, instructional methods, strategies, and design
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(YOK, 2018). The course was not technology-oriented, and PSTs were expected to gain an
understanding of effective instruction and design a lesson by using a variety of instructional
methods and strategies. In this study, the course content and LBD activities were combined to
provide opportunities for PSTs to learn both instructional design and technology integration
concurrently. This course took place over 14 weeks at a developed university in Turkey.

While the course professor first carried out lecturing and discussion session, the researcher
then implemented design activities regarding the week’s topic. That is, the PSTs first gained
knowledge regarding the week’s topic and then implemented it in the design activities by
integrating Web 2.0 technologies. These design activities consisted of exploration, design,
revision, and reflection phases as suggested by Kolodner (2002), and the implementations
conducted in these phases were explained below. In addition to the most commonly used Web
2.0 technologies in English Language Teaching (ELT) literature, Web 2.0 technologies were
chosen based on criteria evaluating their usefulness, effectiveness, efficiencies, and
appropriateness to the week’s topic. While Zimmertwinsatschool, Bubbl.us, Quizlet, Blogger,
Socrative, and Facebook tools were utilized in the design activities, Wikibook and Google
documents were used to support collaborative writing and peer feedback sessions. The weekly
procedure was as follows:

e Lecturing and Discussion: The PSTs first study the reading documents before the class.
The course professor lectures and discusses the topic in the class. The PSTs then
attend design activities to implement the topic by integrating Web 2.0 technologies.

e LBD-the exploration phase: the PSTs examine and report the Web 2.0 technology by
identifying its main features, pedagogical affordances, and limitations.

e LBD-the design phase: the PSTs first write goals and objectives for a lesson activity by
choosing a topic from the ELT curriculum of the primary, secondary, or tertiary
education. Then, they design a lesson activity by considering the week's topic to attain

written goals and objectives. In the lesson activity, the PSTs are supposed to utilize
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Web 2.0 technology that they examine in the exploration phase to facilitate the
implementation of the lesson activity.

e LBD-the revision phase: the researcher first provides feedback on the designed lesson
activities by examining the harmony of written goals and objectives, instructional
methods and strategies, and utilization of the Web 2.0 technology. Accordingly, the
PSTs revise their lesson activities.

e |BD-the reflection phase: the PSTs reflect on what they learned in this LBD process.

At the beginning of the semester, the course professor and researcher introduced the
course, explained what Web 2.0 tools are and how they can be used in language teaching. As a
pre-test, they administered the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) online in English. Then
they implemented the following topics: learning and teaching concepts, learning and
instructional theories, the effect of technologies on learning and teaching, the instructional
design frameworks, technological pedagogical content knowledge, instructional goals and
objectives, selecting and implementing instructional strategies, direct and indirect teaching
methods, supporting instruction with technology, organization of instruction, thematic
planning and its relation to technology integration, and formative and summative assessment.
According to the topics, the PSTs attended six design activities during the semester. As a group
course project, PSTs developed comprehensive technology-integrated lesson plans via
Wikibook. Then, the groups provided peer feedback on each other’s lesson plans using Google
Documents. During the semester, three different focus group interviews were administered
after the design activities to investigate the PSTs’ opinions about LBD activities. After the
semester ended, the PSTs took the post-test and joined the individual interviews. Figure 1

illustrates the procedure of the study.
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Figure 1. The Procedure of the Study
Instruments

Stages of Concern Questionnaire. A Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (George
et al., 2006) was used to measure the SoC of PSTs about integrating Web 2.0 tools into ELT.
The questionnaire has a 7-point Likert scale and 35 items. The questionnaire’s coefficient
values for internal reliability range from a minimum of 0.64 to a maximum of 0.83. Considering
the minimum criteria of being above 0.70 for internal reliability (Blyukoztirk, 2009), six of the
seven stages of concerns were above 0.70. Stage 0 (0.64 internal reliability) was only below
0.70 criteria, and it was not removed from the study considering its representation for lack of
knowledge and interest (George et al., 2006). Besides, the values of the test-retest correlation
range from 0.65 to 0.86, with six of the seven correlations being above 0.70. The word
“innovation” was replaced with “Web 2.0 tools” in the instrument, which abides by the
guestionnaire instruction (George et al., 2006).

Interview Forms. The focus group and individual interviews were designed to
investigate the PSTs’ SoC in detail. In addition to convenience sampling, the criteria for
choosing interview participants were to attend the design activities. The focus group
interviews were designed to understand the opinions of PSTs about LBD activities and included

questions such as the PSTs’ opinions about the design activities, the difficulties that PSTs had
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while doing the activity, and how the activity affected the knowledge and skills in designing
technology-supported instruction. Besides, the individual interviews aimed to reveal the
present SoC of PSTs after the course and included questions such as the PSTs’ interests and
knowledge of Web 2.0 technologies, their considerations of integrating them into ELT, the
effects of integrating Web 2.0 technologies on their profession, classroom management, and
prospective students. Two experts holding doctoral degrees in the field of Educational
Technology checked the appropriateness of questions and finalized the interviews.
Data Analysis

Quantitative data from the pre and post-tests were analyzed using a paired sample t-
test (Pallant, 2007). As the assumptions (Field, 2009) were not violated, it was appropriate to
conduct a paired sample t-test. As for the quantitative data, the researcher transcribed the
interview data verbatim and then followed the descriptive and content analysis procedures
(Yildinm & Simsek, 2013). Since the theoretical framework of the study was explicit, the
preliminary themes were defined based on SoC. Following, data was processed to reveal any
unforeseen concepts and themes in the data, and findings were subsequently described and
interpreted based on these stages. Each qualitative finding was embedded in the associated
guantitative findings to gain a better understanding of the present study’s results.
Validity and Reliability

Different strategies were employed to ensure validity and reliability. First, the
triangulation strategy (Patton, 2001) was used to establish credibility. The researcher
administered the SoCQ and conducted interviews. Having different sources of data provided
opportunities to triangulate the data and analyze them from a broad perspective. Second, the
reasoning behind employing an embedded mixed methods design, the study’s participants,
and procedures were described in detail for transferability. Third, the inter-coder reliability

score using Miles and Huberman's (1994) formula was calculated for interviews.
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Number of agreements

Reliability =
eliability Number of agreements + Number of disagreements

A Ph.D. student in the Faculty of Education also coded the data. A 90% agreement
score for the focus group and a 96% agreement score for individual interviews were found,
which were appropriate scores for inter-coder reliability (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Fourth, a
prolonged engagement strategy (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was utilized to establish the validity of
the study. The researcher attended all sessions of the course, led the design activities, and
collected quantitative and qualitative data. And lastly, peer debriefing sessions were
conducted many times over the semester. The researcher discussed each step of the study
with different Ph.D. students in the faculty of Education.

Results

The primary analysis of the present study was conducted using quantitative methods.
SoC questionnaire was administered as pre and post-test at the beginning and end of the
semester, and a paired sample t-test, presented in Table 3, was run to investigate how the
PSTs’ SoC for Web 2.0 technology integration changed in the LBD-based course.

Table 3

Descriptive Information and the Results of Paired Sample T-Test

Pre-Tests Post-Tests

M SD M SD df t p
Unconcerned 17.58 5.52 19.47 4.39 23 -1.94 0.06
Informational 24.87 5.77 23.26 3.82 23 1.49 0.15
Personal 26.20 6.20 26.21 517 23 0.00 0.99
Management 18.66 6.47 19.39 6.62 23 -0.48 0.63
*Consequence 22.75 6.58 25.52 4.87 23 -2.34 0.02*
Collaboration 19.00 9.38 20.04 8.67 23 -0.57 0.57

Refocusing 22.83 6.06 22.78 5.06 23 0.04 0.96
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Note: *p<0.05

There was a significant increase in the Consequence stage from pre-test (M=22.75,
SD=6.58) to post-test scores (M=25.52, SD=4.87), t(23) = -2.34, p=.02. Eta squared value was
also found to be 0.19, indicating a large effect size (Pallant, 2007). That is, LBD activities
increased the intensity of the Consequence stage, and the PSTs began to consider the possible
effects of Web 2.0 technologies on potential students’ attitudes and learning. However, the
results also indicated that there were no significant differences in Unconcerned, Informational,
Personal, Management, Collaboration, and Refocusing stages. That is, the PSTs’ considerations
on the interest of Web 2.0 technologies, requests for information about Web 2.0 integration,
the effects of Web 2.0 integration on them, management concerns, and collaboration with

colleagues remained unchanged compared to the beginning of the semester.

100
80
60

SCORES

40
20

PERCENTILE

Post-Test

====Pre-Test

Figure 2. Group Percentile Scores

Group percentile scores, using the percentile conversion chart (George et al., 2006),
were also calculated to identify the intensity and diversity of concerns within the group. The
higher scores indicate that the PSTs experiences a concern more intensely than other stages.

Figure 2 indicates that the predominant stages are around self-concerns and did not change
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after the LBD-based course. The figure also shows that the intensity of the Consequence stage
increased dramatically, but it is still lower than self-concerns.

The secondary analysis of the present study was conducted using qualitative methods.
The focus group and individual interviews were conducted to investigate the PSTs’ opinions
about LBD activities and the concerns for Web 2.0 technology integration after the course. As a
result of qualitative analysis, the main themes and sub-themes and their frequencies are
presented in Table 4 and Table 5. Each finding was associated with the related SoC to identify
preservice teachers’ concerns.
Table 4

The Preservice Teachers’ Opinions about Learning Technology by Design Activities

Focus Group Interviews

Main Themes  Sub-themes N f

Increased willingness to integrate Web 2.0
Unconcerned 6 7
tools in ELT

Knowledge of using Web 2.0 tools in ELT 14 24

Informational  Awareness of the factors influencing the use

9 14
of Web 2.0 tools in ELT
Knowledge of designing lesson activity with
14 37
Personal Web 2.0 tools
Lack of PSTs’ teaching experience in LBD 5 7

Increased awareness of the implementation
Management 5 7
process of using Web 2.0 tools in ELT

Positive opinions about student attitudes
Consequence 8 14
when using Web 2.0 tools




Positive opinions about the learning
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outcomes of students when using Web 2.0 12 28
tools
Benefits 12 18
Collaboration  Thoughts about peer feedback
Drawbacks 5 6
Knowledge for enhancing Web 2.0 tools 2 2
Refocusing Intentions for the future usage of Web 2.0
9 11
tools
Note: f = Code frequency, N = Number of Participant
Table 5
The Preservice Teachers’ Concerns for Web 2.0 Technology Integration
Individual Interviews
Main Themes Sub-themes N f
Positive willingness to integrate Web 2.0
5 5
toolsin ELT
External Factors inhibiting PSTs' interest in
Unconcerned 6 9
Web 2.0 tools
Internal Factors inhibiting PSTs' interest in
5 8
Web 2.0 tools
Knowledge of using Web 2.0 tools in ELT 12 16
Student
4 4
Competency

Informational

Perceived required factors influencing

PSTs’ use of Web 2.0 tools in ELT

Technical Facilities 9 11

Teacher

Competency
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Willingness to learn more information Positive 9 11
about Web 2.0 tools Negative 1 1
The positive influence of using Web 2.0
7 8
tools on the teaching profession
The influences of using Web 2.0 tools on
9 12
Personal the role of the teacher in the classroom
Lack of teaching experience 8 18
Influence of using Web 2.0 tools in terms  Positive 10 13
of teachers’ allocated time and energy Negative 2 3
Perceived difficulties in classroom
Management 12 20
management when using Web 2.0 tools
The positive influences of using Web 2.0
12 14
tools on the attitudes of students
Consequence
The positive influences of using Web 2.0 tools on the learning
12 21
outcomes of students
Willingness to collaborate with FLE Positive 8 11
teachers Negative 3 3
Collaboration
Willingness to collaborate with Other Positive 2 3
teachers Negative 10 12
Knowledge of enhancing Web 2.0 tools 10 11
Refocusing Intentions for the future usage of Web 2.0 Positive 11 21
tools Negative 2 4

f = Code frequency, N = Number of Participant

Unconcerned

There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores and it was the

most intense stage over the semester. While some of the PSTs expressed in the focus group
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interviews that engaging in LBD activities increased their willingness to integrate Web 2.0
technologies in ELT, the intensity of the stage did not change significantly. Furthermore, in the
individual interviews, PSTs noted external and internal factors that inhibited their interest in
Web 2.0 technologies. Some of the external factors stated by PSTs include how they prioritized
their major field and spent most of their time with the exams and assignments. One
articulated:
We have to do more in our department and accordingly | have more responsibilities
and homework for my department. | am interested [Web 2.0] but not much. So
inevitably, | prioritize my grades and try to increase them...
Internal factors expressed by the PSTs include how they were not interested in using
technologies; therefore, they are unconcerned with Web 2.0 technologies.
Informational
There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores. Figure 2
indicates that the intensity of the Informational stage is the second-highest concern and
remains almost the same after the LBD activities. In the focus group interviews, PSTs stated
that engaging in LBD activities helped them increase their knowledge of Web 2.0 technologies
and learn on what conditions they could be used in ELT. One said:
Exploring the limitations and writing Web 2.0 tools’ pros and cons contribute to our
knowledge about where we can use these tools and where we cannot use them.
In the individual interviews, all PSTs expressed that they were knowledgeable about Web 2.0
technologies. While some PSTs pointed out that Web 2.0 technologies could be used to
develop the necessary skills of the English language, others said that they could be used in
daily life and education. Besides, many PSTs emphasized the importance of technical facilities
(e.g., computer and internet connection) and student and teacher digital competency as

required factors influencing their use of Web 2.0 technologies. One stated:
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Firstly, | know that computer literacy is needed. We need to know what purposes we

will use the tools. We need to know how to use computers. We need to know the

features of that Web 2.0 tool so that we can use it depending on the features...
Although the PSTs indicated that they are knowledgeable about Web 2.0 technologies and
aware of the factors influencing their use, most PSTs stated that they must know more about
Web 2.0 technologies to appeal to the digital era students’ various needs and wishes.
Personal

There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores. Personal is the
second most intense concern, along with the Informational stage. In the focus group
interviews, many PSTs noted that engaging LBD activities increased their knowledge of
designing lesson activities supported by Web 2.0 technologies. Furthermore, PSTs stated that
they gained technology-integrated lesson activity ideas, learned how to associate the ELT
topics to Web 2.0 technologies, and how to arrange their teaching to integrate Web 2.0
technologies. One noted:

...We learned about how we should use technologies, how we can associate the tools

with the topics, how we can make them more relevant to our classes, and how we can

benefit from these tools.
As well, many PSTs stated in the individual interviews that Web 2.0 technologies could reduce
the time and efforts of teachers and positively influence their teaching profession. Many PSTs
also expressed that their role in the classroom changed to that of a facilitator, and students
became more active in their learning process. On the other hand, many PSTs underlined the
importance of teaching experience. The PSTs emphasized that they designed their activities
based on prediction due to lack of teaching experience, and did not practice these activities in
a real classroom environment in the context of LBD. Therefore, they were not certain of the

effects of Web 2.0 technologies. One expressed:
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We guess what kind of deficiencies we can have. When we implement it in the

classroom, maybe there will be a deficiency of the tool that will never come to our

mind. We think as if everything will happen perfectly.
Management

There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores and it remained
almost the same intensity after LBD. In the focus group interviews, some PSTs pointed out that
LBD activities increased their awareness about the implementation process of using Web 2.0
technologies in ELT. In this direction, many PSTs in the individual interviews stated that they
could have difficulty managing a classroom when they integrated Web 2.0 technologies, as the
Internet is very distracting and may hinder a student’s ability to focus. One noted:

I think | will have difficulty with it because we are in the technology era. Even little

children know how to use computers and the internet before learning writing and

reading. Hence, students become distracted and I think | cannot control and manage

the classroom.
Consequence

There was a significant mean difference between pre- and post-test scores with a large
effect size. In the focus group interviews, many PSTs expressed that they learned different
Web 2.0 technologies that can attract the attention of students, and considered how the
activities designed with these technologies could have an impact on students. Therefore, they
said that these tools can enhance the learning of the students by immersing them in the
learning process. One said:

A language consists of a lot of skills such as vocabulary, speaking, listening, etc. | think

teaching these skills with traditional methods is not easy. Hence, we can attract the

attention of students, facilitate their learning by using different Web 2.0 tools

considering the many options, especially for young learners.
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Collaboration

There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores and it was the
lowest intense concern after the LBD activities. In the context of LBD, PSTs gave peer feedback
on each other’s lesson plans in addition to designing these plans collaboratively. In this
process, many PSTs found peer feedback sessions beneficial: these sessions helped draw
attention to missing points in their lesson plans and exposed PSTs to the many different design
activities that can be used in ELT. Additionally, some of the PSTs expressed that they were not
certain of the feedbacks since the peers were not experts and some of them were not
objective during the session. As a result, while most of the PSTs stated in the individual
interviews that they could collaborate with English language teachers since they teach the
same content knowledge, they did not want to collaborate with teachers from other fields.
Refocusing

There was no significant difference between pre- and post-test scores. The interview
data revealed that many PSTs asked to enhance the Web 2.0 technologies by considering the
limitations that they confronted in the context of LBD activities. In terms of future usage, many
PSTs expressed that they could integrate some of Web 2.0 technologies into their prospective
classes if the necessary conditions were met.

Discussion

The present study explored the English Language PSTs’ SoC for Web 2.0 technology
integration in the LBD-based course. We designed a course in which LBD activities aligned with
the course goals and objectives, and collected the data related to the PSTs’ needs and
progress. The findings indicated that the LBD-based course contributed to the PSTs’ technology
integration understandings: the PSTs increased their awareness and knowledge about
integrating Web 2.0 technologies in ELT, the factors influencing the integration of Web 2.0
technologies, the possible effects of Web 2.0 technologies on themselves, and knowledge of

enhancing Web 2.0 technologies. These findings are aligned with the extant literature which
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states that engaging in LBD activities can improve PSTs’ technology integration understanding,
knowledge, and skills (Alayyar, 2011; Fessakis, Tatsis & Dimitracopoulou, 2008; Johnson, 2012;
Koehler & Mishra, 2005).

The findings provided further evidence about the PSTs’ concerns. The PSTs” most
intense concern over the semester was the Unconcerned stage. George et al. (2006) stated
that individuals experiencing this stage intensely might have other considerations or activities.
The findings revealed that some PSTs prioritized their major field, while others were
uninterested in Web 2.0 technologies. Since the intense stage depends on the individuals’
engagement (Toms, 1997), the PSTs’ involvement with Web 2.0 technologies in ELT might be
limited throughout the curriculum. Therefore, the PSTs might have indicated a high level of
Unconcern due to considering technology integration independent from their major field.

Following to Unconcerned stage, self-concerns (Informational and Personal) were the
most intense stages over the semester. While individuals have general knowledge and demand
to learn more about innovation at the Informational stage, they consider their abilities and
possible effects of using innovation on themselves at the Personal stage (George et al., 2006).
The findings illustrated that the PSTs considered technology resources, students’ and teacher's
digital competencies as critical factors influencing their technology integration decisions.
Besides, the PSTs stated that they had a lack of real teaching experience because they
designed their technology-supported lesson activities based on prediction. Hall and Hord
(2014) expressed that self-concerns might be due to self-efficacy issues. Since the PSTs could
not perform their lesson activities in real settings and see their effects on them, they might
have self-doubts about themselves and need of learning more about the details of integrating
Web 2.0 technologies. Thus, they might indicate a high level of self-concerns. Also, many PSTs
believed that when they integrated Web 2.0 technologies, they might have difficulty managing
a classroom. At this point, Rogers (2003) noted that individuals should first implement

innovation and see the consequences to adopt innovation in their classrooms. Therefore, the
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PSTs’ lack of teaching experience may have also caused the intensity of the Management stage
to remain the same throughout the semester.

The only significant difference in SoC was at the Consequence stage. Individuals at this
stage consider how innovation affects learning outcomes (George et al., 2006). According to
the findings, the PSTs believed that their technology-integrated lesson activities can attract
students’ attention, help them become active in their learning process, and thus result in
satisfactory learning outcomes. At this point, Fessakis et al. (2008) stated that LBD activities
can help teachers to provide appropriate learning experiences for their students. Kayaduman
and Delialioglu (2016) also expressed that involvement in LBD activities can increase the PSTs’
Consequence stage intensity. Therefore, the significant increase in the Consequence stage
might be due to LBD activities which contributed to PSTs' understanding of designing effective
technology-supported learning activities.

Although one of the impact concerns (Consequence, Collaboration, and Refocusing)
increased significantly, the intensities of self (Informational and Personal) and awareness
(Unconcerned) concerns remained predominant after the intervention. Previous studies (Chen
& Jang, 2014; George et al., 2006; Hall & Hord, 2014; Hao & Lee, 2017) showed that individuals
tend to have a lower impact and higher self-concerns at the early phase of adoption.
Considering the participants who are sophomore-level PSTs and just learned designing
technology-supported instruction, they could consider more about their roles and
competencies in this process, demand information to increase their knowledge and skills, and
thus maintain these concerns.

Conclusion and Implications

The study has important implications for a better understanding of the components
involved in technology integration. First, the present study developed an LBD-based course
that could shape subsequent preservice and in-service teacher education programs.

Integrating the LBD activities in preservice and in-service teacher education programs could be
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an effective way for technology integration. The LBD activities should be aligned with course
goals and objectives and the Web 2.0 technologies chosen for the activities should be useful,
effective, efficient, and appropriate to the week’s subject. While LBD activities that were
implemented in the present study influence the PSTs’ technology adoption process by helping
them acquire new knowledge and skills, this study further identified that the PSTs could gain
an understanding of designing technology-supported learning activities that can improve
students’ learning.

Second, the PSTs in the study see technology integration as independent from their
major field due to a high level of Unconcerned stage. Yang and Huang (2008) stated that
considerable exposure to innovation decreases the intensity of the Unconcerned stage.
Therefore, integrating LBD activities into the ELT curriculum, not just in the scope of a few
courses, could further promote the PSTs’ understanding of technology integration and reduce
the intensity of the Unconcerned stage.

Third, the PSTs in the study were not certain the effects of Web 2.0 technology
integration on themselves due to a lack of teaching experience, and thus had a persistent level
of self-concerns. As the development of concerns depends on successful experiences (Al-
rawajfih, Fook & Idros, 2010), providing opportunities for PSTs to see the consequences of
technology integration implementations could be important. First-hand teaching experience
practices might be useful at this point. However, it may not always be possible due to the
number of PSTs and limited opportunities in schools. In this regard, modeling and mentoring
could overcome these obstacles. Kim et al. (2008) revealed that faculty modeling on
technology use is associated with PSTs’ intentions to use technology. Similarly, Ottenbreit-
Leftwich et al. (2018) found that preparing video mentoring sessions with in-service teachers
can alleviate PSTs' concerns about technology integration. Therefore, the current study

suggests reinforcing LBD activities with modeling, mentoring, or teaching experience practices
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to change the intensity of concerns from self to impact concerns and to assure PSTs’
commitments for effective technology integration.

Lastly, the present study identified crucial aspects of PSTs’ concerns. Informing faculty
members, policymakers, and educational planners about the concerns and addressing them to
establish interventions and strategies can lead to and promote the PSTs’ usage of
technological tools; in turn, this may yield more widespread effective technology integration in
education at large.

Future Research and Limitations

Although the present study provided rich data and answered the guiding research
questions, further studies are needed to gain a greater understanding of successful and
sustainable technology adoption. The present study is limited by the participants who
attended the Instructional Principles and Methods course. Additionally, the total number of 24
surveys formed a small sample size. Hence, the findings should cautiously be interpreted and
future research should establish a larger sample size from different participants’ backgrounds
to investigate the concern development in greater depth. As well, future research would
benefit from including different variables that might influence the PSTs’ concerns, such as
motivation and personal traits, and also by providing opportunities to implement technology-
integrated instructions to gain more experience.
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