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MOTTO 

The development of educational media has an odd mix of engines driving it, 

technological pull, commercial empire-building, financial drag, logistical 

imperatives, pedagogical pleas, and between them they generate a strange 

assortment of equipment and systems, from which the educational 

technologist must fashion something academically respectable.  

Diana Laurillard (2002: 83) 
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C h a p t e r  1   

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The use of computers for language learning dates back to the late 50s of the 

previous century. Since then language teachers have always been among the 

first to apply the potential of new technologies for learning and teaching-

related purposes (for historical overviews, see e.g. Beatty, 2003; Levy, 1997). 

During the last 15 years, language teachers seem to have been particularly well 

served by the development of the Internet/World Wide Web, which offers 

virtually limitless possibilities for exposure to authentic, situated language 

material, fostering communication, and raising cultural awareness. The Web 

fits in well with the latest insights in language learning and teaching and 

should therefore perhaps be the medium of choice for any language teacher 

today. Given the pervasiveness of the Web in all aspects of society, including 

teachers’ private, social and professional lives (Arnold & Ducate, 2006), one 

would expect a significant use of it in language education.  

Reality is different, however. Many efforts to promote the use of technology 

for language learning, generally known as Computer-Assisted Language 

Learning (CALL), have not paid off yet. As a result, there continues to be a 

substantial gap between the potential and the practice of CALL.  

More than ten years ago, Levy (1997) remarked that “CALL remains a 

peripheral interest in the language teaching community as a whole, still largely 

the domain of the CALL enthusiast, and there is scant evidence to suggest 

that CALL has really been absorbed into mainstream thinking, education, and 

practice” (p. 3). More recent studies on the integration of CALL suggest that 

use may be on the increase, but that CALL is not yet one of the standard 

features of language teaching. Taalas (2005), whose research on technology 

integration in language learning is based on a longitudinal study in Finland 

covering the period between 1994 and 2001, concludes that the use of 

technology has increased, but it has “not become institutionalised or common 
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practice” (p. 184). Moreover, it is not particularly “innovative” in the sense of 

applying recent pedagogical insights. The use of technology as such should 

not be equated with innovative pedagogical practice. As Blake (2008a) points 

out, one of the persistent myths in technology use for language learning and 

teaching is that technology constitutes a methodology. For technology use to 

be regarded as innovative it must be informed by a methodological 

framework that is regarded as innovative. Felix (1999) remarks that grammar-

based teaching is an important activity delivered through the Web, but that 

more “student-centred learning, reflected in meaningful task-based activities, 

which exploits the new medium’s unique potential for authentic learning 

experiences” (p. 86) is not yet much in evidence. She re-iterates the point in 

Felix (2003). Another study on technology integration, Barr (2004), reveals 

that CALL has not yet made its way into mainstream education in the three 

universities that he studied (although the level of acceptance varies) and that  

teachers are frequently concerned about various practical and organisational 

issues related to its use. Yet another European study on the impact of ICT on 

foreign language teaching observes:  

Statistical studies reveal increasing awareness on the part of authorities 

of the importance of access to the new technologies, and the 

learner/computer ratio in schools and other sectors of education in 

Europe has improved dramatically. On the other hand, the use and 

deployment of information and communications technologies in 

language teaching and learning is far from satisfactory as ICT 

resources are traditionally reserved for “(computer) science” subjects, 

and rarely assigned to arts subjects.  

(International Certificate Conference, 2003:17)  

 

Bax (2003), assessing the current state-of-the-art of CALL by introducing the 

concept of “normalisation” (see chapter 2 for further discussion), also 

concludes that “[i]n terms of true integration of CALL within language 

teaching and learning […], we are still a long way from achieving it, and it is 
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important therefore to start to reconsider how the profession can move 

forward towards that general aim”(p. 23). Finally, Arnold and Ducate (2006), 

discussing the situation from an American perspective, come to more or less 

the same conclusion:  

 

From these findings, it appears that although the use of technology by 

K-12 teachers and university faculty has improved in the last 15 years, 

we still have a long way to go before the majority of teachers views 

educational technology in general and CALL in particular as a 

legitimate teaching and learning tool and uses it on a regular basis in 

the classroom. This supports our earlier assessment that the 

widespread integration of innovative CALL has not yet been 

achieved.  

(Arnold & Ducate, 2006: 6) 

 

The potential of CALL is thus not utilised to the full, both in terms of the 

number of regular users and in terms of the kinds of applications used. The 

general claim is that too few teachers are using CALL and that those who are 

using it may not always be employing it in ways that are considered 

pedagogically innovative. The problem of use therefore involves both a 

quantitative and a qualitative dimension. For discussing the integration of 

CALL in teaching and learning, it will be necessary to consider these two 

dimensions.  

That computers are not used widely for learning-related purposes is by no 

means a problem exclusive to CALL. Twining (2002) presents an extensive, 

well-documented discussion of the literature focusing on the discrepancy 

between the claims made for ICT on the one hand and the reality of use on 

the other. The discrepancy has led major critics like Cuban (2001) to call into 

question the huge investments in technology for education. Twining concurs 

with these views and the perspectives on CALL expressed above when he 

states that  “there is overwhelming evidence that ICT is not being used 
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extensively and/or effectively across the curriculum in the majority of 

schools” (Twining, 2002: 2).   

The ‘potential-practice gap’ is therefore for real. It poses a serious challenge to 

the further emancipation of CALL as a viable option for language learning 

and teaching. As a consequence, a key issue in CALL remains how to bridge 

this gap between the potential use of CALL and the reality of use.  

Many studies point to the need to improve teacher education and professional 

development. The emphasis should be on establishing appropriate links 

between technology use and pedagogy, not on technology as such (Taalas, 

2005), to make CALL an obligatory component in pre-service or in-service 

teacher education (Arnold & Ducate, 2006) and to provide education on 

technology integration not by setting it up as a single course but by infusing 

technology throughout teacher education programmes (Desjardins & Peters, 

2007), to mention but a few of the suggestions put forward to improve 

teacher training (see also: Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Egbert, Paulus, & 

Nakamichi, 2002; Gillespie & Barr, 2002; Hubbard & Levy, 2006a; 

International Certificate Conference, 2003; Kassen, Lavine, Murphy-Judy, & 

Peters, 2007).   

But implementation of technology-enhanced language learning and teaching is 

not just about CALL teacher education. It also involves establishing the 

frameworks of language learning and teaching on the basis of which decisions 

about technology use can be made; taking into account institutional 

developments that precipitate or hinder the use of technology; and setting up 

adequate structures for technological and pedagogical support. The 

educational environment affects the use of technology for pedagogical 

purposes either positively or negatively. Lack of appropriate resources 

(technical infrastructure, human support, time) and absence of a supportive 

climate for change (management support, incentives, etc.) may all be working 

against the widening and deepening of the use of ICT in the curriculum.  
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This study will address implementation from this broad institutional 

perspective. If promoting a more pervasive and meaningful use of ICT for 

language teaching and learning becomes a priority on the institutional agenda 

an integrated, holistic approach is required which is capable of addressing the 

many aspects involved in implementation. Many institutions have embraced 

the potential of technology for learning, usually by adopting some kind of e-

learning strategy (OECD, 2005). But without appropriate measures to 

promote the use of technology for learning at all levels of the organisation 

these efforts may remain fruitless and not offer solutions to the increasing 

number of teachers, especially language teachers, showing an interest in using 

ICT to enhance teaching and learning in meaningful ways.  

In some respects the field of CALL seems particularly well-positioned to 

make this move forward. CALL research has developed substantially during 

the past few decades. It has a strong focus on linking pedagogy and 

technology. This encourages principled accounts of technology use for 

language learning.  As a consequence, a wealth of examples of pedagogically 

motivated applications of CALL is now available and there is a growing body 

of evidence that the use of computers may be beneficial for language learning 

under specific conditions. However, much research focuses on the use of one 

particular program or tool by a single teacher (usually the researcher herself), 

often in experimental settings. The theoretical basis frequently concerns the 

technology-pedagogy interface, while less attention is paid to what it takes to 

carry successful applications of CALL beyond the level of individual teachers 

to achieve sustainable integration at the institutional level.  

Although CALL practitioners and researchers are beginning to address this 

issue (Barr, 2004; Taalas, 2005), there continues to be a distinct need to 

investigate what is known about effective language learning by means of 

computers in relation to what is known about effective strategies for 

implementation in educational institutions. This requires a framework of 

implementation which not only addresses the pedagogical aspects but also the 
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organisational aspects of CALL. The framework has to be sufficiently general 

to take on board the many different ways in which computers can be used for 

language learning and teaching, and yet it has to be sufficiently constrained to 

provide direction to those involved in implementing CALL for institutional 

uses. The framework should make it easier to identify which forms of 

computing make sense for language teaching and learning, and which do not; 

how an awareness of this can be raised with teachers, students, and 

management; and how conditions can be created which favour the 

meaningful use of computers for language teaching and learning.  

This study is intended to contribute to developing such a framework. The 

study is based on extensive literature research in CALL, SLA, language 

pedagogy, and more general accounts of using technology for learning-related 

purposes; surveys administered to CALL users during the last few years; and 

the author’s extensive practical experience in this area as a teacher of English 

and a CALL coordinator and project manager.  

The study explores the options for developing a framework for the 

implementation of ICT-integrated language learning and teaching which tries 

to accommodate both the pedagogical aspects and the organisational aspects 

of the use of CALL. By linking theory to practice and assessing practice in the 

light of theory, it tries to reveal critical factors of implementation that are not 

often considered in the CALL literature.  

The emphasis on institutional implementation implies that the focus will be 

on a range of technologies used together rather than on any one technology in 

particular. The affordances of these technologies will be explored in relation 

to a conceptual framework based on principles of task-based language 

teaching. This provides direction to the technology options for language 

pedagogy, but it does not necessarily imply that this is the only framework 

which can serve this purpose. The options for implementation are studied in 

the institutional setting, which is one of the reasons why it is linked to the 
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Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), which 

is increasingly used to offer guidance to language learning, teaching and 

assessment in institutional contexts in Europe.   

The educational setting to which the study applies is SL/FL learning and 

teaching in HE, especially in the university context. It is a setting where 

opportunities for face-to-face (class-based) learning exist alongside 

opportunities for learning with computers.  It is not a CALL-only or distance-

only context. It assumes that language teachers, language learners and 

network-based computer technology are all present in this setting, making 

different configurations of ICT-supported language learning possible. Which 

configurations are selected and why is one of the central questions addressed 

in this study.  

The study draws extensively on our experiences in implementing different 

forms of CALL during the past 15 years at the University of Groningen and 

other HE institutions in the Netherlands, assessing them in the light of 

changing technologies and pedagogies and the degree to which these have 

affected language learning and teaching at our institutions over time.  The 

theoretical underpinnings for the study come from the general literature on 

the implementation of education technology on the one hand, and language-

specific theories and research findings on the other.  

The principles and concepts underlying the study are outlined in detail in 

chapter 2. The chapter gives definitions and descriptions of relevant terms 

and concepts and introduces the three main frameworks by which this study 

has been informed. The frameworks concerned are Task-Based Language 

Teaching (TBLT), in particular teaching-oriented accounts of this framework, 

the CEFR, the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

referred to above, and the Flexibility-Activity Framework, a framework that 

holds potential for addressing aspects of learning technology use in the 

educational context more generally. These frameworks provide the conceptual 
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background from which the analysis of technology in teaching practice, as 

evidenced by projects (chapter 3 and 4) and an international survey (chapter 

5), will be pursued and from which the potential of implementing technology 

in light of a task-based pedagogical framework (chapters 6 and 7), and making 

it work in the institutional setting (chapter 8), will be outlined.  

Chapter 3 takes the reader back to the use of CALL some fifteen years ago by 

discussing the development of the Hologram project, a project which was 

typical in several respects of implementation of technology in language 

teaching and learning at that time. The chapter deliberately sketches the wider 

setting in which the project (and program) were conceived to demonstrate 

aspects of the conceptual framework introduced in chapter 2.   

Chapter 4 discusses the use of technology on the basis of an analysis of two 

teaching innovation projects carried out during the last eight years. This 

introduces contemporary perspectives on the use of technology and pedagogy 

and on the institutional setting in which they were meant to be used. Possibly 

the focus on a range of technologies that are now beginning to be applied 

more broadly within institutions is experienced by CALL experts as not 

representing the latest developments in the field (the technologies are 

definitely not representative of recent publications in the CALL literature or 

at CALL conferences), but this is inevitable in a study focusing on institution-

wide implementation rather than pioneering efforts in CALL. The 

consideration of such uses on the basis of a contemporary methodological 

framework will open up the perspective that practices which are supported by 

traditional technologies are not necessarily traditional practices.  

More substantial evidence for this point of view is given in chapter 5. This 

chapter gives an extensive report of an international survey, specifically 

developed in the context of this research, which identifies patterns of 

technology use similar to that observed in the projects reported on in chapter 

4, but tries to associate these uses more closely with language teachers’ views 
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on the role of technology and pedagogy in relation to the educational 

environments in which they work, and the levels of support available in that 

environment.  

Chapters 6 and 7 focus more explicitly on the potential of technology in 

teaching-oriented accounts of TBLT, which usually make only scant reference 

to ICT and have a strong bias towards interaction in the classroom. Chapter 6 

discusses a range of technologies in relation to designing effective and 

efficient language learning tasks on the basis of proposals in pedagogical 

TBLT frameworks. Chapter 7 proceeds beyond the level of individual tasks to 

the use of technology in relation to the TBLT-based curriculum (without 

considering all the intricacies associated with sequencing of tasks (Ellis, 2003: 

220-229)). It looks at the usefulness of virtual learning environments (VLEs) 

at the level of the curriculum and at technology tools that have been 

specifically designed on the basis of the CEFR (which gives an outcome-

based perspective to organising tasks at the curriculum level).  

Chapter 8 considers additional strategic issues and aspects of institutional 

support that are relevant for actually getting technology to be used by 

students and staff in the institution.  

Finally, chapter 9 summarises the main findings of this study and places them 

in a broader perspective. It makes suggestions for further research, most 

notably in verifying aspects of the framework we have sought to outline, but 

for which empirical evidence has yet to be adduced. 



 

 



 

 

C h a p t e r  2   

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Introduction 

Developing an implementation framework for ICT-Integrated Language 

Learning that can contribute to bridging the gap between the potential of use 

and the practice of use requires taking into account current perspectives on 

the implementation of ICT for language learning purposes, or the 

implementation of ICT for educational applications more generally. In this 

chapter, the main theories and research findings by which this study has been 

informed will be outlined, together with a description of why they are 

regarded as relevant for the topic under discussion. The conceptual 

framework thus established will guide the discussion of implementation 

aspects in the chapters that follow, acting as the backbone to the themes 

which will be fleshed out further by reference to additional literature, 

examples of use and survey evidence.  

Before specifying how existing frameworks and related studies help us tease 

out the relevant aspects of implementation, the concept of ICT-Integrated 

Language Learning upon which this study is built will be presented in more 

detail.  

2.2 ICT-Integrated Language Learning 

ICT-Integrated Language Learning (IILL) is not a generally accepted term to 

describe the use of computers in language teaching and language learning. It 

has been coined to indicate the primary focus of the present research on 

technology-enhanced learning in which ICT has been embedded into the 

learning of second or foreign languages in the institutional context. Since 

attention is directed to instructed language learning, the term – like its better-

known counterpart CALL – also covers teaching by means of technology.  
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The generic term ICT (Information and Communication Technology) is used 

more or less synonymously with ‘computers’, ‘computer technology’, or 

simply ‘technology’, but its component parts underscore both the information 

processing and communication aspects which are important to language 

learning. Although IILL will sometimes be used interchangeably with CALL, 

it has also been chosen to indicate the relationship with educational 

technology more generally and to allow for discussion of administrative or 

organisational aspects of the use of technology for language learning, which 

are not always associated with the term CALL. Like CALL, IILL does not 

refer to a particular school of thought or approach to using computers for 

language learning and teaching. It subsumes many different types of using 

computer technology for language learning and teaching, expressed by 

acronyms such as ICALL (Intelligent CALL), WELL (Web-Enhanced 

Language Learning) and NBLT (Network-Based Language Teaching).  

IILL crucially depends on the concept of integration. Integration quite literally 

refers to “the act or process of combining two or more things so that they 

work together” (OALD Online, 2009). Following this definition, ICT-

Integrated Language Learning concerns “the act or process of combining ICT 

and language learning so that they work together.” The act or process of 

combining these corresponds to our notion of ‘implementation’.  In fact, 

implementation, as will be demonstrated later, involves many acts and 

processes operating at the same time. Implementation of ICT for language-

learning purposes then primarily addresses how technology and pedagogy can 

be attuned to yield favourable conditions for language learning.  

But it cannot do so without taking into account the environmental context in 

which language learning and teaching takes place. Hubbard and Levy  (2006b) 

put this point quite forcefully when they remark: 

Language teachers and learners operate within a set of interrelated 

constraints. These constraints, often associated with the limited time 
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and resources available to the teacher and the student, typically 

include the number of contact hours pre-determined for a course, 

lesson times and durations, technical support, ancillary learning 

materials, and so on. The language teacher needs to be able to identify 

and understand the impact of authentic constraints and to be able to 

work creatively within them.  

(Hubbard & Levy, 2006b: 8) 

The educational environment in its broadest sense, then, is another vital 

aspect of integration. Although more aspects may be identified, it is usually 

possible to relate them to pedagogy, technology and educational environment, 

or a combination of these. We therefore regard pedagogy, technology and 

environment as the core elements of integration. The interrelationships 

between the three constituent elements are illustrated in Figure 1 below.  

 

Figure 1: The core elements of integration 

Double arrows are used to indicate that modifications in each of the 

constituent areas may impact on (coincide or clash with; necessitate or cause) 

developments in any of the other areas. In this context, implementation 

should be regarded as the acts or processes of combining pedagogy, 

Pedagogy Technology 

Environment
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technology and environment “so that they work together”. In discussing the 

multifaceted implementation of IILL, we will regularly refer to these elements 

to highlight specific aspects of integration.  

2.3 Related concepts 

2.3.1 Add-on vs add-in applications 

In addressing technology integration in language learning and teaching in 

Finland, Taalas (2005) makes a useful distinction between “add-on” and “add-

in” models of implementation.  Add-on models are characterised by activities 

“that ha[ve] in the past been carried out in a more traditional way” (p. 82). 

Such add-on models typically require fewer changes in the language learning 

setting than add-in models, which are more fully integrated into the classroom 

setting.  Add-on models of technology use are often associated with the type 

of change referred to as ‘substitution’, whereas add-in models are usually 

linked up with a type known as ‘transformation’ (Westera, 2004). 

Transformation constitutes a more radical break with traditional teaching 

practices and is therefore generally more difficult to achieve. Taalas (2005) has 

a strong focus on technology integration, i.e. on developing add-in 

applications which require a transformation of existing teaching practices. A 

key aspect of this, she argues, is teacher training and professional 

development in which the focus is on pedagogy rather than technology. Since 

teacher training and professional development represent actions in the 

environmental domain of our model, Taalas’s discussion also exemplifies how 

technology, pedagogy and environment must be linked to address the issue of 

integration in full.  

2.3.2 Normalisation 

A frequently cited concept in relation to the integration of CALL is 

‘normalisation’, outlined in Bax (2003) and further illustrated in Chambers 

and Bax  (2006).  Normalisation is a “stage when the technology becomes 
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invisible, embedded in everyday practice and hence ‘normalised’” (Bax, 2003: 

23).  CALL, it is argued, 

… will reach this state when computers (probably very different in shape 

and size from their current manifestations) are used every day by language 

students and teachers as an integral part of every lesson, like a pen or a 

book. Teachers and students will use them without fear or inhibition, and 

equally without exaggerated respect for what they can do. They will not be 

the centre of any lesson, but they will play a part in almost all. They will 

be completely integrated into all other aspects of classroom life, alongside 

coursebooks, teachers and notepads. They will almost go unnoticed.  

(Bax 2003: 23-24) 

Although normalisation is a valuable concept when it comes to addressing the 

issue of how to embed CALL into everyday language teaching and learning 

practice, it should be noted that Bax (2003) and Chambers and Bax  (2006) 

have a strong focus on integrating CALL with existing classroom practices and 

resources.  A framework of implementation should also consider to what 

extent the position of the classroom will be maintained as a result of the 

introduction of ICT.   

2.3.3 Vertical vs horizontal integration 

Another useful observation with regard to integration is made in Levy and 

Stockwell (2006). They make a distinction between ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ 

integration.  Both types of integration are related to the environmental aspects 

of integration introduced above. Vertical integration concerns integration 

from the institution-wide perspective, considering the implications of, for 

instance, technical support, choices in hardware and software and changes in 

the educational culture within the institution. Horizontal integration, on the 

other hand, looks at the use of technology inside the institution in relation to 

the technology that students are used to using outside the educational context, 
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as part of their everyday experience with technology. It may be profitable, 

they claim, to establish some kind of ‘continuity’ between the technology used 

inside and outside the educational context (Levy & Stockwell, 2006: 230-233).  

2.3.4 HE as context of study 

At the end of this introduction to the concept of IILL, it should be pointed 

out once more that in this study integration is explored with reference to a 

Higher Education context where opportunities for face-to-face (class-based) 

learning co-exist with opportunities for learning with computers. This context 

will occasionally be referred to in the text as a ‘blended’ HE setting. The 

intended framework considers how implementation can be achieved by taking 

into account aspects of pedagogy, technology and environment in this HE 

language learning environment. It does not address other levels of education 

or private home learners, where conditions for use may differ substantially 

from those in HE.  

2.4 Task-Based Language Teaching 

Our primary perspective for exploring the pedagogical aspects of integration 

is based on a language teaching approach, known as task-based language 

teaching (TBLT), sometimes referred to as task-based instruction (TBI). 

TBLT is a form of communicative language teaching (CLT), which is 

currently gaining momentum as a methodology for language learning, both at 

the level of classroom practice and education policies (cf. e.g. Leaver & 

Kaplan, 2004; Nunan, 2004). TBLT shares with CLT a primary focus on 

meaning as the guiding principle of the language learning process, but it 

emphasises the role of pedagogical tasks. Tasks provide the context for 

students to work together or individually to accomplish a particular goal. 

Students will acquire language through the negotiation of meaning that occurs 

in the context of performing the task.  Negotiation of meaning will engage the 

cognitive processes needed for language acquisition. As Nunan (2004) points 
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out, TBLT has contributed to pedagogy more generally by strengthening the 

following principles and practices:  

 A needs-based approach to content selection. 

 An emphasis on learning to communicate through interaction in the 
target language. 

 The introduction of authentic texts into the learning situation. 

 The provision of opportunities for learners to focus not only on 
language but also on the learning process itself. 

 An enhancement of the learner’s own personal experiences as 
important contributing elements to classroom learning. 

 The linking of classroom language learning with language use outside 
the classroom. 

(Nunan, 2004: 1) 

The central construct in TBLT is ‘task’, for which different definitions have 

been suggested since the inception of TBLT in the mid-eighties of the 

previous century. Reviews of definitions proposed for ‘task’ in the past 

decades can be found in Ellis (2003: 4-5), Nunan (2004: 2-4), Van den 

Branden (2006: 4, 7-8) and Samuda and Bygate (2008: 62-70). A definition 

covering most aspects of TBLT is provided by Ellis (2003):  

A task is a workplan that requires learners to process language 

pragmatically in order to achieve an outcome that can be evaluated in 

terms of whether the correct or appropriate propositional content has 

been conveyed. To this end, it requires them to give primary attention 

to meaning and to make use of their own linguistic resources, 

although the design of the task may predispose them to choose 

particular forms. A task is intended to result in language use that bears 

a resemblance, direct or indirect, to the way language is used in the 

real world. Like other language activities, a task can engage productive 
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or receptive, and oral or written skills, and also various cognitive 

processes. 

(Ellis, 2003: 16) 

Tasks are learner-centred and goal-directed. Success or failure is measured by 

evaluating whether the goal has been achieved. Tasks focus learners’ primary 

attention on meaning, but, crucially – and this sets TBLT aside from several 

other CLT approaches –  they also direct attention to formal language aspects.  

Tasks are (semi-)authentic and can be applied for all language skills.  

TBLT constitutes a radical break with approaches in which formal language 

aspects, particularly grammar, are the point of departure for curriculum design 

and teaching practice. Willis and Willis (2007) point out that such approaches, 

which often take the form of Presentation  Practice  Production (PPP) 

sequences, typically focus on language structure by presenting and practising 

isolated language forms. Although these forms are often subsequently 

practised in communicative contexts, students may be more concerned with 

“getting it right” than with conveying meaning. The learners’ own linguistic 

resources are not sufficiently activated during the PPP sequence. As 

Lightbown and Spada (1999) indicate, this may have detrimental effects on 

their willingness and ability to communicate in real situations:  

The classroom emphasis on accuracy often leads learners to feel 

inhibited and reluctant to take chances in using their knowledge in 

communication. The results from these studies provide evidence that 

learners benefit from opportunities for communicative practice in 

contexts where the emphasis is on understanding and expressing 

meaning. 

(Lightbown & Spada, 1999: 143) 

The differences between TBLT and form-focused approaches are 

summarized by Ellis (2003) as follows: 
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Traditional form-focused pedagogy Task-based pedagogy 

Rigid discourse structure consisting of IRF 
(initiate-respond-feedback) exchanges 

Loose discourse structure consisting of 
adjacency pairs 

Teacher controls topic development Students able to control topic development 

Turn-taking is regulated by the teacher Turn-taking is regulated by the same rules 
that governs everyday conversation, i.e. 
speakers can self-select 

Display questions, i.e. questions that the 
questioner already knows the answer to 

Use of referential questions, i.e. questions 
that the questioner does not know the 
answer to 

Students are placed in a responding role and 
consequently perform a limited range of 
language functions 

Students function in both initiating and 
responding roles and thus perform a wide 
range of language functions, e.g. asking for 
and giving information, agreeing and 
disagreeing, instructing 

Little need or opportunity to negotiate 
meaning 

Opportunities to negotiate meaning when 
communication problems arise 

Scaffolding directed primarily at enabling 
students to produce correct sentences 

Scaffolding directed primarily at enabling 
students to say what they want to say 

Form-focused feedback, i.e. the teacher 
responds implicitly or explicitly to the 
correctness of the students’ utterances 

Content-focused feedback, i.e. the teacher 
responds to the message content of students’ 
utterances 

Echoing, i.e. the teacher repeats what a 
student has said for the benefit of the whole 
class 

Repetition, i.e. a student elects to repeat 
something another student or the teacher has 
said as private speech or to establish 
intersubjectivity 

Table 1: Stereotypical classroom processes in 
traditional form-focused pedagogy and task-
based pedagogy (Ellis 2003: 253) 

Other characteristics of the task-based curriculum are that “information about 

learners and, where feasible, from learners will be built into all stages in the 

curriculum process, from initial planning, through implementation, to 

assessment and evaluation” (Nunan, 2004: 15). This links TBLT to other 

language learning concepts, where the learner has a central role to play, such 
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as learning strategies and learner autonomy (cf. e.g. Benson & Voller, 1997; 

Little, 1991; Little, Ridley, & Ushioda, 2003; Oxford, 1990; Scharle & Szabó, 

2000). 

TBLT has a strong basis in applied linguistic theory and empirical research. Its 

primary roots are in cognitive approaches in SLA, especially in the Interaction 

Hypothesis (Long, 1983; Pica, 1994). In a discussion of the relevance of the 

Interaction Hypothesis for task-based language learning and teaching, Ellis 

(2003) provides the following description: 

 

The Interaction Hypothesis, then, suggests a number of ways in 

which interaction can contribute to language acquisition. In general 

terms, it posits that the more opportunities for negotiation (meaning 

and content) there are, the more likely acquisition is. More specifically, 

it suggests: (1) that when interactional modifications lead to 

comprehensible input via the decomposition and segmenting of input 

acquisition is facilitated; (2) that when learners receive feedback, 

acquisition is facilitated; and (3) that when learners are pushed to 

reformulate their own utterances, acquisition is promoted. 

(Ellis, 2003: 80) 

 

A key concept associated with the Interaction Hypothesis is ‘focus on form’. 

The assumption is that language users engaged in meaningful communication 

may at times experience a breakdown in communication as a result of which 

the attention to meaning (message) may momentarily shift to the formal 

properties of the language (code). A good deal of SLA research has gone into 

what triggers attention to form and how this affects the quality and quantity 

of language use during communication. Providing attention to form as part of 

meaningful communication tasks has become one of the central themes in 

instructed SLA research.   
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Although closely associated with cognitive theories of language acquisition, 

TBLT also embodies strands from social theories of learning. Nunan (2004) 

mentions experiential learning as a conceptual basis for TBLT, in which 

“active involvement of the learner” is central (Nunan, 2004: 14). An in-depth 

exploration into the origin of tasks in Samuda and Bygate (2008) also 

associates TBLT with general educational paradigms and human sciences 

research in  activity-based, experiential learning and teaching.  

Along similar lines, Ellis (2003) explores the role of sociocultural theory (SCT) 

in TBLT.  His conclusion is that, although the cognitive and sociocultural 

frameworks are theoretically irreconcilable, “both perspectives offer valid 

insights into how tasks create the conditions that promote language 

acquisition” (Ellis, 2003: 201-202). SCT, he argues, has much to contribute to 

interpreting “task-in-process” aspects of TBLT, i.e. behaviours and processes 

during task performance that cannot be planned for, distinguishing them 

from “task-as-workplan” aspects, which are relevant at the time of task design 

(also cf. Ellis’ definition of task, given above).  “From a pedagogic 

perspective, then, the two research traditions need not be seen as 

incompatible” (Ellis, 2003: 202). It is mainly in the theoretical load associated 

with the terms interaction and collaboration and in the divergent 

interpretations on the origin of knowledge that is generated through dialogue 

and working together that the two approaches differ. The actual classroom 

procedures focusing on language learning tasks are largely the same.  

These accounts on experiential, social aspects of language learning provide a 

direct link with the Flexibility-Activity Framework, which we will introduce 

below to describe other aspects of technology integration (particularly in 

relation to the environment component of implementation).  

It has already been indicated that the primary attention to meaning in TBLT 

does not mean that formal language properties do not have a place in the 

task-based curriculum. The Interaction Hypothesis provides the theoretical 
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basis for focus on form as an important aspect of language learning and 

“there is now widespread acceptance that a focus on form has a place in the 

classroom” (Nunan, 2004: 9). Consequently, current text books on TBLT 

invariably pay attention to how to integrate form into the curriculum. They 

may differ, however, in just how this is best achieved.  

In describing tasks on the principle that focus on meaning precedes focus on 

form, Willis and Willis (2007) present guidelines in which a “focus on 

language” (their label for what is commonly called “focus on form”) is always 

secondary to a focus on meaning. In addition, they allow for explicit attention 

to structure (grammar, lexis, pronunciation) at the end of the task sequence.1   

Nunan (2004) proposes a six-step pedagogical sequence for introducing tasks, 

in which focus on form precedes the carrying out of the task. Formal 

language aspects are integrated into the framework he proposes by 

supplementing pedagogical tasks with so-called “enabling skills”, specifically 

devised to prepare the learner for authentic communication tasks (Nunan, 

2004: 22-25)     

Ellis (2003) leaves room for a modular approach, in which content and form 

are not integrated at all, but offered through two separate modules in the 

syllabus.  In view of the principles of TBLT the communicative module is the 

main module (p. 237). This suggestion is elaborated on in Willis and Willis  

(2007: 191). 

The primary focus on meaning in TBLT, therefore, does not mean that 

formal language aspects are neglected. There is ample room for attention to 

grammar, lexis and pronunciation, which can be treated both implicitly 

through focus-on-form (FoF) and explicitly through focus-on-forms (FoFs) 

                                                 
1 This would normally be called “focus on forms” (FoFs) in the Interactionist / TBLT literature (cf. e.g. 

Norris & Ortega, 2000), but Willis and Willis, somewhat confusingly perhaps, prefer to reserve the term 

“focus on form” for this type of attention to structural aspects of language (Willis & Willis, 2007: 21-30).  
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treatments in the curriculum. Methodological design frameworks are available 

in the TBLT literature for incorporating meaning and form systematically into 

the language teaching process. We will come back to these frameworks, as we 

begin to lay out the place for ICT in the TBLT framework in chapter 6.  

Quite surprisingly for a contemporary language teaching framework, the role 

of the computer has been spelled out rather poorly in the literature on TBLT 

methodology and practice. TBLT seems to be particularly well placed to 

accommodate the use of computers, which are generally associated with 

learner-centredness, motivation, authenticity, etc. Undoubtedly, TBLT 

practitioners have found numerous ways of applying ICT to task-based 

principles and procedures, but the scant treatment of it in major reference 

works on TBLT (e.g. Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2004; Willis, 1996; Willis & Willis, 

2007) is remarkable. Since it is our contention that TBLT is a promising 

avenue for carrying ICT for language learning purposes forward (thereby 

helping to bridge the potential-practice gap), we will outline some aspects of 

its present role in TBLT here and develop the topic further in chapters 6 and  

7. 

Ellis (2003), in spite of the substantial research reported on and the detailed 

discussion of design and methodology issues, has nothing to say about the 

role of ICT. Nunan (2004) makes several references to the use of technology 

(e.g. in the section on tasks that use the community as a resource (p. 72)) and 

he has been known to be actively involved in the use of ICT for learning-

related purposes (e.g. Nunan, 1999), but in his design proposal or the 

discussion of the components of TBLT no explicit reference is made to the 

use of technology. Along similar lines, Willis and Willis (2007) mention the 

use of technology incidentally when describing language learning tasks, but do 

not suggest a specific role for it in task design. They regard the Internet as a 

resource for English language learning and the role of email as a medium to 

be taken into account. Computer-based media are discussed primarily in the 

context of providing input, an essential component of the task framework. In 
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addition, technology itself may be a topic for discussion. In this respect, they 

point to the role of email as a subject for discussion in the classroom (Willis & 

Willis, 2007: 140), thereby asserting one of the roles the computer has been 

known to have for language learning (cf. Beatty, 2003: 112-113). Other than 

providing a resource for input, it looks as if ICT has no clearly defined place 

in the major TBLT design frameworks. 

What most of the suggestions for computer use in TBLT have in common is 

that they look at how ICT can enhance classroom-based teaching. The 

classroom sits centre stage in TBLT accounts (possibly quite rightly so), but in 

order to fully appreciate the potential of ICT for supporting language learning 

and teaching, it is necessary to re-assess the role of technology in relation to 

the classroom-based design frameworks in TBLT. It will be argued that ICT 

has substantially augmented the TBLT playing field and that we should also 

look beyond the classroom to affirm the true potential of ICT in the face of 

TBLT principles and practice. This is further substantiated in discussions of 

ICT-applications by researchers and practitioners working from the heart of 

TBLT.  

Schrooten (2006), in the context of a very interesting large-scale 

implementation of TBLT in Flanders, discusses the challenges of developing 

interactive multimedia applications on the basis of TBLT principles. He 

concludes that the current offering of applications does not meet TBLT 

standards at all:  

Integrating the use of computers in TBLT is not self-evident, since 

the principles underlying a lot of currently available educational 

programs seem to be flatly opposed to the principles of task-based 

language learning.  

(Schrooten, 2006: 130) 
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He then reports on software development projects which set out to comply 

with TBLT principles better. The first program described is a multimedia 

program for Dutch as a second language (Bonte Was) which arguably comes a 

long way to meeting TBLT principles and theory. As a point of reference, 

Schrooten relates the program features to 10 methodological principles (MPs) 

of TBLT developed by Doughty and Long (2003) (for more information on 

these, see below). Although Schrooten argues that “[c]ontrary to popular 

belief, productive skills can also be developed using computer-based 

material”, the examples presented make it clear that receptive skills rather 

than productive skills are being practiced. Students respond to multimedia-

based cues in simulated dialogues by choosing one of the possible answers, 

which through branching lead them into other parts of the dialogue. Learners 

are given considerable choice, authenticity is in evidence and motivation is no 

doubt enhanced. So improvements over programs conceived in the 

“behaviouristic” tradition are unquestionable. But the limitations of the 

software in realising the full potential of TBLT are obvious. In the context of 

another program, the author concedes:  

The limitations of our multimedia materials (and of most currently 

available CALL materials for that matter) lie in the interpretation of 

the learner’s input and the provision of suitable feedback. If the 

computer does not succeed in interpreting the solutions proposed by 

the students, this might limit its potential for application in task-based 

language teaching.  

(Schrooten, 2006: 149) 

It should be observed, however, that the author is only considering the 

potential of the computer as tutor (Levy, 1997). He does not talk about the 

computer as a tool for learning, e.g. in its common function of providing a 

channel for communication. In addition, he primarily addresses its use in the 

context of the well-established TBLT classroom. The program was designed 

in such a way that it would be used by two students at the same time (to 



Chapter 2 
 

 42

promote interaction) and to enhance the role of the teacher as facilitator in 

the classroom:  “by introducing the computer in the language classroom, it 

becomes easier for teachers to concentrate on their facilitating and mediating 

role, since offering content and organizing the lesson is to a large extent taken 

over by the computer” (Schrooten, 2006: 149). From the perspective of 

realising TBLT principles, these are valuable objectives, but from the point of 

view of implementation, these are definitely not the only options for using 

ICT in the TBLT classroom. As will be argued further on, rather than putting 

the task into the software, putting the software into the task should be 

considered as an alternative.  

Also working within the framework of TBLT,  Doughty and Long (2003) 

discuss the use of computers in distance foreign language learning for the less 

commonly taught languages. In this context, they seek to identify “[w]hich 

technological advances help create an optimal psycholinguistic environment 

for language learning, and which may be innovative but relatively unhelpful” 

(p. 50). To address this issue, they make a useful distinction between 

Methodological Principles (MPs) on the one hand, and Pedagogic Procedures 

(PPs) on the other. MPs are “putatively universally desirable instructional 

design features, motivated by theory and research findings in SLA, 

educational psychology, and elsewhere, which show them to be either 

necessary for SLA or facilitative of it” (p. 51). PPs “comprise the potentially 

infinite range of local options for realizing the principles at classroom level” 

(p. 53). 

Doughty and Long (2003) present the following table to link the MPs to L2 

implementation and CALL implementation respectively (i.e. PPs in a local 

context). They use this as background for discussing the options for realising 

PPs in a distance learning context.  
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   Principles L2 
Implementation 

CALL 
Implementation 

ACTIVITIES          
MP1 Use tasks, not texts, 

as the unit of 
analysis. 

MP2 Promote learning by 
doing. 

task-based language 
teaching (TBLT; 
target tasks, 
pedagogical tasks, 
task sequencing) 

simulations; 
tutorials; worldware 

INPUT          
MP3 Elaborate input (do 

not simplify; do not 
rely solely on 
"authentic" texts). 

negotiation of 
meaning; 
interactional 
modification; 
elaboration 

computer-mediated 
communication / 
discussion; 
authoring 

MP4 Provide rich (not 
impoverished) input.

exposure to varied 
input sources 

corpora; 
concordancing 

LEARNING 
PROCESSES 

         

MP5 Encourage inductive 
("chunk") learning. 

implicit instruction design and coding 
features 

MP6 Focus on form. attention; form-
function mapping 

design and coding 
features 

MP7 Provide negative 
feedback. 

feedback on error 
(e.g., recasts); error 
"correction" 

Response feedback 

MP8 Respect "learner 
syllabuses"/develop-
mental processes. 

timing of 
pedagogical 
intervention to 
developmental 
readiness 

adaptivity 

MP9 Promote 
cooperative/ 
collaborative 
learning. 

negotiation of 
meaning; 
interactional 
modification 

problem-solving; 
computer-mediated 
communication / 
discussion 

LEARNERS          
MP10 Individualize 

instruction 
(according to 
communicative 
needs, and 
psycholinguistically).

needs analysis; 
consideration of 
individual 
differences (e.g., 
memory and 
aptitude) and 
learning strategies 

branching; 
adaptivity; 
autonomous 
learning 

Table 2: Language Teaching Methodological 
Principles for CALL (from Doughty and Long 
2003: 52) 

Their perspective is broader than that in Schrooten (2006) above: they also 

consider what would be referred to as computer-as-tool (Levy, 1997) uses 

(computer-mediated communication, discussion, corpora and 

concordancing). But it is evident from the table above that the MPs are 

primarily linked to tutorial uses of technology: simulations, tutorials, 
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authoring, design and coding features, response feedback, adaptivity and 

branching.  

They emphasise the importance of teacher mediation and intervention 

throughout. In discussing MP1 (“Use task, not text, as the unit of analysis”), 

they question the effectiveness of learner autonomy because learners are not 

“applied linguists” or “domain experts.” With respect to MP2, they note that 

simulations are useful for promoting learning by doing, but “in the name of 

learner control or individualized instruction, learners simply are not given 

adequate guidance” (p. 59). In relation to MP4 (“Provide Rich Input”), they 

warn that Internet searches require teacher guidance and intervention. And, 

on a similar note, that concordancing and text corpora are useful for teachers 

but not for students. The teacher has a key role to play in providing support 

for technology use in the classroom.  

Providing the same type of support in a distance learning context away from 

the traditional classroom poses severe limitations to asserting this crucial role 

of the teacher:  

Still, where language teaching takes place entirely out of the 

classroom, this is not without difficulty. For instance, the classroom 

teacher – who is … (a) ordinarily the most reliable source on local 

circumstances, (b) the one who can best make decisions as the lesson 

unfolds, and (c) a major source of native L2 input and feedback on 

error – is now removed in space and time from the learners, who 

may, in turn be removed from one another.  

(Doughty & Long, 2003: 53) 

 

Distance language learning, they argue, cannot make up for the absence of the 

teacher and the language classroom. This is a useful reminder that the setting 

that our study is focusing on does not have the classroom removed from its 

typical attributes. This will obviously allow for a different allocation of 
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resources than a full distance education language course would be able to 

provide.   

Another observation is that Doughty and Long (2003) are much more 

reserved about the potential of computer-mediated communication (CMC) 

for realising interaction-based MPs than several interaction-based CMC 

studies would seem to warrant (Blake, 2000; Pellettieri, 1999; Kitade, 2000; 

Leahy, 2004; Sotillo, 2000; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003). 

Significantly, Doughty and Long (2003) do not mention CMC as one of the 

CALL implementations for MP6 (“Focus on form”) and MP7 (“Provide 

negative feedback”), where much interaction-based CMC research would 

have placed it.  They argue that opportunity for more interaction does not 

always mean better interaction. But they do not reject the usefulness of CMC 

for language learning in the distance learning context altogether. Citing 

Salaberry (2000), they state: 

On the other hand, if learners participate in CMC discussion with one 

conversational partner, the interaction is very much like that observed 

in SLA research on negotiation, particularly if task goals are clear.  

(Doughty & Long, 2003: 61) 

 

In another critical assessment of the role of ICT in TBLT, Skehan (2003) 

downright rejects a tutorial role of technology. His perception of the 

weakness of computers is similar to that voiced by Doughty and Long (2003), 

when he claims that “the computer would lack the intelligence of the 

classroom teacher to make adaptations and appropriate pedagogic decisions” 

(Skehan, 2003: 402). Like most TBLT researchers and practitioners, he finds 

that the main strength of technology is in its capacity to provide input for 

language learning:  

What is really exciting about the use of technology is its potential as a 

source of language learning materials and input. And in that respect, 
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the major change in the last 5-10 years has been the emergence of the 

web as a colossal language-materials resource. On occasions, this may 

consist of resources which have been put together specifically for 

language learners. But the vast majority of the materials exist for other 

purposes, and are simply there with potential to be exploited.  

(Skehan, 2003: 403) 

 

Skehan (2003) provides several examples of web resources that might be 

used, mentioning that audio-visual materials and CMC with native speakers 

(which are part of these input resources) may greatly enhance language 

learning. Language learning projects might be one way for TBLT pedagogies 

to build on this potential.  

Crucial to his argument, however, is his point that mere exposure to input is 

not sufficient and that language development must be targeted by setting up 

tasks grounded in TBLT and SLA research. In particular, there should be the 

capability for learners “to focus on form, to notice features of language, and 

then develop and consolidate features of language which have been noticed” 

(Skehan, 2003: 404). Language development (both learning to do new things, 

and learning to do things better) could be promoted by pre-task planning and, 

especially by post-task activities. The location of choice for such activities, he 

argues, would be the classroom, thereby affirming the central role of the 

classroom and, as a corollary, the classroom teacher in TBLT research and 

practice. An interesting aspect of the article is that Skehan also makes 

suggestions for the development of software in the context described. We will 

come back to this in chapter 6. 

It is interesting to see how, in putting theory to practice when bringing 

courses online, teacher-designers working from TBLT principles prioritise 

different aspects of technology. This is evident from three Internet-based 

TBLT courses described in Leaver and Willis (2004). Antokhin et al. (2004) 

describe a sophisticated tailor-made web environment, which comprises 
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several of the tutorial functions rejected by Skehan above, with CMC added 

for online interaction. Stevens (2004) uses generally available technology, 

particularly for CMC, to provide a platform and additional functionality for an 

online community of learners focusing on writing tasks. Finally, Lys (2004) 

describes a web-based extension of an on-campus writing course, in which 

students primarily use the web for expressing themselves in writing and for 

access to online resources which may make them write better.  

 

These examples, to which we will come back later, may shed more light on 

the critical aspects of technology use in a TBLT context introduced above, 

such as the role of the classroom and the classroom teacher, and the views on 

ICT in its functions of tutor, tool or resource.  

In fact, many other CALL applications, also those not explicitly associated 

with the TBLT framework, can be used to highlight additional aspects of the 

use of technology in a TBLT context.  Taking the TBLT framework as our 

primary orientation for language pedagogy allows us to specify how and 

where these applications might be integrated in language instruction. We will 

explore this issue further by considering the framework in relation to the 

dimensions which ICT may add to the language learning environment. The 

learning environment is obviously extended beyond the traditional classroom 

limits, but not necessarily stretched to full distance learning proportions. The 

distribution of task-based learning activities in this environment is likely to be 

critical to their success.   

 

2.4.1 Relevance of TBLT for IILL implementation 

In sum then, TBLT helps us to focus on the following aspects of developing 

an implementation framework for IILL:  

 Assessing which connections are possible between current 

implementation frameworks for TBLT and the use of technology; 
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 Establishing the role(s) of technology in relation to students enacting 

(semi-) authentic tasks; 

 Using technology to keep a primary focus on meaning, while allowing 

for secondary attention to focus on form or focus on forms; 

 Exploring the role of the classroom and classroom teacher in relation 

to the use of technology; 

 Considering the relationship between in-class and out-of-class 

activities and the use of technology; 

 Identifying if ICT has more to offer TBLT than its role as a resource 

for input; 

 Addressing the cognitive and social aspects of interaction and 

collaboration supported by ICT; 

 Examining if and how CMC may provide an alternative for 

interaction in the classroom; 

 Investigating if and how tutorial applications of ICT can be 

accommodated in the TBLT framework; 

 Determining whether ICT should be conceived of as part of the task 

(sequence) or the task (sequence) part of ICT. 

Several aspects listed are interrelated, addressing the same problem from 

different angles. In discussing these aspects later on in this study, the 

argument will look at each from the point of view of pedagogy, technology 

and educational environment and how these may be aligned to realise IILL 

based on TBLT principles and methodology.  
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2.5 CEFR 

An additional perspective on the role of ICT in the TBLT context is provided 

by the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), 

which is currently acting as one of the drivers of innovation in language 

learning and teaching across Europe. A description of what the CEFR 

purports to be can be found on the first page of the document: 

The Common European Framework provides a common basis for 

the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, 

examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe. It describes in a 

comprehensive way what language learners have to do in order to use 

a language for communication and what knowledge and skills they 

have to develop so as to be able to act effectively. The description 

also covers the cultural context in which language is set. The 

framework also defines levels of proficiency which allow learners' 

progress to be measured at each stage of learning and on a life-long 

basis. 

(Council of Europe, 2001: 1) 

Many educational institutions, publishers and testing institutes across Europe 

are currently revising language learning and teaching practices to adapt to the 

CEFR guidelines. National education policies are following suit. This makes 

the CEFR a force to be reckoned with in the environmental dimension of the 

intended implementation framework.  

Although claiming not to “embody any one particular approach to language 

teaching to the exclusion of others” (Council of Europe, 2001: 18), the CEFR 

is a political offshoot of the TBLT framework outlined above. This is evident 

from a full chapter on “Tasks and their role in language teaching” (Council of 

Europe, 2001: chapter 7, pp. 157-167), and from descriptions such as the 

following: “Communication and learning involve the performance of tasks 

which are not solely language tasks even though they involve language 
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activities and make demands upon the individual's communicative 

competence” (p. 15).   

Researchers working within the field of TBLT (e.g. Nunan, 2004; Willis & 

Willis, 2007) have acknowledged the relevance of the CEFR for TBLT, 

particularly in relation to proficiency levels and learner outcomes. Although 

taking exception with the framework on a number of points, Willis and Willis 

(2007) align the CEFR with the TBLT framework to provide a basis for 

curriculum design. This leads them to the following claim:   

So far, we have shown that by working carefully with an inventory like 

that provided by the CEF it is possible to design a series of tasks to 

provide learners with the communicative experience they will need to 

use the language effectively outside the classroom.  

(Willis & Willis, 2007: 186) 

Nunan (2004) also suggests that the CEFR may be an important ‘point of 

departure’ for TBLT syllabus design. Other candidates for serving similar 

functions in different contexts might be the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 

(Murphy-Judy & Youngs, 2006: 47), the Canadian Language Benchmarks 

(Willis & Willis, 2007: 181) and the TESOL standards (Nunan, 2004: 46-47).  

Working from a European perspective, we will primarily use the CEFR as our 

frame of reference for discussing the relevant aspects of competency-based 

approaches to language learning and teaching.   

The traditional distinction between listening, reading, speaking and writing 

skills is arranged differently by the CEFR on the basis of a division between 

receptive, productive and interactive ‘language activities’, supplemented by an 

additional activity under the heading of ‘mediation’. The actual descriptions 

used, together with more traditional denominators of the activities involved, 

are given in Table 3 below:  
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Language activity Mode Traditional description 

Reception  Oral Listening 

 Written Reading 

Production Oral Speaking (transactional) 

 Written Writing (transactional) 

Interaction Oral Speaking (interactional) 

 Written Writing (interactional) 

Mediation  Oral Interpreting 

 Written Translating 

Table 3: Language activities according to the 
CEFR, based on Council of Europe (2001: 14) 

Most relevant to our purposes is the distinction between productive and 

interactive language activities (‘oral production’ vs. ‘oral interaction’ and 

‘written production’ vs. ‘written interaction’). This distinction is based on a 

difference between transactional and interactional uses of language which is 

described by Ellis (2003), citing Brown and Yule (1983), as follows: 

Brown and Yule (1983) characterize communication as involving two 

general purposes – the interactional function, where language is used 

to establish and maintain contact, and the transactional function, 

where language is used referentially to exchange information.  

(Ellis, 2003: 27)   

The distinction is highly relevant since oral production and oral interaction 

make different demands on learner resources and are associated with different 

technology applications. Technology-supported interactive uses are, for 

instance, particularly associated with CMC, where distinctions between 

speaking and writing may get blurred. This was noted by Willis and Willis 

(2007) in one of their few comments on the use of technology. Discussing the 
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differences between transaction and interaction in the context of speaking and 

writing, they observe: 

These are useful distinctions and account for many of the differences 

between spoken and written language, but it is a mistake to think that 

the distinction between spoken and written language is entirely clear 

cut. For example email chat [sic] has a lot in common with the spoken 

language and is used in everyday conversation, whereas a university 

lecture has a lot in common with the language of a textbook.  

(Willis & Willis, 2007: 57) 

A key difference between interactive and productive language activities is 

related to the task parameter of ‘planning time’. Extending planning time may 

benefit linguistic accuracy, while restricting it may enhance fluency (e.g. 

Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Skehan, 2003). The choice of technology may affect 

this aspect of language learning. Text-based synchronous CMC (SCMC), 

commonly known as chatting, for instance, approximates oral interaction but 

generally allows more time for planning. It therefore provides one of the 

technology options for manipulating the planning parameter in the language 

learning process.  

The CEFR distinction between spoken/written production and 

spoken/written interaction helps us to express the relevant aspects better than 

the more global, traditional labels ‘speaking’ and ‘writing’ would have allowed 

us to do. In the following chapters, we will explore further links between the 

‘language activities’ defined by the CEFR (with the exception of ‘mediation’) 

and the use of technology. The potential of technology is highly dependent on 

the particular skill targeted. The CEFR helps us to outline the relevant skills 

and competencies, not as skills to be taught discretely but to provide a 

framework for articulating the affordances of technology relative to the skills 

at hand.  
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As Murphy-Judy and Youngs (2006) point out, the CEFR has “many 

references to new media and technologies” and the CEFR calls upon teachers 

to consider how to make use of instructional media as methodological 

options for language learning and teaching (Murphy-Judy & Youngs, 2006: 

56-58, referring to CEF, sections 4.4.3.2, 4.4.3.3, 4.3.3.4 and 6.4.2.4)). In 

addition, the CEFR has given rise to development of software specifically 

designed on the basis of CEFR principles and objectives. The best known of 

these is DIALANG (http://www.dialang.org), a self-assessment program 

available in 14 European languages. More recent developments are in the area 

of electronic versions of the European Language Portfolio, while other 

programs are also available claiming some form of association with the 

Framework. In discussing the options for supporting TBLT by means of 

technology, we shall also make reference to the use of these programs.  

2.5.1 Relevance of CEFR  for IILL implementation  

The CEFR offers a valuable extension to the TBLT framework by focusing 

attention on the following aspects relevant for implementing IILL: 

 Dealing with the CEFR as one of the agents of change in the 

educational environment; 

 Linking TBLT with an outcome-based framework of reference as the 

basis for instructional design and exploring the use of technology in 

that context, particularly for purposes of assessment;  

 Exploring the potential of technology in relation to each of the 

receptive, productive and interactive language activities distinguished 

by the CEFR;2  

                                                 
2  In this study, no further attention will be paid to language activities belonging to the rubric of 

“mediation”.  

http://www.dialang.org/�
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 Using technology in the context of carrying out communicative 

activities as defined by the CEFR;  

 Assessing the use of computer programs designed on the basis of 

principles from the CEFR.  

TBLT and CEFR together provide a broad conceptual basis which allows us 

to assess how technology may be deployed in a contemporary language 

learning environment, where tasks are central to language learning and where 

proficiency can be assessed by reference to a widely accepted inventory of 

linguistic descriptors.  

2.6 Flexibility-Activity Framework 

The third and final framework of reference for this study is the Flexibility-

Activity Framework described in Collis and Moonen (2001). It is particularly 

useful for interpreting the environmental dimension of IILL, although it also 

has much to say about the technology-pedagogy interface. The Flexibility-

Activity Framework is a general, non-linguistic framework focusing on the use 

of ICT in Higher Education. It is based on the premise that computer 

technology is particularly useful for enhancing flexibility for the learner. More 

specifically, the Flexibility-Activity Framework distinguishes four key 

components for flexible, ICT-supported learning in Higher Education. These 

are technology, pedagogy, implementation and institution respectively. The 

interdependency of the four components is illustrated in the following 

diagram: 
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Figure 2: The four key components of flexible 
learning, based on Collis and Moonen (2001: 
8) 

Collis and Moonen (2001: 18-28) provide a description of what each of these 

components entails:   

2.6.1 Technology 

Technology is used synonymously with computer technology (hardware) and 

computer technology applications (software), which may be used for teaching 

and learning. Collis and Moonen’s concept of technology corresponds to our 

definition of Information and Communication Technology presented above.  

2.6.2 Pedagogy  

This term is used to “indicate the manner in which the teaching and learning 

processes and settings in a course are organized and implemented by the 

instructor” (p. 19). A distinction is made between “pedagogical approach” 

and “pedagogical model”. Pedagogical approach is defined in terms of the 

components used for the course and the pedagogical activities involved, such 

as general course organisation, lectures, self-study, major assignments, testing 

Institution

Implementation

Pedagogy

Technology
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and communication. Pedagogical model refers to the theoretical foundation, 

the concepts and principles upon which the approach is built.  

From a pedagogical point of view, Collis and Moonen (2001) associate the 

need for increased flexibility particularly with the desire to give students a 

more active role in the learning process. This is the essence of the Flexibility-

Activity Framework, which can be applied to gradually introduce more 

flexible, participation- and contribution-oriented 3 forms of learning. Collis 

and Moonen (2001) represent the key dimensions of the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework as follows:  

 
Figure 3: The key dimensions of the 
Flexibility-Activity Framework, based on 
Collis and Moonen (2001: 24). 

The underlying rationale is that teaching is often acquisition-oriented and 

inflexible (i.e. situated in Quadrant I in Figure 3 above) and should strive to 

become more flexible and participation- or contribution-oriented (i.e. move 

towards Quadrant IV). The theoretical underpinnings for this point of view 

                                                 
3 I.e. focused on students contributing to learning materials which may be used for subsequent learning..  
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are due to Sfard (1998), who identified two basic models for education, the 

Acquisition Model and the Participation Model.  The Acquisition Model 

relates to learning activities focused on the acquisition of predetermined 

knowledge and concepts, whereas the Participation Model refers to learning 

focused on apprenticeship and becoming a member of a community of 

practice. Both models, Sfard argues, are needed in Higher Education. The 

differences between the two models are summed up by Collis and Moonen 

(citing Sfard 1998: 5- 7) as follows:  

 Acquisition Participation 

Key definition 

of learning 

Learning as knowledge 

acquisition and concept 

development; having 

obtained knowledge and 

made it one’s own; 

individualized. 

Learning as participation, the process of 

becoming a member of a community, ‘the 

ability to communicate in the language of 

this community and act according to its 

norms’; ‘the permanence of having gives way 

to the constant flux of doing’.  

Key words Knowledge, concept, 

misconception, meaning, 

fact, contents, acquisition, 

construction, internalization, 

transmission, attainment, 

accumulation. 

Apprenticeship, situatedness, contextuality, 

cultural embeddedness, discourse, 

communication, social constructivism, co-

operative learning.  

Stress on ‘The individual mind and 

what goes into it’; the 

‘inward’ movement of 

knowledge. 

‘The evolving bonds between the individual 

and others’; ‘the dialectic nature of the 

learning interaction: The whole and the 

parts inform each other’. 

Ideal Individualized learning. Mutuality; community building. 

Role of 

instructor 

Delivering, conveying, 

facilitating, clarifying. 

Facilitator, mentor, ‘expert participant, 

preserver of practice/discourse’. 

Nature of 

knowing 

Having, possessing. Belonging, participating, communicating.  

Table 4: Comparison of the Acquisition and 
Participation Models, based on Collis and 
Moonen (2001: 22) 
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They concur with Sfard that learning in Higher Education must include 

aspects of both the acquisition model and the participation model. The 

relationship between pedagogy and flexibility forms the basis of the 

Flexibility-Activity Framework, which will be used as a reference throughout 

this study.    

2.6.3 Implementation  

This concerns the actual implementation of technology in educational 

institutions. Pedagogical theories must be applied and technologies used. In 

the Flexibility-Activity Framework, implementation, which mediates between 

technology and pedagogy on the one hand and institutional environment on 

the other, is the component for describing which strategies and actions are 

most likely to contribute to successful integration of technology. Particular 

reference is made to a model for predicting acceptance of technology for 

learning-related purposes, the so-called 4-E Model, which posits that “the 

individual’s likelihood of making use of technological innovation” (p. 25) 

crucially depends on the following four factors:   

 Environment: the institutional context; 

 Educational Effectiveness: the perceived or expected 
effectiveness; 

 Ease of use: how difficult or easy it is to use a particular program;  

 Personal Engagement: how individuals respond to technology and 
change; 

The underlined Es represent the key factors of the 4-E Model. 

2.6.4 Institution 

The institutional framework concerns factors beyond the level of individual 

courses or study programmes. It includes elements such as vision on learning 

and teaching, social and educational climate, institutional support structures 
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and infrastructure. It may also concern the wider national or international 

context in which educational institutions operate.   

The diagram represents the institutional framework as the outermost 

dimension, since it incorporates all the other elements relevant for creating 

flexible learning by means of technology. This opens up the perspective of 

discussing implementation in terms of top-down versus bottom-up 

approaches.  

2.6.5 Interrelationship between component elements 

A crucial aspect of the four components of the technology-enhanced learning 

environment is that they are interdependent. The interrelationship is not 

unidirectional. As was pointed out above, the introduction of technology 

normally requires changes in the organisation of the institutional 

environment. Conversely, decisions on changing the organisation of the 

institution may require the adoption of new technologies. In the same 

fashion, institutions, e.g. acting on national or international initiatives, may 

feel the need to adopt innovative pedagogies affecting the organisation of 

teaching and learning in the institution as a whole. These may impact on 

existing pedagogical practices at the level of specific disciplines (such as 

languages), reinforcing or weakening them, whatever the situation may be. 

The interrelationship between the constituent elements of the flexible, ICT-

supported learning environment is extremely complex. Implementation will 

have to respond to initiatives, activities, policies, organisational cultures and 

structures at the each of the respective layers of the organisation while 

keeping an eye on possible repercussions at the other layers.  

To assist those involved in the implementation process, Collis and Moonen 

have developed a set of 18 lessons learnt, which they apply consistently in 

describing the process of technology integration in HE institutions. Since 

many of these lessons are also appropriate to language learning, the entire list 

of the lessons is given below. 
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Lesson 1 Be specific. We need to define our terms and express our goals in a 
measurable form or else progress will be difficult to steer and 
success difficult to claim.  

Lesson 2 Move from student 
to professional. 

Learning in higher education is not only a knowledge-acquisition 
process but also a process of gradual participation in and 
contribution to the professional community. Pedagogy should 
reflect both acquisition and contribution-oriented models. 

Lesson 3 You can’t not do 
it.  

The idea whose time has come is irresistible. 

Lesson 4 Don’t forget the 
road map. 

Change takes a long time and is an iterative process, evolving in 
ways that are often not anticipated.  

Lesson 5 Watch the 4 Es. An individual’s likelihood of voluntarily making use of a 
particular type of technology for a learning-related purpose is a 
function of the 4Es: the environment context, the individual’s 
perception of educational effectiveness, ease of use, and the 
individual’s sense of personal engagement with the technology. 
The environmental context and the individual’s sense of 
personal engagement are the most important.  

Lesson 6 Follow the leader. Key persons are critical. 

Lesson 7 Be just in time. Staff-engagement activities to stimulate instructors to make use 
of technology are not generally very effective. Focus on just-in-
time support for necessary tasks. 

Lesson 8 Get out of the 
niche. 

Most technology products are not used in practice beyond 
developers. Keep implementation and the 4 Es central in 
choosing any technology product.  

Lesson 9 After the core, 
choose more. 

Technology selection involves a core and complementary 
technologies. The core is usually determined by history and 
circumstances; changing it usually requires pervasive contextual 
pressure. The individual instructor can make choices about 
complementary technologies and should choose them with 
flexibility in mind.  

Lesson 10 Don’t overload. More is not necessarily better. 

Lesson 11 Offer something 
for everyone.  

A well-designed WWW-based system should offer users a large 
variety of possibilities to support flexible and contribution-
oriented learning not dominated by any one background 
orientation. If so, it is the most appropriate (core or 
complementary) technology for flexible learning. 

Lesson 12 Watch the speed 
limit.  

Don’t try to change too much at the same time. Start where the 
instructor is at, and introduce flexibility via extending contact 
sessions to include before, during and after aspects, with each of 
these made more flexible. Move gradually into contribution.  
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Lesson 13 Process yields 
product.  

Through the process of contribution-oriented learning activities, 
learners themselves help produce the learning materials for the 
course. 

Lesson 14 Aim for activity. The key roles of the instructor are becoming those of activity 
planning, monitoring and quality control.  

Lesson 15 Design for 
activity.  

Instructional design should concentrate more on activities and 
processes, and less on content and a predetermined product. 

Lesson 16 Get a new 
measuring stick.  

What we are most interested in regarding learning as a 
consequence of using technology often can’t be measured in the 
short term or without different approaches to measurement. 
Measure is what can be measured, such as short-term gains in 
efficiency or increases in flexibility. 

Lesson 17 Be aware of the 
price tag. 

It is not going to save time or money to use technology, at least 
not in the short term. 

Lesson 18 Play the odds. A simplified approach to predicting return on investment (ROI) 
that looks at the perceived amount of relative change in the 
factors that matter most to different actors is a useful approach.  

Table 5: The lessons learnt, based on Collis 
and Moonen (2001: 2-3) 

Reference will be made to these lessons at several points in the discussion of 

actual and potential uses of technology in language pedagogy in the 

institutional context, in the next chapters. 

2.6.6 Relevance of the Flexibility-Activity Framework for IILL 

implementation  

The Flexibility-Activity Framework is particularly relevant as a basis for 

developing an implementation framework for IILL by: 

 Presenting a pedagogically motivated, holistic view on the 

implementation of technology for learning-related purposes in 

general; 
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 Consistently addressing four key components (technology, pedagogy, 

implementation, institution) when considering options for technology 

use in the educational context; 

 Adopting a pedagogical model distinguishing between acquisition 

aspects and participation aspects of learning, which is also relevant to 

language learning (and has in fact been explored in that context, see 

Pavlenko and Lantolf  (2005)); 

 Identifying the 4 Es (Institutional Environment, Educational 

Effectiveness, Ease of Use, Personal Engagement) that research has 

shown to have the greatest impact on the acceptance of technology 

for learning-related purposes; 

 Offering a set of lessons learnt relevant for the implementation of 

technology for learning-related purposes, which may be helpful in 

determining implementation scenarios for IILL.  

The Flexibility-Activity Framework has been developed on the basis of 

experience and empirical research findings, which makes it a good candidate 

for interpreting aspects of implementation that are sometimes beyond the 

scope of language studies proper. In addition, the pedagogical basis provided 

helps to interpret language learning in the wider context of university-based 

education.   

2.7 Implementation model for IILL    

In this chapter IILL has been defined and the pedagogical frameworks that 

focus our concept of implementation of IILL have been introduced. The core 

components of integration that implementation must address are compatible 

with the key components of flexible learning identified by Collis and Moonen. 

But rather than using their model for describing IILL implementation, an 

alternative implementation model for IILL is presented here (Figure 4 below). 



CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 63

The core elements of integration, pedagogy, technology and environment, 

introduced in section 2.2 and Figure 1 above are represented as triangles in 

this model, with implementation as “the acts or processes of combining 

pedagogy, technology and environment so that they work together” added as 

an inverted triangle combining each of these. This model expresses the 

mediating role of implementation in relation to each of the other elements 

more strongly. Of course, it can also be used for implementation in disciplines 

other than languages, which makes it possible to explore potential 

connections in terms of any of the component parts or combinations of 

these.  

 
Figure 4: Model of core elements of IILL 
implementation 

Legend:  
E = Environment 
I = Implementation 
P = Pedagogy 
T = Technology 

 

The emphasis in this study will be on applying the conceptual framework and 

the proposed model of implementation to the potential and practice of ICT 

from a contemporary pedagogical and technological perspective. But first, the 

next chapter will describe at some length the implementation of ICT in 

‘language learning’ approximately 15 years ago. This concerns the 

implementation of Hologram, a program which is still used at some Dutch 
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universities today. This program and the way in which it was set up was 

chosen as an example, because it puts a face on implementation in view of 

pedagogy, technology and environment and helps to sharpen our focus of 

contemporary learning environments, which are in many respects more 

complex than learning environments 10 to 15 years ago.  



 

 

C h a p t e r  3   

HOLOGRAM: ICT AND LANGUAGE LEARNING 15 YEARS AGO 

3.1 Introduction 

Originally implemented at the University of Groningen in 1994 and still used 

in Dutch universities today, Hologram is probably the longest running CALL 

program in HE in the Netherlands. It is the result of a teaching innovation 

project carried out at the University of Groningen between 1993 and 1996. 

The project involved five languages (English, German, French, Spanish, 

Russian) from four different departments at the Faculty of Arts. Reports on 

the Hologram project and the program that resulted from it can be found in: 

Jager (1996; 1998), Jager and Wekker (1997) and De Jonge (1997). Some 

descriptions in this chapter have been taken from these publications.  

The main objectives were summarised in the project proposal as follows:  

The project application aims to innovate the teaching of languages in 

such a way that: 

 in the face of the complex demand for learning, the Faculty [of 

Arts] can continue to offer high-quality language teaching, 

focusing on differentiation, self-study and technology; 

 pass rates at graduate level are improved;  

 up-to-date language learning and teaching facilities are created for 

students and staff of all faculties in the University of Groningen; 

 expertise in the use of information technology in language 

learning is embedded in the Faculty; 

 the University of Groningen will become a leader in national 

collaboration in the field of computer-assisted language learning.  

(Internal Application University of Groningen, 1992 [translated]) 
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It is evident that these objectives were mainly of a strategic nature. As to the 

manner in which ICT (or IT as it was commonly called at the time) would 

contribute to language learning, it was believed that the main benefits would 

be in providing extra individualised practice. The application envisaged that 

the use would be primarily for vocabulary acquisition, grammar and syntax. 

One assumption at the time of the application was that the project would be 

based on the usage of many different CALL programs for the respective 

languages and that the project would be run in the form of several subprojects 

within the departments involved. Although hiring a courseware programmer 

had been budgeted, no explicit coordination of activities between the 

departments was planned at first. A case was made for close collaboration 

between the teachers involved, since it soon became evident that the ideas 

and expectations about CALL were very similar in the participating 

departments. To respond to this need, a coordinator was added to the project 

before it actually started.  

In the initial phase of the project the objectives were specified further and 

decisions were made as to the content to be developed. Although the 

emerging multimedia potential of the technologies at the time allowed more 

communicative approaches to language learning, it soon became evident that 

the greatest demand among the departments concerned was for computer-

assisted grammar learning. This was felt to be an area where students 

underachieved, primarily because of insufficient practice. There was thus clear 

room for improvement, a large number of students were involved, and the 

teaching in this area was expected not to undergo any major changes in the 

years to come. These were listed as essential criteria for the development of 

computer-assisted learning materials at the time (Mirande, 1994).  It was also 

believed that grammar was one of the areas where the use of computers could 

have clear advantages over the traditional classroom and textbook-based 



HOLOGRAM: ICT AND LANGUAGE LEARNING 15 YEARS AGO 

 67

approaches. This led to a reformulation of the main objectives and 

implementation criteria soon after the start of the project: 

The main objective of the grammar programs is to improve students’ 

results in the area of practical grammar. The point of departure is a 

cognitive approach, in which promoting an understanding of the 

theory and using grammatical structures [correctly] are of primary 

importance.   

 

The programs are intended as a complement to regular classes. They 

should offer students more extensive possibilities outside regular class 

time for study and practice in the subject to be learnt (e.g. as a 

preparation for exams and re-sits). Facilities need to be provided for 

specific, context-dependent feedback. The programs should be 

optimally geared to the different learning needs of individual students.  

 

With a view to maintaining, extending and continuing the programs 

after the end of the project, language specialists should be able to 

input, modify and extend learning content without the intervention of 

a programmer.  

(Intermediate Project Report 1, Dupuis & Jager, 1994) 

These objectives were drafted in close consultation with the language teachers 

themselves, who met regularly (one hour a week on average during the first 

two years) with the coordinator and programmer to discuss the planning and 

progress of the project.  

3.2 How Hologram works 

Hologram (Hoger Onderwijs Leeromgeving voor Grammatica 4 ) offers a generic 

framework for grammar teaching. It has the form of an authoring tool. The 

                                                 
4 Higher Education Learning Environment for Grammar. 
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program was intended to allow exercises and theory to be integrated in ways 

that traditional textbook/workbook formats could not provide. Student 

interaction with linguistic material was to be intensified, while at the same 

time the monitoring of performance by students themselves and teachers was 

to be improved.  

In the description below, details will be given about how the program was 

used for English. The discussion reflects how the program was used in the 

English department between 1994 and 1998.  The description is based on its 

use in the context of a “practical grammar” course in this department. 

Hologram is still used in the English department today, for instance for a 

module on syntactic analysis, for which a commercial version of the program 

is used in conjunction with a course book (Verspoor & Sauter, 2000). The 

description of the programme may be considered representative of how the 

program has been used in several institutions in the Netherlands.  

In the Department of English at the University of Groningen, Hologram was 

initially used to complement A Contrastive Grammar of English and Dutch 

(CGED), consisting of a textbook and a workbook (Aarts & Wekker, 1987; 

Aarts, Verhulst, Waterval, & Wekker, 1989). The main grammar points were 

discussed in class and students studied the relevant chapters from the book 

before they started using the program. Hologram offered the usual sets of 

exercise formats, such as gap-filling, matching and multiple choice. It 

distinguished itself from other programs available at the time by its easy-to-

use authoring facilities, its extensive student monitoring and its interactive 

hypertext, which offered students full recourse to relevant grammatical 

information. 

The basic premise was that explicit grammar learning was necessary, that 

contrastive grammar learning was useful and that grammar was best taught as 

a subject in its own right. Crucially, the project was not aimed at challenging 

these assumptions, which continue to be relevant in the debate on the role of 
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grammar in language teaching today. The preferred option at the time was to 

regard the program mainly from the point of view of making the best possible 

use of the teaching resources available.  

Hologram was used to promote student reflection on grammatical concepts 

and problems for which teaching had so far only applied traditional classroom 

techniques (instruction and practice) and classical media formats (textbook 

and workbook). This traditional approach, largely based on the PPP sequence 

introduced above, was found to be inadequate for practising in several 

respects: instruction was group-oriented, relatively few items could be 

discussed in the time available, in groups of more than 40 students student 

participation was minimal, and student preparation for classes left much to be 

desired. As a result, students received too little practice in the relevant exercise 

material and were underachieving at exams. Hologram was primarily designed 

to counteract this inefficient use of teacher and student time and to improve 

student achievement and motivation. An extensive description of how 

Hologram works is given in Example 1 below. The text is based on Jager and 

Wekker (1997).  

EXAMPLE 1: HOLOGRAM 

The opening screen of Hologram provides access to the sets of exercises prepared by the 

teacher. For each set specifics are given, such as progress, score and a list of grammar 

points covered in the set. Initially the sets are the same for all students, but the 

composition changes in accordance with student performance, filtering out grammar 

points mastered and generating new exercises for grammar points not yet mastered. 

A typical sequence of student actions is the following: answering the question, checking 

the answer, getting feedback and calling up the relevant theory topic, which is available in 

the form of a hypertext. None of these steps is mandatory, i.e. a student can look at an 

exercise without answering it; answer it without calling up feedback; answer it, ask for 

feedback without consulting the hypertext, etc. Alternatively, the hypertext may be 
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consulted before the answer is given or the student may ask for the correct answer to be 

given. A typical screen is shown in Figure 5, which illustrates a drag-and-drop exercise 

after feedback has been provided.  

 

Figure 5: Drag-and-drop exercise screen 

In this example demonstrating the contrastive treatment of a number of well-known 

tense problems for Dutch users, the student has filled two gaps by choosing ‘has tried’ 

from the answers in the list on the right (in “He has tried for years to get a permanent 

job.” and “At the time the managing director has tried to hush up the affair.”) A 

checkmark indicates that the first answer is right and a cross that the second is wrong. By 

clicking on the cross the relevant feedback has become available in the form of a small 

pop-up screen. 

The feedback establishes a close link with the exercise to which it refers by using words 

from the exercise (these words are shown underlined): “The present perfect of the verb 
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try is not possible here because of the time adverbial at the time”, but the systematic 

nature of similar errors is emphasised by repeating the same explanation with different 

words for other contexts (e.g “The present perfect of the verb go is not possible here 

because of the time adverbial yesterday.”) The feedback is concise and makes use of 

specific terminology (‘present perfect’ and ‘time adverbial’). The idea is that students who 

have studied the relevant part of the theory will recognise the problem immediately and 

that students not yet familiar with these concepts are referred to the relevant sections 

from the hypertext, which they can open by clicking on one of the hyperlinks given 

(Present Perfect: Indefinite use or Past vs. Present Perfect). 

The destination of the hyperlink is a page from the hypertext containing relevant 

information for the grammar problem concerned:  

 

Figure 6: Hypertext screen 

Ideally, the information given on such a page provides sufficient background for the 

grammar problem concerned, but hyperlinks in the text and other navigational devices 

such as tables of content and linear browsing facilities make it possible to access other 
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parts of the hypertext as well. The hypertext can also be used independently of particular 

exercises or feedback. In this way students are given an opportunity to explore the 

relevant theory topics before answering any of the questions. 

After having their answers checked, students can try each exercise again as often as they 

want, but no scores are awarded after the second attempt. Implemented in a local area 

network, Hologram allows teachers continuous access to student results. A separate 

reporting module provides a breakdown of individual student results showing the 

composition of sets for consecutive attempts and comparing individual results to group 

results. In addition, the module also provides extensive question surveys, showing how 

often each answer was selected (or entered). For fill-in exercises, additional information is 

available, such as a list of answers entered that had not been anticipated by the teacher. 

Full translation sentences do not occur in Hologram. Although there is no physical limit 

to the length of the answer to be supplied, providing appropriate feedback for lengthy 

input is difficult because of the great number of alternative answers (even though 

Hologram stores any answer that it does not recognise, allowing the teacher to add it to 

the list of possible answers at a later stage). The usual strategy in such cases is to isolate 

the problem, as exemplified in Figure 5. 

The hypertext plays a key role in enhancing students’ insight into the problems at hand. 

Although its suitability for supporting exploratory learning was pointed out above, no 

strong claims were made about the mode of presentation being cognitively superior to 

the traditional written textbook. The hypertext is used for all the reasons that hypertexts 

are generally used for (in help systems, on-line manuals, etc.). The main information unit, 

the topic or page, very much resembles the traditional paragraph. It is mainly the ways in 

which it is linked to other topics, the speed of access, the ease of navigation, and 

particularly the possibility to access it from any given point in the computerised exercises 

(context-sensitivity) which give it an edge over the written medium.  

One of the most notorious problems associated with hypertext, loss of orientation, has 

been addressed by making the hypertext dependent on the exercises rather than the other 
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way round. There is little danger of students “getting lost in hyperspace”. Although a 

bidirectional system was considered at first, in which students could access the exercises 

from the hypertext as well as access the hypertext from the exercises, a decision was 

made in favour of a monodirectional system because accessing the exercises from the 

hypertext might make the presentation of exercises rather haphazard and would leave 

teachers too little control over the learning process.  

 

3.3 ICT integration and Hologram 

The Hologram project demonstrates how aspects of pedagogy, technology 

and the educational environment have been aligned in such a way that the 

deployment of one application for a sustained period of time has been 

achieved. Although it is obvious that Hologram does not belong to the TBLT 

framework from which we take our primary bearings for contemporary 

language pedagogy, the project and the program that resulted from it can be 

used to demonstrate several aspects of implementation, which are equally 

valid for the use of ICT in differently oriented language learning contexts. 

Discussing these aspects with a view to the primary components of 

integration outlined in the previous chapter helps to put a face on the issues 

concerned and serves to place the changes in perspectives and practices in the 

use of technology for (language) learning over the past 15 years into a 

historical context.  

3.3.1 Pedagogy 

Hologram is clearly not a product of the TBLT tradition outlined above. In 

several respects, it may be said to be diametrically opposed to TBLT 

principles. Its strong reliance on linguistic structure as a defining element in 

program design shows its affiliation with the traditional form-focused 

language syllabuses, firmly opposed by TBLT theorists and practitioners (cf. 

chapter 2 above). 
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Notwithstanding that, the design of the program was clearly pedagogically 

motivated. In terms of the Flexibility-Activity Framework introduced above, 

the program was definitely conceived to activate students and to make more 

flexibility in learning and teaching arrangements possible. Although (most of) 

the existing pedagogical procedures and resources remained intact, more 

active engagement of the learner with the subject matter to be learnt was 

sought after, and, reportedly, also achieved.  

The subject matter, primarily knowledge of linguistic concepts, is acquisition 

oriented (in the sense of the Sfard’s Acquisition Model of learning; cf. Table 4 

above). It looks at grammar (or syntax, or pronunciation, or vocabulary – to 

mention some other areas to which Hologram has been applied) as a subject 

to be learnt in the context of an academic language program –  not an unusual 

view in many academic language departments today. The contrastive 

approach, reminiscent of grammar-translation methods in language teaching, 

however, strongly suggests that this type of grammar teaching is regarded as 

facilitative of second language learning, which obviously remains a moot 

question until the present day. Leaving these issues aside, the Hologram 

project can be used to illustrate several aspects of pedagogy more generally, 

which are also relevant for appreciating the potential of technology in more 

contemporary views of language teaching, such as TBLT.  

Hologram capitalises on offering flexibility in terms of the dimensions 

distinguished by Collis and Moonen (Collis & Moonen, 2001: 10):  

 Content:  not every learner practices and studies the same topics; 

 Time:  students can work at their own pace of studying; 

 Instructional approach and resources: an alternative is offered for 

class-based teaching and the traditional book formats; 
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 Delivery and logistics:  self-study by students is possible in the 

institution  at the time and place that suits students best (during 

opening times of the institution!); at the same time results can be 

monitored, allowing for tracking of student progress by teachers and 

personal feedback if required (for the network-based version).  

The decision to place the program in the larger setting of classroom 

instruction and textbook preparation was also inspired by pedagogical 

considerations. No matter how good the feedback and explanation that could 

be provided by the program, it was felt that for explaining certain aspects of 

language or dealing with unexpected problems the presence of a live teacher 

was essential. This tied in with the view expressed at the time by Zähner 

(1995) that teachers cannot be emulated by computer programs in their role 

of instructors and providers of immediate feedback, adapting as they do to 

individual learners with far greater flexibility and at far greater speed than any 

computer could provide. Although the educational perspectives are radically 

different, this echoes the concerns expressed by Doughty and Long (2003) 

and Skehan (2003) about preserving the role of the classroom and the 

classroom teacher in technology-enhanced language learning environments.  

The decision to keep using the text book and work book follows the same 

line of thinking. The traditional book format constitutes a highly efficient 

medium, particularly if portability and reading speed are taken into account 

(Nielsen, 1990). Laurillard (2002), discussing the narrative properties of media, 

adds to this that whereas books or lectures are well suited to convey the 

narrative structure of texts, hypertext may reduce “knowledge to fragments of 

information” (Laurillard, 2002: 188). Significantly, the hypertext in Hologram 

is offered on a needs-based, just-in-time learning basis, rather than as an 

online grammar book to be studied in linear fashion. There is thus substantial 

support for the pedagogical decision to opt for a kind of “best-of-both-

worlds” approach in program design.  
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Finally, the pedagogical focus of Hologram on specific language areas (rather 

than an integrated treatment of several skills at the same time) was 

characteristic of a fair number of programs at the time (e.g. the TELL 

consortium (http://www.hull.ac.uk/cti/tell/), operating in the UK at the 

same time, also offered programs specifically focusing on reading, translation, 

grammar, etc.). As Levy and Stockwell (2006) point out, one of the functions 

of CALL is to focus on specific language skills and language areas. At the time 

when computer use generally was regarded as working with a particular 

program (unlike the present day, where a much larger range of functions 

converge in a single PC), this focused use fitted in well with general 

perceptions on the use of computer technology. Although pedagogy today, 

including TBLT, supports more holistic approaches to language learning, 

favouring integrated skills learning rather than discrete skills learning, it will be 

argued below that there continues to be a place for focused skills practice and 

for exploiting the types of flexibility offered by Hologram in contemporary 

frameworks of language learning.  

3.3.2 Technology 

In terms of technology, Hologram represented the state-of-the-art at the time. 

It was based on Windows, which was just being introduced as an operating 

system in the participating universities at the start of the project. The program 

was written in ToolBook, one of the leading educational authoring packages 

of the time (see http://www.toolbook.com for information on current 

versions). The hypertext was based on the ToolBook hypermedia format, 

rather than HTML. HTML was only just beginning to take off as the 

programming language for the Web. Local networks and a network-based 

database system were used for delivering the program to students and keeping 

track of student progress.  

In terms of learning technology, Hologram would be characterised as a 

tutorial program, which Levy (1997) distinguishes from tool applications in 

http://www.hull.ac.uk/cti/tell/�
http://www.toolbook.com/�
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CALL in that it puts “the teacher in the machine” (p. 182). The tutor 

evaluates, whereas the tool does not (p. 180). Clearly, the teacher’s roles of 

transmitter of learning content and provider of feedback are encapsulated in 

the program, particularly because all the materials are authored by teachers 

themselves. This is enhanced by the level of adaptivity (Laurillard, 2002) 

provided through the interactive exercises which are the core of the program. 

In fact, Hologram meets Laurillard’s description of an effective adaptive 

tutorial application in several respects. Compare, for instance, the following 

description (based on an entirely different tutorial application) with the 

features of Hologram described above: 

There is a default sequence built into the program structure, such that 

the program moves through topics that progress in complexity. Based 

on the frequency of the student’s errors, it may suggest they do more 

before moving on to a different topic, or taking a test. Thus, 

adaptivity acts at the level of deciding what task to set, and how much 

practice to offer on each one. However, it is crucial to allow the 

student to override the default sequence. This is a user-control 

medium, and they will wrest that control somehow, to the extent of 

abandoning the program if it does not give them the freedom 

appropriate to the medium. … Tutorial programs should be fully 

controllable by the student because although the teacher’s adaptive 

strategy may be generally effective, it may not be so on every occasion 

as far as the student is concerned. 

(Laurillard, 2002: 137-138) 

On the face of it, the exercise format and the way in which they are presented 

are reminiscent of the ‘drill-and-practice’ exercises of early CALL programs. 

And although some behaviourist tenets may also be visible in aspects such as 

the scoring mechanism and teacher monitoring, students have full control of 

the program, which greatly reduces the sense of being ‘drilled’ and practice is 

enhanced by the provision of feedback and explanations.  A general point of 
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consideration, referring back to the comments by Schrooten (2006) and many 

others on ‘behaviouristic’ software, is that it is usually not possible to dismiss 

a program as ‘behaviouristic’ by simply looking at its features. As Chapelle 

(2001) and Warschauer and Kern (2000) have pointed out, CALL should 

always be evaluated within the context in which it is used. It is in fact not 

unlikely that CALL programs used in, for instance, a TBLT context will have 

some features resembling those from software developed at the time of 

‘behaviourist’ CALL.   

With respect to another aspect of technology, how well the program can 

handle student input, the limitations of the technology at the time were 

recognised from the start. Rather than introducing advanced natural language 

processing techniques, a more pragmatic approach was used which deployed 

fairly sophisticated string matching algorithms (including the use of wild 

cards) and compensated for recognition failure by recording the answers 

concerned and allowing teachers to add them to the list of possible answers, if 

need be (cf. Jager, 2001). As Schrooten (2006) above remarked, computers 

today still fall short of interpreting learner input and providing appropriate 

feedback. In spite of the substantial amount of research on error detection 

and correction (Heift & Schulze, 2007), Intelligent CALL (ICALL) has not yet 

produced the reliable, robust algorithms that are needed for larger-scale 

automatic evaluation of learner input (Blake, 2008b). As Salaberry (2001) 

suggests, “increased technological sophistication” does not always imply 

“increased effectiveness to achieve pedagogical objectives” (p. 51). In this 

respect then, the input handling in Hologram tried to make the best possible 

use of ‘proven’ technology at the time.  

3.3.3 Environment 

As Collis and Moonen (2001) point out, it is quite common for innovation 

projects to start in the way the Hologram project did.  Some overtones of the 

general feeling “You can’t not do it” (Collis and Moonen’s ‘Lesson 3’) are 
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present in the project application, including a sense of having to maintain a 

leading position in the field. The project initiation phase is top down and 

project implementation details are left to a project team in charge of running 

the project. This is typical of many innovation projects. Reporting on research 

conducted during the late 90s of the previous century, Collis and Moonen 

(2001) remark:  

We also analysed many different strategic plans involving technology 

for traditional  universities and found they all included statements 

about offering high-quality education (as has always been the case) as 

well as about the importance of information and communication 

technology in the learning process. However, few operationalized 

their goals beyond general statements such as ‘attention to individual 

students’ or ‘preparing students for the future’. Operationalizations 

are typically left to internal committees and working groups. 

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 39) 

It should be pointed out that Collis and Moonen (2001) address this issue 

from an institution-wide perspective. In the next chapter, we will discuss how 

this perspective has become much more important in recent years. At the 

time of the Hologram project, the strategic initiatives were primarily 

developed at the faculty or departmental levels, with little coordination 

between them. As a result, many faculties and departments were developing 

computer-assisted learning programs for their own specific disciplines on the 

basis of the technologies and pedagogies that they deemed fit. Hologram was 

made to measure to the specifications of four language departments in one 

faculty, but its development was largely independent of software development 

in other disciplines and faculties in the same university. As we shall see later 

on, this scope for development has radically changed during the past few 

years and the environment for implementation has been stretched to the level 

of the institution as a whole, and beyond.  
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The management at faculty level was strongly supportive of the project. This 

is evident from the substantial budget allocated to the project (approximately 

€ 300,000), which was mainly used for the release of staff time (2.8 f.t.e. p.a.) 

for a three-year period. In fact, after completion of the project, commitment 

to consolidation of the project results remained firm, which largely accounts 

for Hologram having been in service for such a long time. Consolidation was 

facilitated by collaboration with other institutions, which will be discussed 

further in the next section.  

3.3.4 Implementation 

Before assessing the implementation of Hologram in terms of our model of 

implementation, we will summarise the relevant aspects from each of the 

areas above that implementation must address. A summary of the key aspects 

in pedagogy, technology and the educational environment is provided in 

Table 6 below: 

Pedagogy: 

 

 Engaging students in acquiring linguistic concepts more actively; 

 Student control of navigation and choice of type and amount of 
feedback; 

 Adaptation to student levels; 

 Enhanced flexibility in mode and time of delivery of course 
content; 

 Existing views on grammar teaching not challenged and 
propagated in program content designed by teachers 
themselves; 

 Basic course structure, existing course materials and exam 
procedures classroom procedures and roles left intact; 

 Traditional role of teacher, course book and work book 
preserved; 

 Focus on discrete language areas; 
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Technology:  Windows-based, local area network application;  

 Tutorial program, developed with educational authoring system, 
offering teachers templates for self-authoring; 

 Some behaviouristic tenets, but not behaviouristic overall; 

 Pragmatic approach to handling student input based on string 
matching algorithms, rather than NLP-techniques; 

Environment:  Top-down approach to implementation at faculty/department 
level; 

 Development initiated by strategic considerations;  

 Commitment by management in terms of finance and staff 
release; 

 Scope of project: faculty internal; 

 Development largely independent of work in other disciplines in 
university.  

Table 6: Key aspects of pedagogy, technology 
and environment in the Hologram project 

 

A decisive factor in the implementation of the Hologram project was the link 

with existing views and teaching practices in the area of practical grammar 

education. This relates to “educational effectiveness”, one of the 4 E’s 

(Institutional Environment, Educational Effectiveness, Ease of Use, Personal 

Engagement), which Collis and Moonen (2001) have found to be primary 

determinants for the acceptance  of educational software by teachers. In the 

initiation phase (start up stage) of a project, pedagogical effectiveness and the 

institutional environment are most critical for achieving success. With regard 

to effectiveness, they mention the following aspects as important for 

achieving a short-term pay off:  

Learning effectiveness 

 The innovation can solve personally relevant educational problems; 

 The innovation provides new forms of learning experiences; 
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 The innovation provides support for the existing curriculum. 

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 55) 

These aspects were highly pertinent to the initial stage of the Hologram 

project. Teachers’ perceptions of educational effectiveness were positive 

overall. Teachers generally spent less time on teaching grammar (De Jonge, 

1997). They reported greater participation and heightened interest with 

students, and in some cases suspected a relationship between an improvement 

of exam results and the use of the program The English department e.g. 

reported a fail rate of 45% for the practical grammar exam in 1994/1995 and 

33% in 1995/1996 when Hologram was first used, but this drop in fail rates 

can of course not be incontestably attributed to the use of Hologram alone. 

What was relevant, however, was that substantial differences in frequency of 

usage were reported between courses where the use of Hologram had been 

made obligatory and those where the use of the program was on a voluntary 

basis.  In fact, if there was an improvement in study results, it may well have 

been due to the mandatory use of the program alone. In contrast to other set 

tasks in the traditional setting, such as handing in and marking completed 

exercises in print, Hologram offered an easy, unobtrusive and manageable 

way of checking whether students had actually done the task. It is reasonable 

to assume that the combination of program features together with this 

mandatory use account for the successful implementation reported by the 

departments involved.  

In terms of effectiveness, then, the Hologram project can be regarded as 

complying in several respects with the 4-E model proposed by Collis and 

Moonen (2001). The implementation also meets requirements associated with 

the other Es of the 4-E Model. The key aspects identified by the 4-E model in 

relation to the Hologram project can be summarized as follows: 
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4-E Model Hologram implementation 

Institutional aspects (Environment)  

 Vision about technology within the 
institution. 

Creating “up-to-date learning and teaching 
facilities” was one of the project objectives. 

 Actual level of technology use in 
the institution. 

Transition to MS Windows had been 
planned; Hologram anticipated on this. 

 Readiness to change in the 
institution. 

Primarily acceptance of technology use, not 
pedagogical change. 

 Funding and incentives available. Budget for co-ordination, programming and 
content development; release from other 
duties for teachers. 

 Experiences in the past with 
technology in the institution. 

Some projects, mainly focusing on general 
technology use by students, had been 
completed; some teachers and project 
coordinator had prior experience with 
technology for learning-related purposes. 

 Adequacy of the technical 
infrastructure in the institution. 

Upgraded as part of the project.  

Effectiveness  

Learning effectiveness 

 The innovation can solve personally 
relevant educational problems; 

 

Project built on perceived problems in 
specific areas of language teaching (esp. 
grammar), for which the program offered a 
solution; obligatory use may have contributed 
to effectiveness.   

 The innovation provides new forms 
of learning experiences; 

Educational technology added on to existing 
resources and teaching and learning formats. 

 The innovation provides support 
for the existing curriculum; 

Existing courses and pedagogy were point of 
departure and did not change significantly. 

Long-term pay-off 

 The innovation is likely to result in 
eventual financial gain for the 
institution. 

 

Definitely not a consideration with respect to 
savings on teacher expenditure; possibly 
relevant for attracting more students and 
improving student output.  

Ease of use  

 Ensure that the instructors have up-
to-date computers and good 
connections. 

High-performance PC’s (more advanced than 
regular PC’s) made available to project 
members.  

 Arrange for network connections to 
be subsidized for home use, for 
both instructors and students. 

Not yet very relevant at the time; idea not 
compatible with LAN-based program. 

 Choose a software environment 
that does not require training in 
order to use and does not require 

Although initial training was required 
(especially to understand the conceptual 
design), ease of use was a distinguishing 
feature, which made Hologram popular also 
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special client software that is 
unfamiliar to the user. 

with other institutions.  

Engagement   

 Take care that the first experiences 
of working with the technology ‘fit’ 
with the instructor’s experience and 
beliefs about the learning process. 

Teacher’s prior experience and beliefs about 
grammar learning were at the basis of the 
program design. 

 Build the instructor’s self-
confidence by starting with a 
successful experience.  

First evaluations with students positive, 
although early programming stages 
accompanied by many program issues and 
bugs.  

Table 7: Assessment of Hologram 
implementation in terms of the 4-E Model, 
based on Collis and Moonen (2001: 52-56) 

A few other aspects of general interest for implementation are worth 

commenting on. In the description of how the project was run, project 

coordination, particularly the initiative to make departments (which had 

hitherto often operated independently) join forces in developing a specific 

software program, was mentioned as a key characteristic of the project. In 

discussing cooperation as a way of pushing educational software beyond the 

level of enthusiastic pioneers, Collis and Moonen (2001) make a number of 

useful observations, which may be relevant for promoting the use of CALL 

more generally. Pioneers, they argue, are not always best positioned to move 

the process forward. They are often interested in pursuing their own interests 

and pushing their own limits, which does not automatically make them the 

leaders of choice for implementation. Collis and Moonen (2001) put the point 

quite forcefully when they remark: 

Pioneers are frequently not high on the influence ladder in an 

institution, and even if they are, they are perceived as more of a 

liability than a benefit in the scaling-up process. Their enthusiasm may 

be interpreted as indiscriminate by the non-pioneers, and their 

experience related to a level of technology fondness that is not shared 

by their colleagues.  

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 57) 
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When it comes to bridging the potential-practice gap in CALL, pioneers are 

indispensable in pushing the potential of CALL forward, but implementation 

requires that practices building on this pioneering experience are established 

in which implications in terms of pedagogy, technology and institutional 

environment as a whole are addressed. If pioneers are made responsible for 

implementation, they should be open to the concerns of other, sometimes 

less technology-minded, colleagues and the longer-term interests of the 

institution as a whole. In the case of the Hologram project, the project team 

consisted of a mix of pioneers and staff who were relatively new to the use of 

technology for language learning. Rather than expecting the pioneers to 

somehow enthuse others by their own use of technology, the project team 

was formed to give direction to the project and try to achieve success by 

setting realistic goals.  

Another aspect of collaboration is that it may be very profitable to work 

together when content production is aimed for (as in the case of Hologram). 

Although local circumstances make it difficult to give rules of thumb for cost-

effectiveness of educational media (Laurillard, 2002: 195-197), which may 

make it necessary to look at return on investment (ROI) in different terms 

(Collis & Moonen, 2001, chapter 6)), content development may benefit 

substantially if content can be developed by different teachers or other 

materials designers collectively. For languages (as for many other disciplines) 

this may involve working with other institutions in different universities. This 

type of collaboration has been another distinguishing feature of the Hologram 

project.  

Presentations of Hologram at conferences and symposia had sparked off 

interest in other institutions in the Netherlands for using the program. 

Although the possibility of making the program available commercially had 

been explored, the institutions most interested in using the program for 

teachers and students decided to establish a consortium, led by the Faculty of 

Arts, University of Groningen. The consortium would finance the 
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maintenance and further development of the program as well as facilitate the 

exchange of learning materials developed. An additional benefit of the 

arrangement was that it allowed the University of Groningen to continue the 

appointment of its programmer, whose presence turned out to be invaluable 

in resolving issues reported after the project and adapting it to specific needs 

in the partner institutions. This initiative, in which the University of Leiden, 

the University of Nijmegen (now Radboud University of Nijmegen) and the 

University of Groningen were involved at first, was embraced later by the 

University of Tilburg and the University of Utrecht. It continues to be the 

basis for close cooperation between these universities in the field of CALL to 

the present day. The sustained financial support by the participating 

institutions is yet another instance of institutional support which is critical to 

the success of CALL implementation.  

Although the Hologram project has been useful for articulating several 

aspects involved in the implementation of ICT for learning-related purposes, 

this does not necessarily make it a model for CALL implementation in 

general, particularly in view of the myriad of technology options and the 

radically different conceptions of language pedagogy today. Rather, Hologram 

constitutes one particular form of computer use for language learning 

requiring a particular set of measures for successful implementation. There 

are many other forms of ICT use for language learning and teaching, 

exploiting different aspects of pedagogy, technology and making different 

demands on the educational environment.  In anticipation of a more 

extensive discussion in the next chapters, this section ends by outlining why it 

might be much harder to achieve successes today in two key areas of 

implementation where Hologram has been relatively successful.  

The first concerns the use of existing pedagogies as a point of departure for 

the project. In chapter 1, it was pointed out that the potential-practice gap has 

both a quantitative and a qualitative dimension. Too few teachers are using 

ICT for language learning and the kinds of uses in evidence are not generally 
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considered pedagogically innovative. There is a dearth of communicative, 

task-based CALL practices. The Hologram project left teacher beliefs, 

possibly also student expectations, about grammar learning unchallenged and 

explored ways in which the existing curriculum could be enhanced by the use 

of technology.  Such an approach, as has been demonstrated, finds support in 

implementation frameworks such as the Flexibility-Activity Framework, but 

the Hologram project introduced changes in the ‘pedagogical approach’, 

rather than the ‘pedagogical model’. If the latter is to be addressed (Collis and 

Moonen (2001) make many suggestions for doing so), this involves 

challenging the concepts and principles that have hitherto guided teachers. In 

that case, changing teacher beliefs and convictions will have to be a key 

element of implementation.   

Collis and Moonen’s first lesson is “Be specific”:  “We need to define our 

terms and express our goals in a measurable form or else progress will be 

difficult to steer and success difficult to claim.” The key point of this is 

inevitably: if principled changes to the language learning curriculum are 

required, this should be made explicit from the outset and project 

implementation should focus on this accordingly.  

As indicated in chapter 2, we will explore this issue further by considering 

TBLT as the framework from which we take our bearings. This will obviously 

lead us away from the pedagogical principles and practices that guided the 

Hologram project, although, as we shall see, implementation will also be 

comparable in several respects.  The focus on TBLT as a guiding framework, 

however, brings out the issues of supporting innovative pedagogies with 

contemporary technologies in full. The holistic approach to language learning, 

the many technology options available, the points of contact with learning 

technologies for other disciplines focus attention on aspects not covered by 

the Hologram project. A considerably higher degree of change management is 

required if IILL is to be achieved under these conditions. It will be 

demonstrated that these conditions are typical of much of HE today, which is 
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why this exercise of developing an implementation framework for IILL in 

light of current circumstances should be of relevance to many HE institutions 

today.  

Another crucial difference for implementation today might be the shift away 

from a focus on content to a focus on activity as the guiding principle in 

curriculum design. In fact, implementation of the Hologram project can be 

seen to go directly against Collis and Moonen’s lessons 14 and 15: 

Lesson 14 Aim for activity. The key roles of the instructor are becoming those of activity 
planning, monitoring and quality control.  

Lesson 15 Design for 
activity.  

Instructional design should concentrate more on activities and 
processes, and less on content and a predetermined product. 

Table 8: Collis and Moonen's lessons 14 and 
15, based on  Collis and Moonen (2001: 2-3) 

In addition to following from the pedagogical principles of the Flexibility-

Activity Framework and from a growing interest in constructivist approaches 

to language learning more generally, this shift in emphasis is also inspired by 

the fact that content-based use of learning technologies requires massive 

upfront expenditure and use of valuable teacher resources which might 

perhaps better be put to different uses of technology. The rise of the 

Internet/WWW precipitated this shift in emphasis not only because it 

provided access to vast quantities of already existing language learning 

content, but also because it provided alternative ways of learning and teaching 

for students and teachers. This shift in perspective fitted in well with growing 

frustrations about the authoring of content by teachers, which had once been 

heralded as a way of increasing acceptance of new technologies. Or as Collis 

and Moonen (2001) put it:  

This “authoring” approach … did not bring a solution. Partly this is 

due to the limited scope of the didactical framework of the authoring 
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systems offered, partly to lack of time and imagination of teachers in 

the creation of new materials. 

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 69) 

The Hologram project may have been a favourable exception to this 

experience, but the fact remains that after a concerted effort lasting for 

approximately three years only about 8 to 10 hours of content for the 

participating departments had been delivered. As we shall see later on, this is 

only a fraction of the time available for students for self-study. These stark 

figures are of course mitigated by the fact that the program was adopted by 

several other institutions in the Netherlands, that materials were used and re-

used for a long period of time, and that the 8 to 10 hours represent ‘quality-

time’ in the sense that it was considered a great improvement over how 

students would otherwise have spent the same time. Nevertheless, it goes to 

show that one of the strongest limitations of content-based implementations 

of IILL is that they are extremely resource hungry.  

As Rosenberg (2001) points out, this shift from content to activity coincided 

with the demise of computer-based teaching (CBT) and the simultaneous rise 

of e-learning as a conceptual basis for technology-supported learning. A 

primary feature of the contemporary language learning environment that we 

begin to lay out in the next chapters is that it builds on this e-learning 

environment as an overall conduit for learning.  



 

 



 

 

C h a p t e r  4   

DIGITALENKLAS AND INTUIT:  ICT AND LANGUAGE 
LEARNING TODAY  

4.1 Introduction 

At the beginning of the new millennium, SURF, the Dutch higher education 

and research partnership organisation for information and communications 

technology (http://www.surf.nl), launched its first call for tender for 

education innovation projects in the Netherlands. This was the first of a series 

of government-funded initiatives coordinated by SURF which have had a 

significant impact on educational innovation in the Netherlands during the 

last decade (Kruizinga & Bergh, 2005). Together with independent 

developments in institutions, which largely converged around the same 

technologies, these innovation projects have helped to shape the technology-

enhanced learning environment available for language learning in the 

Netherlands to date. In this chapter we will use projects that were carried out 

in the context of these innovation initiatives to describe typical aspects of 

ICT-supported language-learning today. As in the previous chapter, the focus 

will be on pedagogy, technology and institutional environment (as key 

components of integration).  Although our own experiences in the 

Netherlands will be central in the description, similarities and differences with 

technology innovation elsewhere will be pointed out where appropriate. 

Together with the information from the preceding and next chapters this 

provides input for spelling out more generally the options for integrating ICT 

in language teaching and learning in the blended HE environment.  

4.2 Two contemporary projects: Digitalenklas and INTUIT 

4.2.1 Tender criteria 

The calls for tender published by SURF from 2000 to 2006 invariably 

emphasised the following conditions under which bids could be made: 

http://www.surf.nl/�
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 Innovative design: The tenders called for a “judicious redesign” of 

educational programmes, in which ICT could be used “purposefully 

and innovatively.”  The innovation should be motivated on didactic 

or subject-specific grounds and be directed at transforming existing 

practices or exploring ways in which this could be achieved.  

 Proven technology: The innovation envisaged should make use of 

“proven technologies”. Technology development should not be the 

objective of the innovation, although the development of innovative 

tools on the basis of existing technologies in support of innovative 

practice was allowed. 

 Substantial impact: The innovation should apply to a substantial 

part of the degree programmes, possibly covering the whole period of 

study (entire Ba or Ma phase).  

 Collaboration between institutions: Minimally two HE institutions 

in the Netherlands should participate in the project.  

 Dissemination and consolidation: A substantial part of the project 

should be reserved for evaluation and dissemination of the project 

results. In addition, criteria were set for project management and 

embedding the project results into the HE curricula to optimise 

chances for successful consolidation upon completion of the project. 

(Main criteria for SURF innovation projects, based on SURF Calls for 

tender Educational innovation projects 2000-2006)  

During later tenders, the calls targeted particular themes for innovation, such 

as communication and ‘digital didactics’ (2003), innovation and knowledge 

development (life long learning) (2004, 2005) or differentiated between 

exploratory phases/projects and consolidation phases/projects (2005, 2006). 

The overall criteria, however, remained largely the same.   
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For the partners collaborating in the Hologram consortium, these criteria 

reflected the changed realities of teaching and learning innovation with 

technology in the new millennium. The transformative aspects and the scale 

of application testified of a gradual shift towards innovative pedagogy and 

institutional aspects as points of departure for the use of ICT for language 

learning and teaching. The focus on proven technology rather than the 

development of technology as a project objective in itself called for a careful 

negotiation between the use of generic VLEs, such as Blackboard, and the use 

of applications specific to language pedagogy.  

The emphasis on collaboration, dissemination and consolidation of project 

results reinforced the existing partnerships, for which the Hologram project 

had established the basis. The Hologram partners continued to work together 

to respond to the new opportunities for language innovation in their 

institutions, and submitted three project proposals to the SURF innovation 

tenders, two of which were successful. These will be used to describe aspects 

of technology, pedagogy and institutional perspectives that characterise the 

ICT-supported language learning environment today.  

4.2.2 Digitalenklas 

Digitalenklas 5  was awarded in 2001. The project was carried out by the 

University of Groningen, Leiden University, Tilburg University, and Utrecht 

University in collaboration with a commercial partner. The project was aimed 

at using ICT innovatively in support of English, Arabic, Dutch and Spanish.  

The project was initiated against the background of an agreement made by 

Arts and Humanities Faculties of the universities in the Netherlands to start 

using the CEFR for describing language learning outcomes at the end of the 

                                                 
5 The title of the project is a combination of the Dutch “digitaal” (digital) and “talenklas” (language 

class), which reflected the project’s objective of establishing links between digital technology and 
instructed language learning.  
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newly introduced Bachelor phase of study programmes (De Bot et al., 2001). 

The outcomes were specified for the main languages and skills as follows: 

 Listening Reading Spoken 
Interaction 

Spoken 
Production 

Writing 

1.English C1 C2 C1 C1 C1 

2.German/French C1 C2 B2 B2 B2 

3.Other 
Germanic/Romance 
Languages 

C1 C1 B2 B2 B2 

4.Other B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 

Table 9: Outcome levels Ba-Phase Dutch Arts 
and Humanities Faculties (De Bot et al., 2001) 

The project investigated which language activities were suitable for 

implementation in VLEs (which had been adopted by all HE institutions in 

the Netherlands at the time) and which activities could less easily be 

implemented in such learning environments (Corda & Jager, 2004).  

In addition to serving useful functions in general course organisation and 

communication, VLEs were found to be particularly suitable for open-ended 

communication tasks which required feedback from peers or from teachers. 

Because of limited options for automatic feedback and adaptivity, they were 

considered less useful for delivering tutorial CALL exercises, for which 

programs such as Hologram were still being used in the participating 

institutions. VLEs at the time also lacked full Unicode support (Siekmann, 

2001), which meant that Arabic or the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) 

could not be supported easily. For these reasons, Digitalenklas emphasised 

that VLEs and dedicated CALL programs were best regarded as 

complementary technologies which could be used to support different aspects 

of language pedagogy. Remaining within the bounds imposed upon software 

development by the tender criteria, the project used part of the budget to 

develop a dedicated web-based language learning program, Ellips, which was 
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to be used in conjunction with VLEs to provide functionality for developing 

and delivering language learning exercises.  

The project responded to this introduction of the CEFR in language teaching 

at the participating institutions by setting up the metadata scheme in Ellips, 

which allowed teachers to specify exercises in terms of the CEFR descriptors 

for the language learning activity involved (the skill taught or acquired), the 

communicative competences that come into play (including the traditional 

areas of grammar and vocabulary) and the topics dealt with. For a description 

of the main features of the Ellips program, see Example 2 below. The 

description is based on a more extensive account in Corda and Jager (2004).  

EXAMPLE 2: ELLIPS 

Ellips is a web-based successor to the Hologram program described in chapter 3. It is 

intended to be used together with VLEs and offers support for closed language learning 

exercises, providing students with automatic feedback, and for pronunciation exercises, 

providing them repeated practice and the option to make recordings and upload these to 

their portfolios for reviewing by the teacher. The standard exercise types include multiple 

choice, multiple correct, pick and click, fill-in and transcription. Content pages in which 

additional information can be presented are also available. Exercises can be coded with 

descriptors from the CEFR. These descriptors or metadata (‘data-about-data’) can be 

used by teachers to find suitable learning materials when they want to set aside new sets 

of exercises for students. The metadata are also used for the semi-adaptive mechanism 

which allows the program to generate extra practice materials when students obtain 

insufficient scores in specific language learning areas.  An example of an Ellips exercise is 

shown in Figure 7: 
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Figure 7: Ellips exercise screen 

The exercise is from a series of mini lectures developed at Tilburg University as part of 

an SL/FL Dutch course. It is based on a mini lecture on intercultural communication. 

This exercise is intended to train students in listening for signal words.  It is an example 

of a multiple choice exercise in which the user has found the correct answer upon the 

second attempt. The two bars at the bottom-right of the screen indicate the exercise 

score and the score on the set that this exercise belongs to. After completing a set of 
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exercises, students can compare their results with the results of the whole group. While 

this type of exercise could have been implemented using the quiz facility in Blackboard, 

Blackboard does not allow extra exercises of the same type to be offered if students fail 

to meet the required threshold.  

Ellips provides this type of adaptivity on the basis of a metadata system derived from the 

CEFR. The metadata were originally developed by the University of Ghent in the context 

of another software development project. The metadata system distinguishes between 

three different taxonomies for each of the relevant CEFR descriptors Activity, 

Competences and Topics. The taxonomies were implemented on the basis of specific 

learning technology standards (the now superseded IMS Learning Resource Metadata 

Specification 1.2.1, see http://www.imsproject.org/metadata/). This and other mappings 

to the IMS specifications were made to facilitate future porting of the data to other 

systems if needed. The top level attributes of the CEFR descriptive categories are 

presented in Table 10 below. 

The teacher or content developer can use these metadata for retrieving exercises from the 

shared database. These exercises can then be used for composing practice sets for 

students. On the basis of the metadata the program can automatically add extra exercises 

if students have not yet mastered specific linguistic areas.  

It should be noted, however, that the metadata system has not been used widely by 

exercise developers (usually teachers) to date. Possibly, the extra effort needed to add the 

metadata or difficulties in interpreting the CEFR descriptive categories have played a role 

in this. Another factor may be that the taxonomies of CEFR descriptors are better suited 

for describing complex activities (tasks) than individual exercises. As noted above, in the 

context of the Digitalenklas project tasks were typically implemented in the overarching 

VLEs, while exercises were made available to students in Ellips.  

Ellips continues to be used by a consortium of universities today, on the basis of an 

annual fee. The number of active courses is approximately 25, while the number of active 

student users is about 600. The stronger focus on designing for activity and using existing 

http://www.imsproject.org/metadata/�
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content materials from the web have slowed down the production of new exercise 

materials. Materials originally developed in Hologram are still imported into Ellips today 

and re-used in technologically and pedagogically altered learning contexts. 

1. Activity 2. Competences 3. Topics 
   
1.1. Production 2.1. General competences 3.1. Arts 
1.1.1. Speaking 2.1.1. Knowledge 3.2. Business & Economy 
1.1.1.1. Spoken Production 2.1.1.1. Background 

knowledge 
3.3. Computers & Internet 

1.1.1.2. Spoken Interaction 2.1.1.2. Socio-cultural 
knowledge 

3.4. Education 

1.1.2. Writing 2.1.1.3. Intercultural awareness 3.5. Politics & Government 
1.2. Reception 2.1.2. Know-how 3.6. Health 
1.2.1. Listening 2.1.2.1. Intercultural skills 3.7. Law and Justice 
1.2.2. Reading 2.1.3. Existential competence 3.8. News and Media 
1.2.3. Audio-visual Reception 2.1.4. Ability to learn 3.9. Recreation and Sports 
1.3. Mediation 2.1.4.1. Study Skills 3.10. Regional 
1.3.1. Oral Mediation 2.1.4.2. Strategies 3.11. Sciences 
1.3.2. Written Mediation 2.1.4.2.1.Communication 

Strategies 
3.12. Society 

 2.1.4.2.2. Cognitive Strategies 3.13. Nature and 
Environment 

 2.2. Communicative 
competences 

 

 2.2.1. Linguistic competence  
 2.2.1.1. Vocabulary  
 2.2.1.2. Grammar  
 2.2.1.3. Semantics  
 2.2.1.4. Phonology  
 2.2.1.5. Spelling  
 2.2.2. Sociolinguistic 

competence 
 

 2.2.2.1. Register  
 2.2.2.2. Variants of the 

standard language 
 

 2.2.2.3. Politeness conventions  
 2.2.3. Pragmatic competence  
 2.2.3.1.Discourse competence   
 2.2.3.2. Micro Functions  
 2.2.3.3. Macro Functions  

Table 10: Ellips metadata taxonomy 
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Meeting the tender requirement for redesigning aspects of the curriculum, 

Digitalenklas defined typical language learning scenarios for VLEs on the one 

hand and complementary CALL programs, particularly Ellips, on the other. 

In following up on these suggestions, VLEs were used to implement 

communicative, group-oriented activities in which student-centred, 

collaborative tasks were actively promoted. These included activities such as 

peer-reviewed writing and web quests (i.e. web-based projects, using a 

predefined model for exploration and reporting; see section 6.3 for an 

extensive description and analysis).   

The complementary program Ellips was used to implement exercises in 

listening, reading, grammar, pronunciation and vocabulary, with a different 

language and skills focus in each of the participating institutions.  

The project also demarcated the role of the classroom in this ICT-enhanced 

environment by proposing that any task that students could sensibly do 

outside class (with or without the use of technology) should be programmed 

as such. Spoken student interaction, for instance, came out as one of the 

activities which could well be accomplished in the classroom without students 

using technology (PC’s, headsets). Further details about the design and 

implementation can be found in the project reports (Jager, 2002; Jager, 

2004a). 

4.2.3 INTUIT 

INTUIT (‘English Tutoring through IT’), which was granted in 2005, built on 

the existing partnerships from the Hologram and Digitalenklas projects, but 

the area of application shifted to the language centres in the participating 

universities (with the exception of  Tilburg University, participation in the 

previous projects had been in academic language departments). The partners 

involved were the University of Groningen, Leiden University, Maastricht 

University, Radboud University Nijmegen, Tilburg University, and Utrecht 

University.  
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INTUIT focused on the language centres within these institutions because 

they were faced with the challenge of providing large-scale, differentiated 

English language teaching to staff and students working in increasingly 

international study programmes. At the time, more than 1000 English-taught 

programmes 6  were offered in the Netherlands, language teaching in the 

language centres was predominantly classroom-oriented and relatively little 

use was made of ICT. In this context, INTUIT promised to develop and 

implement an ICT-integrated language learning environment at six university 

language centres (INTUIT, 2006).  

The backbone of the environment would be provided by a VLE along the 

lines developed in the Digitalenklas project. Blackboard had become 

institutionalised as the leading technology in all of the universities involved, 

although less clearly so in the language centres. This was partly due to their 

positions in the academic community, which did not always allow them to use 

technology that was standard to the community as a whole. With Blackboard 

as the overarching technology, it was envisaged that the learning environment 

would incorporate many additional programs for English language learning 

and teaching, which the language centre teachers would critically assess, 

deploy in pilot projects with students and staff, and implement into their 

language provision by the end of the project (which ran from December 2005 

to April 2008). 

Targeting one language (English) taught in comparable contexts of use, the 

project was more pedagogically focused than the previous projects. The 

project was grounded in principles of learner autonomy (Little, 1991; Little et 

al., 2003). This was particularly relevant, because the teaching of English 

provided by the language centres was often condensed in short courses or 

modules. This put into focus the need for preparing students for independent 

learning during and after formal teaching.  

                                                 
6 This has risen to 1400 English-taught study programmes by now (http://www.nuffic.nl). 
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The use of the CEFR was no longer restricted to describing target language 

learning outcomes in course outlines and study guides.  Language centres had 

started to integrate principles and practices related to the CEFR into the 

curricula as a basis for learning and teaching. This brought into focus the 

question to what extent technology could be used in CEFR-based language 

courses or curricula.  

The project looked at three areas of application which were particularly 

relevant for teaching the language concerned: 

 Assessment: Many academic learners (students and staff) already 

command a high level of English. How could technology be used to 

determine these levels and for which skills could it be applied?  

 Practising: Independent practice for remedying specific language 

areas was deemed essential in view of the limited time available for 

practice during language courses or modules. Which programs could 

be used for allowing independent practice? To what extent were they 

compatible with principles of autonomy and the CEFR? 

 Portfolio-based learning and teaching: In view of the principles of 

autonomous (life-long) learning, and the promotion of portfolios by 

the CEFR, what role could (digital) portfolios fulfill in this context of 

academic English language teaching?  

Although based on the same ideas about complementarity of VLEs and 

language-specific programs as Digitalenklas, the project involved the use of 

many more programs, this time for a single language. The ICT-integrated 

learning environment that emerged at the end of the project centred on the 

concept of the Language Tool Box (LTB). The LTB is implemented as a 

component in Blackboard. It provides access to the English language learning 

tools that have been validated by the language teachers during the project. It is 

simply a folder system containing links to the tools, which are usually available 
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online, but may also be hosted on the networks of the universities concerned. 

The LTB serves two main functions: 

1. It is a tool for learners. The LTB is intended to be presented to 

learners in different courses or modules for the same language and to 

remain available after formal teaching has ended. Language learning 

tasks or exercises make specific reference to the tools in the LTB to 

help students accomplish the tasks while learning to use the tools at 

the same time. This serves to prepare them for independent learning 

and using the language learning tools later on when the scaffolding 

provided by the course context has disappeared. 

2. It is a tool for teachers to document and share information about 

programs and sites used for language learning. The LTB is a user-

friendly template for adding additional sites. It is shared between 

teachers in institutions and between institutions as an instrument in 

exchanging information and experiences about tools that have been 

found useful for language learning. The implementation in 

Blackboard makes it easy for teachers to make modifications to the 

tool. The LTB can be exchanged through a standard import and 

export system available in Blackboard.  

It should be noted that the type of linking to existing resources provided by 

the LTB is not in and of itself a learning innovation. Sites offering this kind of 

reference abound on the web. But the way in which the LTB has been 

conceived pedagogically and organisationally makes it potentially innovative 

for language learning. Through these two major functions the LTB 

contributed to the main project objectives: to promote the use of technology 

in the context of autonomous, life-long language learning and to facilitate the 

exchange of information about the potential for use between the project 

partners. The longevity of the LTB is still to be proven, but institutions 

outside the INTUIT project have started using the LTB, adding to it and 
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sharing this information with other institutions using the LTB. More details 

about the LTB are provided in Example 3 below: 

EXAMPLE 3: INTUIT LANGUAGE TOOL BOX 

The INTUIT Language Tool Box (LTB) is a ‘content area’ in Blackboard that 

provides access to English language proficiency tools relating to the following areas of 

language learning: assessment, practice and reference. The LTB was originally developed 

by the University of Groningen, Leiden University, Radboud University Nijmegen, 

Tilburg University, and Utrecht University. It was extended and documented later by 

these same universities in collaboration with the Technical University Delft and The 

Hague University of Applied Sciences. The LTB is exchanged by these institutions in the 

form of a zip-file exported from and into each institution’s Blackboard environment. A 

collaboration and information sharing site (available to Dutch HE institutions through 

the education and research partnership organisation SURF at no extra cost, see 

http://www.surfgroepen.nl) is used for exchanging the files, while a public website 

(www.intuitproject.nl) is used for making documented versions of the LTB available to a 

wider audience.  

The LTB is basically a folder system implemented in Blackboard. Implementation in 

Blackboard rather than as a separate website was motivated by the requirement to allow 

each teacher to contribute to the LTB themselves and use it and adapt it if needed in the 

context of their own language courses. An example of the LTB linking to one of the 

tools contained in it (Digitalent, http://www.academic-reading.nl/) is shown in Figure 8 

on the following page. 

A selection of the programs and sites included in the originally developed and 

documented LTB is given below: 

Assessment: 

 Dialang Plus: DIALANG Plus offers students step-by-step instructions in using 

the CEFR-based self-assessment tool DIALANG (http://www.dialang.org). It 

http://www.intuitproject.nl/index.php?id=80&L=2�
http://www.intuitproject.nl/index.php?id=81&L=2�
http://www.intuitproject.nl/index.php?id=82&L=2�
http://www.surfgroepen.nl/�
http://www.intuitproject.nl/�
http://www.academic-reading.nl/�
http://www.dialang.org/�
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focuses on the reading and writing tests in DIALANG. An extensive description 

of the use of this component is given in section 7.3.2.  

 

Figure 8: Language Tool Box, showing entry for 
DigiTALENT - Academic Reading program 

 Versant Spoken English Test: This is a spoken language proficiency test 

delivered to test takers through a telephone or internet connection and providing 

them and test supervisors with automatic scores, which are related to the CEFR 

(http://www.ordinate.com).  

 European Language Portfolio: This refers to the validated Dutch version of 

the European Language Portfolio (http://www.europeestaalportfolio.nl), which 

was used in the project in support of spoken production and spoken interaction. 

More details about the use of this portfolio can be found in section 7.3.3.  

http://www.ordinate.com/�
http://www.europeestaalportfolio.nl/�
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Practice: 

 Ellips: The Ellips program described above, primarily used for grammar in the 

context of INTUIT (http://www.ellipsconsortium.nl).  

 Englishpage.com: An extensive web-based resource, which offers tutorials and 

self-check exercises. It was used specifically for grammar. The grammar materials 

are organised primarily by linguistic category (adjectives, verbs, etc.) 

(http://www.englishpage.com).    

 DigiTALENT: A Dutch resource, specifically designed in support of Academic 

Reading.  It includes diagnostic intake testing, extensive practice and final testing 

and expresses outcomes in terms of the CEFR (http://www.academic-

reading.nl/).   

 AWL Highlighter and AWL Gapmaker: A set of tools 

(http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/) in support of academic 

vocabulary, based on the Academic Word List 

(http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/). A more extensive 

discussion of the use of these tools can be found in section 6.7.  

 Online Writing Lab: Purdue University Online Writing Lab 

(http://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/), which provided an important resource for 

information on academic writing, supplemented with online exercises on e.g. 

grammar and mechanics.   

Reference: 

 Collins Cobuild Concordance and Collocations Sampler: An online 

resource, based on the Collins WordbanksOnline English corpus, which makes it 

possible to see how words are used in context in real English texts 

http://www.ellipsconsortium.nl/�
http://www.englishpage.com/�
http://www.academic-reading.nl/�
http://www.academic-reading.nl/�
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/�
http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/�
http://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/�
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(http://www.collins.co.uk/corpus/CorpusSearch.aspx). An extensive discussion 

of the use of such tools is given in section 6.7 below.  

 Merriam Webster Online: One of the online dictionaries used in the project. 

The online version offers, for instance, the possibility of hearing dictionary 

entries pronounced (http://www.merriam-webster.com/).   

 

4.3 ICT integration in Digitalenklas and INTUIT 

The two projects can be used to demonstrate developments in pedagogy, 

technology and the educational environment that are relevant for 

implementing innovative practices in language pedagogy more generally. In 

this section, the core components of integration will be discussed in more 

detail to identify critical aspects of implementation.   

4.3.1 Pedagogy 

Establishing innovative pedagogical practices was the main objective targeted 

by the SURF tenders. Inspired by the CEFR, cognizant of TBLT in several 

respects, and implementing communicative language teaching methods more 

generally, Digitalenklas and INTUIT may be said to be more representative of 

contemporary language pedagogy than the Hologram project described in the 

previous chapter.  

Digitalenklas acknowledged the potential of VLEs for language learning by 

highlighting their usefulness for communication and general course 

organisation. These aspects relate directly to the flexibility of pedagogical 

approach that is afforded by technology (Collis & Moonen, 2001). The web-

based delivery accomplished by VLE and complementary programs provided 

more flexibility than previous LAN-based or CD-ROM based programs had 

been able to afford. In particular, it allowed students greater independence of 

place and time, while simultaneously allowing teachers to stay in touch and 

http://www.collins.co.uk/corpus/CorpusSearch.aspx�
http://www.merriam-webster.com/�
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distribute or update course materials (including computer-based learning 

resources).  

As described above, innovation was not only achieved with respect to 

pedagogical approach (as was typical of the Hologram project described in the 

previous chapter), but more fundamental changes relating to contemporary 

pedagogical models for language learning were in evidence as well. All 

institutions professed supporting a student-activating language learning 

environment, similar to the pedagogical model underlying the Flexibility-

Activity Framework.  

Digitalenklas marked a gradual shift from the content-oriented design that 

had characterised the Hologram project to an activity-based design, in which 

the role of various technologies in supporting student activities was carefully 

considered. More specific to language learning, the relevance of the CEFR 

was introduced in relation to defining curriculum outcomes and 

communicative, task-based, collaborative practices were introduced in peer-

reviewed writing assignments and project-based tasks on the basis of web 

quests.  The development of the Ellips project, however, harked back to 

pedagogy underlying the previous Hologram project and showed a continued 

commitment to (and investment in) content-oriented, form-focused work as 

an essential component of language learning. Significantly, in the Digitalenklas 

project, the design of the metadata system in Ellips for describing content 

demonstrated one of the rare areas where the relevance of the CEFR for 

language learning was made explicit. It was far less evident as a guiding 

framework informing the actual tasks and activities offered as part of the 

language learning curriculum.  

By the start of the INTUIT project, the focus had clearly shifted to an 

activity-based design in the sense of the Flexibility-Activity Framework 

guidelines on aiming and designing for activity (‘Lessons 13 and 14’, Table 5, 

cf. also p. 71 above). Key roles of the instructor were in planning and 
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monitoring student activities and using technology in support of these. 

Although content remained important, the emphasis was no longer on 

developing new content, but on integrating existing content resources into the 

tasks to be carried out by students.  

The CEFR had been more firmly embedded in the provision of language 

learning at the participating institutions. The Language Centre at the 

University of Groningen, for instance, had started to integrate self-reflective 

student reports and awareness-raising activities for English into the curricula 

at the faculties of Economics and Business and Law. Language portfolios 

were used for reflection and assessment of written student work. And task-

based communicative approaches to language teaching were being adopted 

through the introduction of methods such as Market Leader 

(http://www.market-leader.net/) for the development of business-related 

vocabulary. These innovative methods were introduced in the wake of the 

adoption of the CEFR as a guiding framework for English language teaching 

at the Language Centre (Haines & Tommassen, 2006). Similar developments 

were under way with other partners in the project.  

In the face of the problem of offering differentiated English-language 

instruction in an increasingly international context, these innovative local 

practices served as a common ground for establishing pedagogical innovation 

in the context of the INTUIT project. The project explored the potential of 

using technology in a context where a basis for pedagogical innovation had 

already been established locally.  

The INTUIT project demonstrated several principles and practices associated 

with TBLT (overall meaning focus, attention to form, authentic tasks, learner 

independence). Nevertheless, it cannot be claimed that the project, or rather 

the local language curricula or courses that it supported, consciously sought to 

implement the research-based principles of TBLT outlined in chapter 2. 

Neither can these curricula or courses be said to be direct implementations of 

http://www.market-leader.net/�
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the teaching-oriented TBLT frameworks developed by Willis (1996), Nunan 

(2004) and Willis and Willis (2007). The attention to form which is evidenced 

by the use of resources such as Englishpage.com in the context of the project 

was not consistently or systematically embedded in the task-based pedagogical 

cycle on the basis of the guidelines in these TBLT frameworks. Tasks were 

definitely not the basis for all student work accomplished in the context of the 

project and focus-on-forms approaches to explaining grammar were also used 

on occasion. Grammar was taught as a course in its own right in some of the 

language centres. In this sense, the partners involved in the project were not 

“doing task-based language teaching”. As Samuda and Bygate (2008) point 

out, this is a general problem with TBLT as there are very few curricula or 

programmes of study that could justifiably claim to be fully task-based. We 

will come back to this issue as we confront the use of technology more 

directly with the use of TBLT frameworks as point of departure for ICT 

integration in language teaching and learning in the second part of this study.  

4.3.2 Technology 

VLEs are the main technology used in the projects described above. During 

the first years of the new millennium, VLEs were positioned by many 

institutions as central technologies in implementing strategies for e-learning, 

which was primarily employed as a way of enhancing on-campus delivery of 

courses (OECD, 2005). Systems such as WebCT, Blackboard, Fronter and 

other learning systems spanning the institution as a whole quickly made their 

entrance into learning and teaching.  

VLEs constitute the main ‘proven’ technologies upon which these projects 

were built. During the last ten years, VLEs have contributed substantially to 

the standardisation of educational technology in the Netherlands, not only by 

offering standard sets of features in support of learning and teaching, but also 

by complying with technology standards (such as IMS, 

http://www.imsproject.org/, or SCORM, http://www.adlnet.org/). VLEs 

http://www.imsproject.org/�
http://www.adlnet.org/�


Chapter 4 

 110

have become institutionalised much like email and word processing, even 

though the practices surrounding them may have been institutionalised for 

only a limited number of functions (communication and distribution of 

course materials).   

The projects demonstrated how VLEs may be used together with other 

programs in service of flexible pedagogical approaches and innovative 

pedagogical models of language learning. Both organisational and didactical 

aspects of language learning and teaching are supported by these 

complementary technologies. In the non-distance, ICT-supported context 

targeted by our study, these technologies in conjunction with classroom-based 

interaction provide the environment in which teaching and learning takes 

place. Using a distinction made by Garrison and Anderson (2003) between 

‘teaching presence’ , ‘cognitive presence’ and ‘social presence’, as three core 

elements that must be present if learning is to be successful, it would seem 

that in the context exemplified by our projects VLEs make a major 

contribution to providing ‘teaching presence’, thereby meeting the “inherent 

need for an architect and facilitator to design, direct, and inform the [learning] 

transaction” (Garrison & Anderson, 2003: 29). ‘Cognitive presence’ relating to 

the processes of learning and the subject matter to be learnt is often provided 

by resources and programs outside the VLE proper, but the learning is 

initiated and also partly supported through the VLE (e.g. through its 

functions for communication and collaboration). Finally, ‘social presence’ in 

our context is typically provided in the classroom, which provides an 

additional platform for cognitive and teaching presence.  

The combination of a learning platform and additional programs is not in 

itself unique. The INTUIT project helped to conceptualise and develop this 

combination further in the form of the Language Tool Box, which 

contributed to disseminating the use of tools to other teachers and promoted 

autonomous learning at the same time. By helping to make more users 

(teachers and learners) use technology in more innovative ways, the LTB 
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addressed both the quantitative and the qualitative dimensions of the 

potential-practice gap in the use of technology for language learning.   

The actual programs used showed a continued interest in tutorial programs. 

Although partly reflecting a vested interest in Hologram and Ellips, the use of 

tutorial programs for grammar, reading, writing and other skills continued 

alongside the adoption of more innovative approaches to language learning. 

Although tutorial software has shifted to the background in the professional 

literature on CALL, Godwin-Jones (2007) notes that self-paced language 

instruction (in the form of ‘self-correcting web exercises’, ‘self-paced 

instructional materials and courses’, or on a smaller scale, ‘Intelligent Tutoring 

Systems’) continues to be developed and used and that technology standards 

characteristic of VLEs (IMS, SCORM, see above) are beginning to be applied 

to these language-specific tools. The Digitalenklas and INTUIT projects 

demonstrated the continued use of such tutorial software in practice, although 

the emphasis gradually shifted from producing exercises (content) to using 

exercises that had been produced elsewhere.  

As described in chapter 1, the continued use of tutorial software is widely 

reported in the literature, where it is often associated with lack of innovative 

pedagogical practice. The list of validated tools and sites produced in the 

context of the INTUIT project, however, suggests increased use of resources 

with tutorial functions for reference purposes rather than as leading 

components in curricula or courses. The use of the Purdue Online Writing 

Lab is an example of this. It provides an extensive resource of materials in 

support of writing, and the grammar and ESL exercises contained in it serve a 

subordinate function in honing in the mechanical aspects of the writing 

process. The use of this and several other resources with reference and 

tutorial functions may be indicative of the primacy of meaning-oriented work 

and the independent learning modes that the INTUIT project sought to 

promote.  
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Of the programs for assessment, DIALANG has become most firmly 

established in language provision in the institutions concerned.  The fact that 

DIALANG is available for free and that it has been conceived as part of the 

CEFR, which was rolled out as a guiding framework for language teaching, 

learning and assessment at the institutions concerned, may have contributed 

to this. A critical assessment of the use of DIALANG will be provided in 

chapter 7, but an important aspect of use was that DIALANG became 

popular in spite of extended periods of downtime, minor inconveniences in 

use, and uncertainty about the future of the program.  

The programs used for assessment also included the Versant Spoken English 

Test, which may be regarded as an Intelligent CALL (ICALL) program, since 

it is built around advanced automatic speech processing techniques (Bernstein 

& Cheng, 2008). The program was rated positively in the context of the 

project, although it was considered not to discriminate sufficiently between 

English language learners at very advanced levels of proficiency. By contrast, 

the ratings of another program based on speech processing technology 

(Eyespeak, http://www.eyespeakenglish.com/) were less positive and the use 

of this program was not continued in the context of the INTUIT project. 

Possibly the fact that the latter program was intended for pronunciation 

practice requiring more detailed feedback than the former (which is intended 

for global proficiency assessment) has played a role in the difference of 

appreciation. For, as Neri (2007) has pointed out in her extensive study on the 

pedagogical effectiveness of computer-assisted pronunciation training, 

providing detailed, reliable feedback at the segmental level remains one of the 

greatest challenges for automatic speech recognition to date.  

In view of the low frequency of use of ICALL applications in the CALL field 

generally, it is hardly surprising that the Digitalenklas and INTUIT projects 

did not make use of such applications on a more substantial scale. More 

unexpected perhaps is the fact that CMC, a technology featuring prominently 

in the CALL research literature (Blake, 2000; Pellettieri, 1999; Kitade, 2000; 

http://www.eyespeakenglish.com/�
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Leahy, 2004; Sotillo, 2000; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003) and at 

CALL conferences from the beginning of the 21st century, remained very 

much a minority option for technology in the context of these language 

learning projects. Apart from its use as a supporting tool in the collaborative 

writing assignments, project-based web quests and other open-ended tasks, 

asynchronous and synchronous communication technologies were hardly 

applied in the projects.  

Given the scale of these projects, this suggests that CMC has not yet been 

incorporated into the mainstream of technology-enhanced language learning 

and teaching in HE in the Netherlands. On the other hand, some institutions 

report positive experiences with CMC-based language learning. The 

University of Utrecht, for instance, has successfully employed 

videoconferencing in Spanish degree programmes for a number of years now 

and has recently started experiments with real-time simulations in virtual 

worlds in this context, as is evidenced by projects such as NIFLAR 

(Networked Interaction in Foreign Language Acquisition and Research, 

http://cms.let.uu.nl/niflar/). These projects demonstrate that there may 

considerable potential for CMC in the blended HE language teaching and 

learning setting, particularly for aspects of intercultural communication.  

4.3.3 Environment 

Whereas previous innovation projects such as Hologram had primarily 

focused on resolving problems experienced by teachers and students in the 

existing curriculum, the SURF innovation projects from 2000 onwards were 

more strongly oriented towards strategic innovation at the institutional level. 

Some of the strategic initiatives and policies which were relevant for language 

teaching and learning and which cut across disciplines and institutions have 

been mentioned in the descriptions of the Digitalenklas and INTUIT projects 

above. These include the implementation of e-learning strategies, the 

adoption of the CEFR for defining language learning outcomes and the 

http://cms.let.uu.nl/niflar/�
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increase of English-taught study programmes in the context of growing 

internationalisation in HE institutions.  

Representing top-down initiatives beyond their immediate sphere of 

influence, there is an inherent danger that language teachers do not experience 

these developments as dealing with their personal concerns and problems.  

Collis and Moonen (2001) argue that this is an important factor in the 

acceptance of technology for learning-related problems. The projects, 

however, were focused on the connections between these institutional 

developments and the teaching and learning practices at grassroots level.  

The role of VLEs, the main e-learning technology, in supporting 

organisational and pedagogical aspects of language learning either directly or 

indirectly (by facilitating access to additional tools and resources) was 

emphasised in the projects throughout. This heightened the awareness of the 

usefulness of VLEs for language learning with language teachers, in addition 

to making them aware of the general advantages for enhancing flexibility of 

learning and teaching. 

The use of the CEFR for establishing comparable curriculum outcomes for 

language competence at the end of the Bachelor phase prompted teachers and 

others involved in drafting curriculum outlines and study guides to relate 

current practices to the specifications outlined in the Framework. While this 

may not have resulted in immediate changes to existing practice, the projects, 

particularly through the involvement of departments and language centres 

where a basis for communicative, task-based language learning had already 

been established, further promoted the use of the principles underlying the 

CEFR and established various roles for technology in that context.  

Finally, the English-taught programmes set up in the wake of the institutions’ 

internationalisation strategies precipitated the development of new methods 

for training staff and students in English language proficiency. The sheer 

numbers involved (the INTUIT project estimated the number of potential 
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language learners within the institutions at 10,000 (INTUIT, 2006: 7))) called 

for a greater emphasis on the use of technology to support these groups in 

independent language learning. This gave practical urgency to developing 

autonomous forms of language learning which the CEFR promoted on 

principled grounds.   

4.3.4 Implementation 

Before assessing the implementation of these projects in terms of our model 

of implementation, we will summarise the relevant aspects from each of the 

areas above, as was done with the Hologram project above. A summary of 

the key aspects in pedagogy, technology and the educational environment is 

given  in Table 11 below: 

Pedagogy: 

 

 Transformation of teaching and learning practice as point of 
departure; 

 Flexibility of use and student-activating learning as overall goals; 

 Contemporary language pedagogy showing aspects of CEFR, 
TBLT and CLT, but no direct implementation of existing 
frameworks; 

 CEFR as basis for learning outcomes; CEFR gradually 
embedded into language learning tasks and activities; apparent in 
self-assessment, portfolio use and autonomous language 
learning; 

 Form-focused work in addition to meaning-focused core; 

 Activity-based design, design for content of secondary 
importance, mainly on the basis of existing resources; 

 Activities that could be done outside class programmed as such; 

 Existing innovative language teaching practices integrated into 
the projects; 

 Roles of various tools and resources, including classroom, 
defined in context of technology-enhanced learning; 
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Technology:  Proven technology as basis for implementation; 

 Growing importance of compliance with technology standards 
(IMS, SCORM); 

 VLEs as leading technology, with standard features for teaching 
and learning,  

 Broad range of complementary tools and resources, mainly 
catering to language needs in areas of assessment, practice and 
reference;  

 Software development gradually less prominent, and less 
needed;  

 CEFR metadata system, compliant with technology standards, 
implemented in Ellips;  

 Language Tool Box to consolidate use among teachers; to foster 
autonomous learning by students;  

 Dialang main program for testing in spite of technical 
restrictions, different types of tutorial and reference programs, 
sometimes integrated in one site.  

 ASR used on limited scale; 

 CMC applications: minority option in Dutch HE blended 
context.  

Environment:  Institutional dimension of innovation criterion for funding. 

 Internationalisation, CEFR and VLEs important elements of 
institutional environment; 

 Top-down implementation strategies, consequences felt at 
grassroots levels.   

 National scope for projects and wider applicability promoted by 
funding organisation; 

 Collaboration between institutions in projects;  

 Collaboration at discipline-level between universities; 
collaboration within institution at technology level. 

Table 11: Key aspects of pedagogy, technology 
and environment in Digitalenklas and 
INTUIT 

The implementation of ICT in language teaching and learning accomplished 

by the SURF innovation projects demonstrates a number of aspects which 

the Hologram project had already shown to be key factors for success. First 

and foremost is the importance of collaboration. The Hologram project had 

shown the benefits of staff working together within a single institution, and, 

after conclusion of the project, continuation and extension of collaboration at 
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the national level. The Digitalenklas and INTUIT projects, involving partly 

the same institutions but different groups of language teachers, showed the 

undiminished importance of cooperation across institutions. Digitalenklas, in 

assigning a significant role and a considerable part of the budget (€ 240,000) 

to developing the Ellips program, was still inspired to a considerable degree 

by the need for collaboration to reduce the high cost in content (exercise) 

development by producing the content together and sharing it through a web-

based system. INTUIT was more focused on the importance of exchanging 

experience and expertise on English language teaching and learning with 

technology generally. It facilitated this exchange by setting up teams of 

experts and instituting workshops in which language teachers informed each 

other about teaching and learning with specific technologies.  

Collis and Moonen (2001) stress the importance of collaboration between 

institutions from the point of view of setting up the required infrastructures 

and exploring new options for learning through joint partnerships.  They 

regard collaboration between staff during the implementation process as a 

way of carrying innovation beyond the level of enthusiastic pioneers to get it 

“out of the niche”. A dimension of collaboration brought out by these 

national innovation projects relates more specifically to collaboration at the 

discipline level. Laurillard argues that “[t]he responsibility for developing best 

uses of new technology in each subject area will rest primarily with the 

discipline area itself” (Laurillard, 2002: 223).  As indicated in the context of 

the Hologram project, the most expedient lines of development within 

disciplines, such as teaching languages, often cut across institutions. A 

common framework of reference, a common learning technology and 

common challenges arising from growing internationalisation helped to foster 

the collaboration between institutions, which the tender criteria required.  

In the project context, the way in which teachers learned with and from each 

other bears characteristics of situated learning in communities of practice 

(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). This learning took place via face-to-
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face contacts and group meetings, supported by online exchanges through a 

groupware system which was also used for developing common versions of 

the LTB.  

Characteristic of the implementation of technology in the context of these 

projects is the choice for one leading technology (VLEs) complemented by a 

whole range of other technologies. This is in line with lesson 9 of the 

Flexibility-Activity Framework, “After the core, choose more”.  VLEs had 

become well established as core technologies in the institutions locally. Collis 

and Moonen (2001) recommend using a core technology, which has usually 

“been determined by history and circumstances” as a basis, while allowing 

individual instructors to “make choices about complementary technologies” 

(pp. 2-3). Using VLEs as a basis is an important strategy for achieving ‘vertical 

integration’ (cf. section 2.3.3 above). It contributes to incorporating 

technology and the practices that surround it (pedagogic use, training, 

support, technology provision) more firmly into the organisation. This 

promotes wider use of learning technologies in the institution and contributes 

to sustainable use in the longer term. On the other hand, the freedom of 

choice associated with the complementary technologies not only helps to 

achieve links with discipline-oriented learning materials, but also contributes 

to ‘horizontal integration’, i.e. is a method which allows technologies with 

which users (teachers and students) are familiar outside the formal educational 

context to be used for teaching and learning. This has the additional effect of 

allowing pioneers new venues of exploration on the basis of new 

technologies, which through encapsulation in the overarching VLEs may in 

due course be further integrated into institutional practices. The LTB serves 

these two forms of integration and may therefore be regarded as an 

instrument which helps to achieve ‘continuity’ between vertical and horizontal 

integration, in the sense advocated by Levy and Stockwell (2006).    

This perspective on the role of complementary technologies in serving 

institutional and individual, vertical and horizontal, consolidatory and 
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exploratory aspects of learning is described by Collis and Moonen (2001) as 

follows:  

In our opinion, WWW-based course-management systems, 

integrating information handling, communication, and collaboration 

tools, with learning-specific resources and tools and authoring 

capabilities are the core technology of the future, when more-flexible 

learning is the target. Such systems, when well designed, can fit with 

different teaching situations and approaches; can support new types 

of assignments and activities that would not be feasible or as likely to 

be carried out in practice without them; can make use of a variety of 

tools and resources easy in that they are integrated in one system via 

one interface; and when adopted by an institution in a way that 

includes recognition of implementation and pedagogy, can be 

associated with a strong environmental component.  

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 77-78) 

 

The implementation in the context of these projects can be analysed in terms 

of the critical factors of the 4-E model, used by the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework to predict the successful implementation of technology for 

learning-related purposes. 

The institutional environment was supportive by providing essential tools 

and support for innovation, making available the necessary funds (particularly 

for releasing teachers from other duties), and identifying relevant factors of 

change in the educational environment as a basis for outlining a vision on the 

use of technology in the context of language teaching. Pedagogical 

effectiveness was considered by not enforcing a radical departure from 

existing practices and targeting changes in relation to the existing curriculum.  

Ease-of-use was ensured through a primary focus on VLEs (which also 

prompted the implementation of the LTB in Blackboard). Personal 



Chapter 4 

 120

engagement was served by allowing teachers to introduce technology into 

the projects with which they had previous positive experiences and which 

fitted with their personal needs and views on learning.   

A summary of aspects of implementation in relation to the 4-E model is given 

in Table 12 below:  

4-E Model Implementation Digitalenklas and 
INTUIT 

Institutional aspects (Environment)  

 Vision about technology within the 
institution. 

Institutional aspects relating to e-learning, 
internationalisation, CEFR put into focus by 
funding body requirements. View on role of 
technology established in project definition 
phase.   

 Actual level of technology use in 
the institution. 

All staff and students were considered to be 
using VLEs (although possibly not 
innovatively);   

 Readiness to change in the 
institution. 

Participants in projects were ready to change 
educational practices by using ICT; strategies 
set up to involve others, who were possibly 
less willing to change;   

 Funding and incentives available. National funding matched with local funds; 
decreasing funds for technology 
development;  increasing funds for involving 
teachers in designing new language learning 
activities. Other incentives for teachers 
(prestige, tenure) generally lacking.  

 Experiences in the past with 
technology in the institution. 

Partners had positive experience using 
various programs (including Hologram) and 
were willing to adopt new technologies; 

 Adequacy of the technical 
infrastructure in the institution. 

An adequate infrastructure for students and 
staff was generally available in HE 
institutions.  

Effectiveness  

Learning effectiveness 

 The innovation can solve personally 
relevant educational problems; 

 

Shift of emphasis from how to teach a 
particular skill or aspect of language learning 
using technology to using technology more 
generally to deal with increasing numbers of 
students of differing competences; or how to 
use technology in the face of environmental 
constraints such as limited contact time.  

 The innovation provides new forms Both enhanced flexibility and more 
innovative forms of learning (based on 
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of learning experiences; CEFR or task-based principles) supported.  

 The innovation provides support 
for the existing curriculum; 

Projects invariably targeted implementation 
in existing curricula, not setting up new 
curricula or new modes of learning such as 
distance-only learning.  

Long-term pay-off 

 The innovation is likely to result in 
eventual financial gain for the 
institution. 

 

Financial aspects addressed indirectly. 
Operating in and preparing for international 
markets required more English-language 
programmes. Technology use in this context 
intended to enhance competitiveness.  

Ease of use  

 Ensure that the instructors have up-
to-date computers and good 
connections. 

No longer an issue at the time of the 
projects. High-end facilities available for 
general-purpose use.   

 Arrange for network connections to 
be subsidized for home use, for 
both instructors and students. 

Permanent home connections, important for 
realising the potential for flexibility, 
established in context of general technology 
integration in the Netherlands.  

 Choose a software environment 
that does not require training in 
order to use and does not require 
special client software that is 
unfamiliar to the user. 

Promotion of VLEs  (and selection of most 
suitable variant) on the basis of this criterion.  

Engagement   

 Take care that the first experiences 
of working with the technology ‘fit’ 
with the instructor’s experience and 
beliefs about the learning process. 

Connections with existing teaching practices 
and prevalent tool uses established in 
projects; practices re-defined and extended in 
light of new possibilities.  

 Build the instructor’s self-
confidence by starting with a 
successful experience.  

Use of proven, easy-to-use technologies and 
immediate impact on existing curriculum 
contributed to heightening self-confidence.  

Table 12: Assessment of Digitalenklas and 
INTUIT implementation in terms of the 4-E 
Model (based on Collis and Moonen, 2001: 
52-56) 

The SURF criteria for strict project management and the requirement to work 

on the basis of a detailed project plan (controlling document) contributed to 

making the goals and results of the projects more specific and measurable in 

the sense propagated by the Flexibility-Activity Framework (Lesson 1:  “Be 

specific”). The project team, consisting of a project manager and local 

coordinators who had backgrounds in language teaching themselves and 
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different levels of experience with the use of technology, gave direction to the 

implementation process through regular meetings, project plans and project 

reports, under more strictly regulated conditions (project reviews, 

intermediate evaluations and adjustments) than at the time of the Hologram 

project.  

The implementation teams thus established complied with Collis and 

Moonen’s recommendations on setting up teams combining technical and 

educational skills and having practical and personal experience with 

technology. Most of them held key positions in implementing ICT further in 

their respective institutions.  

As indicated, the teachers involved in the projects were receptive to using new 

technologies and innovative pedagogical approaches. Aspects of CLT, TBLT, 

and the CEFR had already been introduced into the curricula. The projects 

therefore did not confront the project team full scale with the problem of 

winning over teachers who were less open to change. Nor did they seek to 

implement pedagogies explicitly modeled on the TBLT-frameworks outlined 

in chapter 2. In the second part of this study, a more detailed analysis of 

technology use in the light of these frameworks will be given (chapters 6 and 

7) and guidelines for implementation will be provided in which the transition 

from traditional, form-focused approaches to language teaching to 

contemporary, meaning-focused approaches will be more fully addressed 

(chapter 8). In the analysis, some patterns of use observed in our projects 

such as the continued interest in tutorial software and the limited use of CMC 

will also be explored in more detail. But before that, the next chapter will 

report on the outcomes of a survey conducted among language teachers 

around the world. This may shed more light on whether the pedagogical 

practices supported by technology in the context of these Dutch innovation 

projects are representative of patterns of use more generally 

. 



 

 

C h a p t e r  5   

USE OF ICT FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING: RESULTS FROM THE 
IILL SURVEY  

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The IILL Survey 

As described in the previous chapter, the language teachers who were 

involved in innovation projects in Higher Education in the Netherlands often 

use many combinations of programs and websites, usually in conjunction with 

a virtual learning environment (Blackboard is the VLE most commonly used 

in HE in the Netherlands). But it is unclear to what extent this represents 

typical usage patterns elsewhere and more research is needed to understand 

better the aspects of technology, pedagogy or the institutional environment 

that may have contributed to this use.   

Although local circumstances may make it difficult to generalise on uses that 

may be suitable for wider application, developing an implementation 

framework aimed at promoting forms of computing which make sense for 

language teaching and learning in terms of technology, pedagogy and 

institutional environment inevitably requires that we seek to identify patterns 

of use and suggest implementation strategies that build on these.  

This chapter reports on the results of the IILL survey which was set up to 

investigate which forms of ICT are most commonly used for language 

learning and which factors may have influenced this use. It provides 

additional information to the usage patterns described in the previous 

chapters, obtained from a geographically dispersed group of teachers and 

designed to enhance our understanding of factors that may have motivated 

the use of particular technologies. It complements other survey-based studies 

in the field, which will be briefly introduced in the next section. In the 
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discussion of the results of the IILL survey more will be said about the 

outcomes of these studies in relation to our own findings.  

5.1.2 Other surveys 

A well-known example of a survey on the use of technology in its educational 

context is the CALL Survey which is at the basis of Levy’s seminal book 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning: Context and Conceptualization (Levy, 1997). 

This survey was instrumental in outlining aspects of the tutor-tool framework, 

which has been an important concept in CALL research and implementation 

ever since. As will be demonstrated later on, several findings of the survey, 

such as the importance of the computer for providing mechanical language 

practice in self-access environments, continue to be relevant for 

implementation today.  

Another instance of a survey-based study is Taalas (2005). She reports on 

three questionnaires administered to teachers of English in Finland between 

1994 and 2001. In spite of a steady increase in the use of technology for 

language learning and teaching over the years, the questionnaires revealed that 

innovative practice, characterised by substantial changes in language 

pedagogy, was not much in evidence. As indicated in chapter 1, this is one of 

the major challenges in developing an implementation framework for IILL.  

More recently, a European survey on e-learning, conducted in the context of 

an EU-funded project (Schneider, 2007), explored the benefits and obstacles 

of distance and blended learning for vocationally-oriented language learning. 

The survey found that language teachers are generally familiar with 

technologies such as the Internet, email and VLEs, but do not yet use them 

for teaching on a regular basis. The benefits of learning online are mainly 

recognised by teachers already participating in online learning. Other teachers 

tend to be more sceptical about the benefits of using ICT for language 

learning. One of the recommendations is that training language teachers 

through VLEs is an excellent way of making them more familiar with the 
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tools available. This will help them become more confident in using the tools 

in the language teaching that they provide.   

Another survey conducted in the UK and reported on in Toner et al. (2008) 

investigated the use of multimedia technologies in HE, with particular 

reference to the use of digital language laboratories. The survey provided 

evidence of high technology use with language teachers, but this included 

traditional technologies, such as TV, video and audiocassette. PCs and data 

projectors were well-established technologies in language teaching. Email and 

VLEs were also regularly used, particularly for communication with students 

and providing resources and course materials. Language learning software 

(CALL programs) was used on a regular basis, particularly for self-study. The 

study also found that teachers are keen on developing their own materials. 

Little use, however, was found to be made of technologies specifically 

associated with digital language labs. Potentially interesting applications, for 

example to promote social interaction by means of technology, were thus 

underexploited, which was a cause for concern for the authors. Since several 

findings of this study bear on aspects of implementation relevant to our study, 

more will be said about this in the discussion of the IILL Survey results 

below.  

Another recent survey, which is relevant for discussing aspects of 

implementation, is described in Arnold (2007). This study, which focuses on 

Instructional Technology (IT) for language learning in HE in the south-

eastern region of the US, concludes that most language teachers use IT, but 

the use is often restricted to “utilitarian” or “basic” applications, such as 

publishing course materials on the web, while some teachers question the 

pedagogical benefits of using IT for language learning. The study also 

examines differences in use and acceptance between distinct user groups 

(such as faculty and TAs) and explores factors that motivate or deter teachers 

from using IT. This makes the study particularly relevant to our purposes. 
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Further discussion of correspondences and differences with our own study 

will be provided in the discussion of the IILL Survey results below.  

5.1.3 Research questions 

The IILL Survey, which is described in detail in the sections that follow, was 

designed to further our understanding of the aspects of implementation 

introduced in chapter 2. During the spring of 2008, the survey was 

administered to language teachers in Higher Education who make use of ICT 

for language teaching and language learning. It was open to language teachers 

around the world. The survey was intended to contribute to developing the 

implementation framework for IILL further by focusing on the following 

research questions: 

IILL Survey research questions 

1. What kinds of ICT are language teachers in Higher Education 

using to support language teaching and language learning? 

2. What is the educational setting in which the use takes place? 

3. Which (perceived) benefits of technology, views on pedagogy, 

personal or environmental factors may have contributed to 

this use?  

Table 13: IILL Survey - Research questions 

The survey gathered information about these aspects in relation to the overall 

language teaching provided (i.e. not for one specific course or module) from 

the principle that this might reveal general patterns more readily than focus 

on a single course or module.  
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5.2 Methodology 

5.2.1 Survey design 

The survey was designed to gather information on aspects related to the 

central research questions listed in Table 13 above. After an introduction page 

providing information on the background of the survey and a verification 

question to check whether participants really belonged to the target group, the 

survey proper was divided into five sections: 

A. Teaching profile 

B. ICT use inside and outside class 

C. Benefits of ICT 

D. Views on language teaching and learning 

E. Personal and institutional factors 

These sections were followed by a closing section in which participants could 

leave their names and e-mail addresses if they wished (the survey was 

anonymous), and submit final comments to the survey as a whole. A copy of 

the survey can be found in Appendix A.  

A. Teaching profile 

In addition to collecting information about the participants’ first language, the 

language(s) taught, country, gender, and teaching experience, this section also 

gathered data about the type(s) of institution in which the participants work; 

the type(s) of students they serve; global indications of the levels to which 

these students belong; and the proportion of time spent on learning inside 

and outside the classroom. These data were collected to explore potential 

relationships between aspects from the teaching profile and aspects from the 

other sections in the survey (particularly Section B).  
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B. ICT use inside and outside class 

This section asked teachers how frequently their students use particular types 

of ICT applications for language learning and for which skills they use them. 

The section also asked if VLEs and additional facilities, such as a multimedia 

(language) lab, are used to support teaching and learning. Finally, this section 

also collected data on the way in which ICT applications are used: Is use free 

or obligatory? Does it primarily take place inside or outside the classroom? Is 

the main use individual or in pairs/groups? And is the focus on interaction 

with the computer or interaction via the computer?  

C. Benefits of ICT 

This section sought to establish which benefits of ICT for language learning 

and teaching are experienced most strongly by teachers. Teachers were asked 

to express to what extent they agree with statements on the perceived benefits 

of ICT. The list was composed on the basis of potential benefits cited in the 

literature, but to underscore our interest in teachers’ perceptions of these in 

their teaching practice the statements were presented in the form of first-

person statements like “ICT has helped me make language learning more 

authentic for my students”. The list of items contained statements associated 

with benefits in enhancing more traditional pedagogy, benefits in realising 

innovative pedagogy and benefits of a more general nature.  

D. Views on language teaching and learning 

This section explored the views that teachers hold with regard to a number of 

central issues in language teaching and learning. The primary focus in the 

items, again presented in the form of agree/disagree statements, was on 

distinguishing between form-focused approaches and meaning-focused 

approaches (cf. chapter 2 above). The items intended to elicit responses with 

respect to the importance of linguistic structure for language learning focused 

on the position of grammar and vocabulary in the curriculum.  The items 
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associated with a focus on meaning were supplemented with items dealing 

with other aspects of contemporary views on language learning, such as the 

role of interaction/collaboration, tasks as a leading principle, the importance 

of learning to learn and students taking responsibility for their own learning.  

This method was applied rather than asking participants directly about 

language learning philosophies and approaches they felt most comfortable 

with, or presenting them with principles proposed by researchers working 

within particular schools of thought, because it was thought participants 

might not always be familiar with the associated philosophies or terminology.  

E. Personal and institutional factors 

This section was primarily directed at the personal and environmental aspects 

that Collis and Moonen (2001) identified as important factors for successful 

implementation. The statements on personal engagement and institutional 

aspects were largely based on Collis and Moonen’s original statements, with 

references to WWW/Telematics applications (which are central in their study) 

being replaced by more generic references to technology for language 

learning. Responses are again on a scale, with Collis and Moonen’s options 

for agreement/disagreement adjusted to the format used in sections C and D. 

The section ended with a rank order question in which participants were 

asked to list the three most important sources of information used when they 

try to find out more about applying ICT for language learning.  

5.2.2 Procedures 

The survey was implemented using an online survey instrument available 

from Surveymonkey.com (http://www.surveymonkey.com). Survey design, 

collection of responses and real time frequency analysis are provided online 

through this site. For collecting the survey results, a data collector was set up, 

which, in addition to providing the URL for access to the survey, set date 

restrictions and logged user statistics, such as time of access and the IP-

address of respondents. Since it was anticipated that different teachers at the 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/�
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same institution might be using the same PC for accessing the survey, no 

restrictions were set for the number of times the survey could be accessed 

from the same PC. Inspection of the data afterwards revealed that there were 

several occurrences of the survey being started from the same IP-address. In 

8 instances the survey was opened two or three times, but only responded to 

once. In 5 cases the survey was opened more than once from the same IP-

address but no answers were given. On 3 occasions, it was opened from the 

same IP-address with different sets of answers, apparently by different 

teachers (different native languages, etc.). In addition to allowing more 

teachers to work from a single PC, it would seem that this arrangement also 

allowed teachers to come back to the survey later after inspecting the 

introductory page first.  

The survey was made available from 21 February until 4 May 2008.   

Invitations to participate in the survey or ask others to participate in the 

survey were sent out to the following groups: 

 Humaniora NL: a network of ICT and learning co-ordinators 

affiliated with Humanities and Arts Faculties of Dutch universities; 

 EUROCALL NatReps mailing list: a mailing list of National 

Representatives of the European Association for Computer-Assisted 

Language Learning; 

 EUROCALL discussion list: the discussion list for members of 

EUROCALL; 

 CALICO discussion list: the discussion list of the American 

professional organisation for Computer-Assisted Language Learning; 

 TUNING Project European coordinators: A network of HE 

institutions across Europe (http://tuning.unideusto.org/tuningeu/) 

concerned with implementing comparable and compatible 

http://tuning.unideusto.org/tuningeu/�
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qualifications for HE in the countries involved in the Bologna 

process.  

 Individuals from the author’s personal network working as language 

teachers or coordinators in HE in Europe.  

An example of an invitation to participate in the survey can be found in 

Appendix B. Reminders were sent out to the targeted groups approximately 

two weeks after the initial message. Participants who had left their e-mail 

addresses at the end of the survey were sent a personal message, thanking 

them for participating in the survey, reporting on the number of responses so 

far, pointing to supplementary sources of information on the survey and 

inviting them to forward the information on the survey to other prospective 

participants.  

Access to the URL was not on personal invitation because potential 

participants were not known in advance. To make sure that the participants 

belonged to the intended target group a verification question was added as 

first question of the questionnaire. The indirect method chosen, however, 

does not allow us to describe the response rate in terms of the number of 

surveys dispatched and returned. Generalisations on the basis of the data are 

therefore difficult to make and should be interpreted with care.  

The survey was supported by a website (http://www.rug.nl/let/iillsurvey),  

which provided background information on the survey, an FAQ section, links 

to the survey itself and access to intermediate results, which were generated in 

real time from Surveymonkey.com. These results were filtered so that not all 

responses could be seen online. The primary objective of this type of direct 

survey feedback was to act as a motivating factor for prospective participants 

to respond. 7 One participant who preferred to remain anonymous remarked 

                                                 
7  A similar strategy was applied by Peter Twining in the DICTatEd questionnaire 

(http://www.med8.info/dictated/results.htm). 

http://www.rug.nl/let/iillsurvey�
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on this: “I do like the fact that you have posted the results for all to read.” To 

counteract possible interference of earlier results with new responses as much 

as possible, the agree/disagree questions were presented with items in random 

order.  

Overall comments, left in comments sections of the survey, suggest that 

participants on the whole reacted favourably to the survey. In spite of 

problems with some sections, such as difficulty in indicating the typical 

distribution of student workload over in-class time and out-of-class time 

(since it may depend very much on the type of course or module), the main 

comments were complimentary or of an informative nature. Two reactions, 

one negative and one positive, both point to crucial issues which the survey 

and our research more generally seek to address: 

In general, this questionnaire seems completely uncritical of the use of 

ICT in teaching. This reflects a general tendency I perceive among 

some of my colleagues, which is to advocate ICT tools for the sake of 

it, without properly considering the didactic benefits. Hence, ICT 

tools are often used at the expense of useful traditional methods. 

There are certain ICT tools and methods that I would strongly 

recommend to every teacher, but there are also common practices 

that I find completely useless. I have the feeling that this 

questionnaire did not, in its questions, give me the opportunity to 

express this point of view. 

(Anonymous participant 1) 

The problem always remains: How can a teacher remain “cutting 

edge” in ICT usage, not just for herself, but particularly for her 

students, and still have time to teach (no, the so-called interactive 

computer solutions are nowhere near filling this gap)? 

(Anonymous participant 2) 
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The first, negative reaction strongly suggests that there continues to be a place 

for traditional methods and media in the era of ICT. The second reaction, 

positively framed, points in the same direction and also emphasises one of the 

main obstacles for implementation, lack of time. The discussion of TBLT in 

chapter 2 and the accounts of the teaching innovation projects in chapters 3 

and 4 also pointed to the undiminished relevance of traditional media and 

methods (classroom interaction, teacher feedback, books) in language 

teaching. The issue of making sufficient time available for training and 

development has also been touched upon in the preceding chapters. The 

results of the IILL survey will obviously have to be assessed in the light of 

achieving a balance between the strengths of different media and methods in 

the process of developing an implementation framework for IILL. The 

implementation framework will also have to address the problem of 

insufficient time for development and training.  

5.3 Participants 

The survey was started by 168 respondents, 150 of whom indicated that they 

belonged to the target group of language teachers working in Higher 

Education and using ICT for learning-related purposes. The actual number of 

teachers who submitted answers to the survey was 99. The responses of these 

99 participants have been considered for analysis in this study. The actual 

number of participants may be different for each section or question. 73 

participants completed all the sections and questions of the survey.  

The following paragraphs report on information from the Teaching Profile 

section of the survey. This includes data on the educational setting (institution 

type, student type, average student workload, etc.), which go beyond the 

personal characteristics of the respondents. However, since these data are not 

results in relation to the research questions outlined in Table 13, they are 

reported in the Participants section rather than in the Results section of this 

chapter. The Results section will make reference to these data in t-tests and 
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other comparisons to examine possible relationships between the teaching 

profile and the use of ICT.  

A breakdown of the respondents’ personal characteristics is given in Table 14 

below. 

IILL Survey – Respondents’ personal characteristics 
N = 99 

 Number Percentage 
Gender   

Male 37  37.4 
Female 62  62.6 

Teaching experience   
0-2 years 8  8.1 
3-5 years 12  12.1 
6-10 years 17  17.2 
11-15 years 9  9.1 
16-20 years 19  19.2 
>20 years 34  34.3 

First language    
English 34  34.3 
Dutch  24  24.2 
German  6  6.1 
Spanish 5  5.1 
Finnish 4  4.0 
Swedish 4  4.0 
Chinese 3  3.0 
French 3  3.0 
Catalan  2  2.0 
Hungarian 2  2.0 
Serbian 2  2.0 
Albanian 1  1.0 
Arabic 1  1.0 
Danish 1  1.0 
Greek 1  1.0 
Italian  1  1.0 
Japanese  1  1.0 
Korean  1  1.0 
Polish 1  1.0 
Turkish 1  1.0 
Other 1  1.0 

Table 14: IILL Survey - Respondents’ Personal 
characteristics 

About 2/3 of the participants were female and 1/3 male. The majority were 

experienced language teachers, with over 50% having more than 15 years’ 

teaching experience. The two most frequent first (native) languages spoken by 
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participants were English (34%) and Dutch (24.2%), followed at some 

distance by German (6.1%), Spanish (5.1%), Finnish and Swedish (both 

4.0%).   

Details about resident countries, ordered by continent can be found in Table 

15 below.  

IILL Survey – Respondents by continent and country in which they 
teach 
N = 99 

 Number Percentage 
Europe 74  74.7 

Netherlands 35  35.4 
Finland 7  7.1 
United Kingdom  6  6.1 
Italy 4  4.0 
Spain 3  3.0 
Sweden  3  3.0 
Austria 2  2.0 
Belgium 2  2.0 
Germany 2  2.0 
Hungary 2  2.0 
Albania 1  1.0 
Cyprus 1  1.0 
Denmark 1  1.0 
France 1  1.0 
Greece 1  1.0 
Kosovo 1  1.0 
Poland 1  1.0 
Republic of Ireland 1  1.0 
   

Middle East and Asia 13  13.1 

Hong Kong 3  3.0 
Qatar 3  3.0 
Saudi Arabia 2  2.0 
China 1  1.0 
Israel 1  1.0 
Korea 1  1.0 
Taiwan 1  1.0 
Turkey 1  1.0 
   

North and South America 12  12.1 

United States 10  10.1 
Canada 1  1.0 
Colombia 1  1.0 

Table 15: IILL Survey - Respondents by 
continents and countries 
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The respondents teach in 29 different countries, with the Netherlands 

(35,4%), United States (10.1 %), Finland (7.1%), United Kingdom (6.1%) and 

Italy (4.0%) having the highest representations, and all the other countries 

represented at 3.0% or less. In terms of geographical regions represented, 

almost 75% of the respondents teach in Europe, about 13% in the Middle 

East and Asia and 12% in North and South America. No responses were 

obtained from Africa and the Australasian region (Australia, New Zealand). 

Participants were asked to indicate the languages they teach either as main 

language or as second language. The languages taught as main or second 

languages have been taken together. The results for the languages mentioned 

are listed in Table 16 below, with percentages relative to the total number of 

117.  

IILL Survey – Languages taught as main or secondary language  

N = 99; sum of languages taught = 117 

 Number Percentage 
Language   

English 61  52.1 
Dutch 12  10.3 
Spanish 11  9.4 
French 6  5.1 
German 6  5.1 
Swedish 3  2.6 
Arabic 2  1.7 
Catalan 2  1.7 
Italian 2  1.7 
Japanese 2  1.7 
Polish 2  1.7 
Serbian 2  1.7 
Bosnian 1  0.9 
Chinese 1  0.9 
Croatian 1  0.9 
Czech 1  0.9 
Korean 1  0.9 
Slovenian  1  0.9 

Table 16: IILL Survey - Languages taught 

English is the language most frequently taught by far (sum = 61 from 117 

entries in total, or 52.1%). Dutch and Spanish also have a fair representation 
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(10.3% and 9.4% respectively), followed by 15 other languages of about 5% 

or less. 

The language teachers were asked to indicate with which type of language 

teaching institution they were associated. They could choose more than one 

type of institution and add another type if the predefined categories did not 

apply to their situation. The percentages are listed in Table 17 below, together 

with frequency of occurrence relative to the total number of institutions 

listed.  

IILL Survey– Institution types 

N = 99; sum of institutions listed = 111 

 Number Percentage 
Institution type   

Academic language 
department 

44 39.6 

Language center 36 32.4 
Language teaching section 
in HE institution 

25 22.5 

Other 6 5.4 
Table 17: IILL Survey - Institution types 

Affiliation with academic language departments was listed most frequently 

(39.6%), followed by language centres (32.4%) and language teaching sections 

in HE institutions (22.5%). The ‘other’ category (5.4%) included (private) 

companies and language teacher education. 

The participants were also asked to provide information on the types of 

students who participated in the language teaching they provided. Again they 

could choose more than one type and add another type if the predefined 

categories did not apply to their situation. Upon processing of the data, a 

category staff was added since several teachers explicitly mentioned that they 

were providing language teaching to staff members. A breakdown of the 

numbers and percentages of types of learners can be found in Table 18 below.  



Chapter 5 
 

 138

IILL Survey – Types of student 

N = 99; sum of student types listed = 181 

 Number Percentage 
Student type   

Students studying 
language as part of a 
degree program for 
languages 

44 24.3 

Students studying 
language as part of a 
degree program for 
disciplines other than 
languages 

72 39.8 

Students studying 
language as an 
extracurricular activity 

35 19.3 

External students, i.e. 
language learners not 
enrolled as students in 
your institution 

20 11.0 

Staff 6 3.3 
Other 4 2.2 

Table 18: IILL Survey - Types of student 

Finally, participants were asked to report percentages for: 

 Student levels, expressed as the overall percentages of beginners, 

intermediate and advanced students in the groups they teach;  

 Student workload, split by the percentage of time spent in the 

classroom versus the percentage of time spent outside the classroom.  
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IILL Survey – Student levels and student workload 

N = 99; numbers refer to percentages reported 

 Mean Median SD 
Student levels    

Beginner 23 5 28.5 
Intermediate  41 40 27.9 
Advanced 36 30 32.4 

Student workload    

In classroom 39 40 20.3 
Outside classroom 57 60 22.6 

Table 19: IILL Survey - Student levels and 
student workload 

The data represented in Table 19 above suggest that the majority of learners 

are at intermediate levels (M = 41), followed by students at advanced levels 

(M = 36). This may be related to the fact that the majority of learners are 

students of English. Beginners are less typical of the learners served by the 

target group (M = 23). The spread of percentages, as indicated by medians 

and SDs, is considerable, particularly for the beginner category (M = 23, Mdn 

= 5, SD = 28.5), suggesting that the average for this group would have been 

lower if it had not been for some notable exceptions. The data on workload 

suggest that on average students are required to do most of the work outside 

the classroom (M = 57).  The average proportion of the student workload 

spent in the classroom is considerably lower on average (M = 39).  

One participant commented that students often do not spend the time 

designated for out-of-class work:  

The 75 [%] extern is a theoretical number based on a learning charge 

of 160 hours, 40 in class room and the rest outside.  Evaluations show 

that students very often work (much) less at home than the required 

120 hours. 

(Anonymous participant 3) 
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Several teachers commented that these percentages very much depend on the 

kind of group taught. In addition, as is shown by the averages mentioned 

above, the percentages reported did not always add up to 100%. The 

percentages of levels and workload should therefore be interpreted as global 

indicators of the respective distributions, with distinct exceptions, such as 

teachers who report 100% beginners, or 90% of workload spent in class, or 

100% workload spent outside class (distance learning).  

5.4 Results 

5.4.1 Kinds of ICT used (RQ1) 

Research question 1 was aimed at identifying which kinds of ICT language 

teachers in HE are using to support teaching and learning. On the basis of the 

ICT functionalities available in contemporary language learning environments 

(VLEs plus additional applications), a distinction was made into five different 

categories, each of which represented two or more types of ICT applications. 

The categories distinguished and the types of application included are listed in 

Table 20 below. For ease of reference the variable labels used in reporting the 

statistical results are also given.  

 

IILL Survey  – Types of ICT Application 

Category ICT Application Label 

A. Tutorial software 
(programs, web 
sites) 

1. Tutorial software 
for reading, 
listening, writing, 
speaking 

tutorial_reading_etc 

 2. Tutorial software 
for grammar, 
vocabulary, 
pronunciation 

tutorial_grammar_etc 

 3. Online dictionaries 
and other reference 
works 

tutorial_dictionary 
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B. Resources 

 

1. Online news media 
(TV, radio, 
newspapers) in the 
target language  

resources_media 

 2. Other websites on 
life and culture in 
the target language 

resources_other 

C. Asynchronous 
communication  

1. Text-based email  text_email 

 2. Voice-based email voice_email 

 3. Text-based 
discussion boards 

text_discussion 

 4. Voice-based 
discussion boards 

voice_discussion 

D. Synchronous 
communication 

1. Text-based chatting text_chatting 

 2. Voice-based 
chatting, including 
Internet telephony 
(Skype, Google 
Talk, etc) 

voice_chatting 

 3. Videoconferencing Videoconferencing 

E. Web publication 
and collaboration 

1. Online portfolio  Online_portfolio 

 2. Weblog Weblog 

 3. Wiki  Wiki 

 4. Virtual worlds Virtual_worlds 

Table 20: IILL Survey - Types of ICT 
application 

The decision to group “Online dictionaries and other reference works” with 

“Tutorial software” rather than “Resources” was made because, unlike the 

other types of resources, they were designed with (language) teaching and 

learning in mind. The final category “Web publication and collaboration” 

includes a range of tools commonly associated with Web 2.0 technologies. 

Web 2.0 technologies are characterised by more interactive use of the web, 

social networking and user-generated content (O'Reilly, 2005; Conole, 2008; 

Walker, Davies, & Hewer, 2009). The decision to conflate these in one 

category was taken because publishing on the web or web presence often co-
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occurs with some form of collaboration. However, this group of applications 

is functionally the most diverse of the categories provided.  

Results for frequency of use for each type of application were obtained using 

a measure of scale with the following labels and values:  

IILL Survey – Frequency labels and values 

Label Value 
Never 1 
Rarely 2 
Occasionally 3 
Frequently 4 
Very frequently 5 

Table 21: IILL Survey - Frequency labels and 
values 

In addition, teachers were allowed to specify 4 extra applications which they 

use frequently for language learning and teaching. For these, no scales of 

frequency were obtained.    

Although the use of these labels is liable to subjective interpretation, it was 

assumed that the interpretation by individual participants would be fairly 

consistent. It should be noted, however, that the interpretation might 

obviously be different between participants. In addition, as Brown (1988: 21-

25) points out, the representation of these data as interval scales is not 

without issue.  For instance, no equidistance between the values may be 

assumed. However, for internal comparisons and statistical tests such a 

mapping onto numerical values is virtually inevitable. Nevertheless, it should 

be borne in mind that both subjective interpretation by participants and data 

entry method and subsequent calculations may have played a role in the 

interpretation of the results.  

With these provisos made, the frequencies of use for the different categories 

of applications are given in the Figures 9-13 below.   



IILL SURVEY RESULTS 
 

 143

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

reading grammar online dictionaries

Tutorial software

never

rarely

occasionally

frequently

very frequently

 

Figure 9: Frequency of use tutorial software 
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Figure 10: Frequency of use resources 
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Figure 11: Frequency of use asynchronous 
communication 
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Figure 12: Frequency of use synchronous 
communication 
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Figure 13: Frequency of use web publication 
and collaboration 

From the diagrams it is manifest that most participants never use most types 

of asynchronous communication (with the exception of text-based e-email), 

synchronous communication, and web publication and collaboration as part 

of the teaching they provide.  

The mean scores and standard deviations for each type of application are 

given in Table 22 below. 
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IILL Survey  – ICT applications by frequency 

N = 80 

ICT Application Mean SD 
tutorial_dictionary 3.70 1.07 
tutorial_grammar_etc 3.23 1.21 
resources_media 3.21 1.13 
resources_other 3.13 1.10 
text_email 3.11 1.31 
tutorial_reading_etc 3.01 1.34 
text_discussion 2.48 1.31 
Wiki 1.78 1.07 
weblog 1.75 1.21 
Online_portfolio 1.73 1.15 
text_chatting 1.69 0.94 
voice_chatting 1.49 0.87 
voice_email 1.43 0.87 
voice_discussion 1.36 0.75 
videoconferencing 1.24 0.62 
Virtual_worlds  1.21 0.59 

Table 22: IILL Survey - ICT applications by 
frequency 

The means comparison suggests that dictionaries and other reference tools 

are used most frequently overall, followed by tutorial programs focusing on 

grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation (linguistic aspects). These are 

followed by the use of online media resources, and other resources on life and 

culture (in that order). Next on the list is text email, followed by tutorial 

programs focusing on communicative aspects (reading, listening, writing, 

speaking). All types of applications associated with communication (with the 

exception of text email), collaboration and web publication have lower 

frequencies. The six applications lowest in frequency are voice-based and/or 

synchronous language learning tools.  

Ranking the applications by category on the basis of the averaged means for 

each type of application produces the following rank order: 
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IILL Survey – ICT categories by frequency

Category Means 

Tutorial software (programs, web sites) 3.31 

Resources 3.17 

Asynchronous communication 2.09 

Web publication and collaboration  1.62 

Synchronous communication 1.47 
Table 23: IILL Survey - ICT categories by 
frequency 

These rankings may to some extent be sensitive to a novelty effect: the 

presence of recent technologies in any of these categories may affect the 

overall frequency of use within the pertinent category negatively. This is not 

objectionable, however, since it is our intention to give some indication of the 

place of all applications, recent and established, in the spectrum of 

technologies used.  

Of the recent technologies, weblog and wiki appear to be more often used 

than other recent innovations. In addition, if the 5 least used applications 

from Table 22 are omitted from the comparison, the relative order of 

categories in Table 23 remains unchanged. The most interesting aspects of 

this comparison are at either end of the scale, suggesting that: 

 Tutorial programs appear to be the most frequently used type op 

application; 

 Synchronous communication appears to be the least frequently used 

type of application.  

The 52 other types of applications reported by teachers included several 

which could be grouped with the existing categories, such as specific tutorial 

programs, resources, etc. Also included were examples of virtual learning 
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environments (VLEs) and specific learning and teaching facilities, such as 

language labs, which were addressed elsewhere in the survey (see below).  

Applications mentioned that did not fit in well with any of the existing 

categories belonged to the following groups:  

 Podcasting and video casting programs (mentioned 5 times) 

 Webquests (3) 

 Concordancing and corpora (2) 

 Writing tools (2) 

 Assessment (1) 

Since teachers from the Netherlands and teachers of English constitute 

relatively high proportions of participants in the survey, t-tests were 

conducted to examine whether the selection of ICT applications for these 

groups was different from that of teachers from other countries and teachers 

teaching different languages. The results of these t-tests, together with the 

results of t-tests on the basis of other properties, are given in Table 24 below:  
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IILL Survey  – t-tests use of ICT applications for designated groups of 
teachers vs others 

Netherlands M MOthers t df p  <    
tutorial_grammar_etc 3.64 3.00 2.33 78 .05 
weblog 1.36 1.96 -2.39 70.16 .05 

English      
tutorial_reading_etc. 2.72 3.42 -2.38 78 .05 
tutorial_grammar_etc 2.96 3.61 -2.43 78 .05 

Language centres      
voice_discussion 1.16 1.49 -2.21 75.80 .05 

HE language sections      
videoconferencing 1.06 1.29 -2.27 75.78 .05 

Academic language students      
voice_email 1.70 1.23 2.15 41.11 .05 
voice_chatting 1.76 1.30 2.21 49.04 .05 

Extracurricular students      
tutorial_reading_etc. 3.52 2.69 2.80 78 .01 
tutorial_grammar_etc 3.74 2.90 3.21 78 .01 
voice_discussion 1.13 1.51 -2.67 66.96 .01 

External students      
tutorial_reading_etc. 3.78 2.79 3.65 43.41 .001 
tutorial_grammar_etc 4.06 2.98 3.54 78 .001 

Table 24: IILL Survey - t-test results use ICT 
applications 

The t-tests showed that teachers in the Netherlands were more inclined to use 

tutorial software for grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation than teachers 

from other countries and made less frequent use of weblogs. The significant 

differences observed between English teachers and teachers of other 

languages suggested that the former tend to make less use of tutorials for 

linguistic and communicative skills.  

We also looked for differences that might be related to other variables in the 

personal profile. These are also represented in Table 24 above. Comparisons 

of frequency of use of ICT applications grouped by institution types revealed 

that teachers at language centres make significantly less use of voice 

discussion and teachers in language sections in HE institutions use 

videoconferencing less frequently than others. Comparisons by the type of 

students catered for revealed that voice email and voice chatting are 
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significantly higher for academic language students than for other students. In 

addition, tutorial programs for both language and communicative skills are 

more frequently deployed for extracurricular and external students. Finally, 

voice discussion is less frequently used with extracurricular students.  

It is hard to assess to what extent all of these differences are meaningful. 

Particularly in the lower frequency ranges the observed variance might reflect 

prevalence of niche applications with specific groups. The use of voice 

applications may be a case in point. The differences with regard to tutorial 

applications in the higher frequency ranges, however, may represent more 

meaningful patterns in the data. In section 5.3.3.1 below, application selection 

will be examined in relation to perceived benefits and views about language 

teaching and language learning. This will suggest further ways of interpreting 

the data.  

Teachers were also asked to report for which skills they used the categories 

described above. A breakdown of the combinations reported is given in Table 

25 below.  
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IILL Survey  – Language skills and ICT applications 

N = 79 
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Reading 48.6% 
(34) 

70.0% 
(49) 

38.6% 
 (27) 

12.9%  
(9) 

34.3% 
(24) 

8.6% 
(6) 

70 

Listening 54.5% 
(36) 

69.7% 
(46) 

21.2% 
(14) 

12.1%  
(8) 

15.2% 
(10) 

10.6% 
(7) 

66 

Spoken 
production 

44.4% 
(24) 

48.1% 
(26) 

24.1% 
(13) 

16.7%  
(9) 

16.7% (9) 13.0% 
(7) 

54 

Spoken 
interaction 

35.9% 
(14) 

38.5% 
(15) 

20.5% 
(8) 

35.9%  
(14) 

10.3%  
(4) 

12.8% 
(5) 

39 

Writing 37.5% 
(27) 

62.5% 
(45) 

58.3% 
(42) 

15.3%  
(11) 

29.2% 
(21) 

12.5% 
(9) 

72 

Grammar 66.7% 
(42) 

66.7% 
(42) 

30.2%  
(19) 

4.8%  
(3) 

14.3% 
(9) 

11.1% 
(7) 

63 

Pronunciation 65.5% 
(38) 

53.4% 
(31) 

20.7%  
(12) 

5.2%  
(3) 

6.9% 
 (4) 

8.6% 
(5) 

58 

Vocabulary 55.7% 
(39) 

70.0% 
(49) 

20.0%  
(14) 

7.1%  
(5) 

18.6% 
(13) 

17.1% 
(12) 

70 

Table 25: IILL Survey - Language skills and 
ICT applications 

The table represents the number of check marks for each cell (between 

brackets). The percentages are relative to the row totals. Bold faced entries 

indicate the highest frequency per row (the application most often mentioned 

to support a specific skill); entries in italics indicate the highest frequency per 

column (the skill most often associated with a particular type of application).  
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Bearing in mind that the frequency of use of some types of programs is very 

low, the following observations can be made on the basis of the data. The 

data are discussed by the horizontal dimension (rows) first, and by vertical 

dimension (columns) next.  

 
Skills supported by applications (frequencies in Table 25 by 

horizontal dimension): 

 For each skill distinguished, with the exception of pronunciation, 

resources are mentioned most frequently as supporting ICT application;  

 For pronunciation and grammar, tutorial applications are most often 

mentioned as supporting application (grammar shares this position 

with resources);  

 For the remaining skills, with the exception of writing, tutorial software is 

the second most frequent supporting application; 

 For writing, asynchronous communication is the second most frequent 

supporting application;  

 Reading is also often associated with asynchronous communication and web 

publication/collaboration; 

 Grammar is relatively frequently linked to asynchronous communication. 

A graphical representation of these relationships is given in Figure 14 below: 
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Figure 14: ICT applications in support of skills 

ICT applications in support of skills (frequencies in Table 25 by 

vertical dimension) 

 Tutorial software is most often mentioned in connection with grammar; 

 Resources are most often related to reading and vocabulary, but 

frequencies are also high for listening and grammar.  

 Asynchronous communication is most often associated with writing; 

 Synchronous communication is most often linked to spoken interaction (but 

counts are relatively low for this type of application); 

 Web publication and collaboration are frequently associated with reading; 

 Other types of applications are most often linked to vocabulary.  

A graphical representation of these relationships is given in Figure 15 below: 
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Figure 15: Skills supported by applications 

For interpretation of the table, it is important to remember that these 

relationships are listed by teachers as typical combinations if the applications are 

used, and several types of applications, as has been shown above, are used 

infrequently or not at all.  

By contrast, virtual learning environments (VLEs) are used by a large majority 

of participants: 80% of the teachers (N = 80) responded that they make use 

of VLEs, as opposed to 20% who stated that they do not make use of this 

type of learning technology. In view of the low frequencies of use of the 

application types reported above, it would seem that many teachers do not 

use VLEs very often for learning assignments in which features of 

communication, collaboration and web publication are exploited to the full. 

With regard to classroom facilities used for language teaching and learning, 

teacher PC plus data projector and multimedia language lab are most 

frequently reported. A breakdown of frequencies for these additional types of 

technology is given in Table 26 below.  
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IILL Survey – Additional types of technology 
N = 80 

 Number Percentage 
Online   

VLE 64  80.0 
In the classroom   

Teacher PC and data 
projector 73  91.3 
Multimedia language lab 40  50.0 
Multimedia lab 15  18.8 
Interactive whiteboard 9  11.3 
Other 8  10.0 
None 1  1.3 

Table 26: IILL Survey - Additional types of 
technology 

Other types of technology mentioned by respondents included video 

recording (for presentations) and digital video more generally, “platforms” 

and web applications not specified, the use of “learning objects blended with 

classroom teaching”, and applications already included in the ICT applications 

section above.  

An interesting corollary finding of the use of these technologies is that 

teachers who reported the use of VLEs and classroom technologies almost 

invariably had higher means scores for the use of the ICT applications 

discussed earlier than those not using such technologies. The means scores 

for users reporting the use of these technologies, compared with the overall 

means reported (also listed in Table 22 above), are given in Table 27. Means 

that are higher than the overall means are marked in grey.  
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IILL Survey  – Means scores for ICT applications by users of 
additional technologies 

ICT Application O
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N 80 64 73 40 15 9 8 

tutorial_dictionary 3.70 3.83 3.71 3.75 3.80 4.44 4.71 
tutorial_grammar_etc 3.23 3.36 3.23 3.55 3.27 3.56 3.86 
resources_media 3.21 3.25 3.19 3.23 3.20 4.22 4.00 
resources_other 3.13 3.13 3.05 3.10 3.33 3.78 3.86 
text_email 3.11 3.13 3.12 2.88 3.13 3.56 4.00 
tutorial_reading_etc 3.01 3.03 2.99 3.38 2.93 3.33 3.00 
text_discussion 2.48 2.66 2.41 2.38 2.93 3.11 3.00 
wiki 1.78 1.80 1.75 1.90 2.00 1.67 1.86 
weblog 1.75 1.88 1.73 1.88 2.07 2.56 2.57 
online_portfolio 1.73 1.77 1.68 1.85 1.73 1.67 2.57 
text_chatting 1.69 1.73 1.64 1.68 1.73 1.89 2.43 
voice_chatting 1.49 1.48 1.47 1.43 1.53 1.44 2.00 
voice_email 1.43 1.42 1.45 1.53 1.47 1.89 1.86 
voice_discussion 1.36 1.41 1.38 1.28 1.27 1.33 1.57 
videoconferencing 1.24 1.23 1.19 1.08 1.47 1.22 1.43 
virtual_worlds 1.21 1.17 1.23 1.20 1.13 1.22 1.57 

Table 27 - IILL Survey: Means scores for ICT 
applications by users of additional 
technologies 

Higher means scores apply particularly to those reporting the use of “other 

facilities” (higher means for 15 out of 16 applications) and the use of a 

multimedia lab (higher for 12 of 16 applications).  Interactive whiteboard use 

also co-occurs with higher means scores for other ICT applications in many 

cases (higher for 11 of 16 applications). This relationship seems to be weaker 

with the use of multimedia language labs (higher for 8/16) and PC and data 

projector (higher for 5/16). The use of VLEs co-occurs with higher means 

for the use of 11 of the 16 applications. These data suggest that teachers using 

these additional technologies command a higher use of ICT overall. However, 

the means differences are sometimes minimal and t-tests comparing the 

means scores of teachers using these additional technologies to those of 

teachers not using them reveal that the differences are not significant in most 

cases.  
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5.4.2 Educational setting (RQ2) 

Research question 2 focused on the educational setting in which the use of 

ICT takes place. Several parameters of the educational setting have already 

been mentioned in the previous sections. The respondents work in 29 

different countries, most of them in Europe; the largest proportion work in 

academic language departments (39.6%), but many also in language centres 

(32.4%) or in language sections of HE institutions (22.5%). They provide 

language teaching to different types of students (non-language degree students, 

39.8%; language degree students, 24.3%; extracurricular students, 19.3%; 

external students, 11.0%; staff, 3.3%; other, 2.2%), mainly at intermediate 

(41%) or advanced levels (36%). On average, class time for students is 39% of 

the total student workload, i.e. students are supposed to do most of the work 

outside class. Many teachers make use of the tools available in the 

environment (e.g. VLE, 80%; teacher PC and data projector 91.3%; 

multimedia language lab, 50%). The ICT applications most frequently used to 

support language learning are tutorial programs, web resources and e-mail 

(text-based).  

Respondents were also asked to provide more information on how these 

applications are typically used in the educational setting. An overview of the 

results to these questions can be found in Table 28 below.  

Participants indicated by a large majority (71.3%) that students spend most 

time using the ICT applications outside the classroom; 16.3% reported that 

students spend most time on ICT applications inside the classroom; and 

12.5% did not know the answer to this question. Teachers also indicated that 

computer work in the classroom is primarily by students working on their 

own (45%), although a considerable proportion also have students work in 

pairs or small groups at the PC (33.8%). Surprisingly, a high 21.3% could not 

tell the answer to this question. Outside the classroom, the pattern changes 

with individual work increasing substantially (to 73.8%) and working in pairs 
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going down accordingly (to 7.5%). Again, 18.8% of the respondents do not 

know the answer to this question.  

IILL Survey – Types of use of ICT applications 

N = 80 

 Number Percentage 
Location of use   

In classroom 13  16.3 
Outside classroom 57  71.3 
Don’t know/can’t tell 10  12.5 

Mode of working   
In classroom   

On their own 36  45.0 
In pairs/groups 27  33.8 
Don’t know/can’t tell 17  21.3 

Outside classroom   
On their own 59  73.8 
In pairs/groups 6  7.5 
Don’t know/can’t tell 15  18.8 

Type of interaction   
In classroom   

Computer-interactive 35  43.8 
Computer-mediated 19  23.8 
Don’t know/can’t tell 26  32.5 

Outside classroom   
Computer-interactive 37  46.3 
Computer-mediated 18  22.5 
Don’t know/can’t tell 25  31.3 

Table 28: IILL Survey - Types of use of ICT 
applications 

We also asked about the type of interaction at the computer: Were students 

primarily communicating with others through the computer (computer-

mediated type of interaction), or interacting with computers as source of input 

and feedback (computer-interactive type)? Both inside and outside the 

classroom, the computer-interactive type appeared to be the most used 

(43.8% in class and 46.6% outside class), which is about twice as high as the 

percentages for computer-mediated interaction (23.8% in class and 22.5% 

outside class). The number of participants who could not tell or did not know 

the answer to this question was very high (32.5% for question about use in 

class, and 31.1% for question about use outside class). Possibly, the 

distinction, in spite of a brief explanation of the terms in the questions, was 
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not clear enough. One comment suggests that the high frequencies for “can’t 

tell/don’t know” to these questions may be due to the fact that some teachers 

do not have their students use computers in the classroom at all: 

Questions 24&26 presume that students use a computer in the 

classroom. This is not the case for my students, but I have no way of 

indicating that, since “can’t tell/don’t know” does not cover that, 

really. 

 (Anonymous participant 4) 

Participants were also asked to which extent the use of the application types 

outlined in Table 20 above was obligatory in the sense that students could not 

complete a course without using the technology. The results are presented in 

Figure 16 below:  
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Figure 16 : Free and obligatory use of 
applications 

The results indicate that free and obligatory use are about equally high for 

each category, with the exception of synchronous communication, the use of 

which is predominantly free, i.e. not required to complete a course 
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successfully. Crosstabulation of the selections of free and obligatory use per 

category suggests that there are relatively few participants who select both 

options at the same time. This may imply that the use of a particular category 

of ICT application is regarded as either free or obligatory and that teachers 

did not generally think of scenarios in which the use of these applications is 

free for some tasks and obligatory for others. This is confirmed by correlation 

tests for these data: for each ICT category, free use of that category correlated 

negatively with obligatory use of the same category. However, the relationship 

was significant in only two cases (tutorial free v tutorial obligatory, r = -.244, p 

< .05; resources free v resources obligatory, r = -.292, p < .01), which implies 

that some of these relationships may have occurred simply by chance. Other 

observed relationships, such as the correlation between free use of 

synchronous applications on the one hand, and the obligatory use of 

asynchronous applications (r = .199, p < .05) and applications for web 

publication and collaboration (r = .298, p < .01) on the other, also had only 

small effect sizes. Although obligatory and free use are potential indicators of 

whether applications are central or peripheral to language learning, the data do 

not allow us to make strong claims with regard to this aspect of integration.   

5.4.3 Aspects and factors contributing to ICT use (RQ3) 

Research question 3 explored which (perceived) benefits of technology, views 

on pedagogy and personal or environmental factors may have contributed to 

the use of particular applications.  

5.4.3.1 Benefits of ICT 

On the basis of the potential benefits of ICT gleaned from general and 

language-oriented studies on ICT (e.g. Beatty, 2003; Collis & Moonen, 2001; 

International Certificate Conference, 2003; Pennington, 1996; Twining, 2002), 

a list of 18 benefits was composed, which were presented to participants in 

the form of personal statements. Responses were obtained with a measure of 

scale of agreement. No neutral option was provided but participants could 
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choose “No opinion” if they could not express their view on the statement 

given.  

The following labels and values were applied in the measure of scale used. 

The option “No opinion” was treated as a discrete missing value.  

IILL Survey – Agreement scale labels and values 

Label Value 
Strongly disagree 1 
Disagree 2 
Agree 3 
Strongly agree 4 
No opinion 0 

Table 29: IILL Survey - 
Agreement/disagreement labels and values 

The same labels and values were used for all agreement/disagreement 

questions in the current and following sections of the survey.  The coding of 

the data as interval scales is subject to the issues that also applied to the 

coding of the frequency data, discussed in section 5.4.1 above (cf. Brown, 

1988: 21-25).  

For purposes of analysis, the list of benefits was divided into three groups. 

The first, General, represents potential advantages that would hold irrespective 

of the pedagogy supported; the second Progressive, is taken to reflect more 

forward-thinking attitudes to the use of ICT aimed at breaking new ground; 

the third, Conservative, is considered to represent more traditional views on the 

use of ICT, with behaviourist tenets or a desire to preserve existing practices. 

The division into groups is ad hoc since it could not be based on existing 

typologies in the literature.  

The division of statements into groups is represented in the following table. 

For ease of reference in the ensuing discussion, the variable label for each 

statement is also listed.  
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IILL Survey  – Benefits of ICT by group and variable label 

Group Statement Label 

I have become a better language 
teacher because of ICT 

better_teacher 

An important benefit of ICT for my 
students is that it allows them to work 
at the time, location, and pace that suits 
them best  

time_independent 

I have seen an improvement in student 
levels which I ascribe to the use of ICT

student_level 

My students get more opportunities for 
personal feedback through ICT 

personal_feedback 

My teaching has become more efficient 
through ICT 

efficient_teaching 

Language learning has become more 
attractive for my students because of 
the use of ICT 

attractive_learning 

Through ICT I have increased 
students’ time-on-task  

time_on_task 

General 

ICT has contributed to adjusting 
instruction to individual student needs 

adjusting_instruction 

ICT has allowed my students to get a 
more direct experience of foreign 
people and culture 

experience_culture 

ICT has helped me make language 
learning more authentic for my 
students 

authenticity 

ICT allows my students to work on 
tasks collaboratively  

collaboration 

ICT helps my students reflect on what 
it means to be language learners 

reflection 

My students have become more 
independent learners because they have 
access to ICT 

independent_learners 

Progressive 

ICT has allowed me to implement 
didactic principles which I could not 
have implemented without ICT 

didactic_principles 
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I use ICT primarily because the 
technologies I used to work with are 
no longer available 

technology_unavailable 

I use ICT because it allows me to 
monitor student progress very closely  

student_progress 

ICT frees up time for real 
communication in the classroom 

communication_in_classroom 

Conservative 

The main benefit of ICT for my 
students is in repeated practice and 
reinforcement of specific language 
skills 

repeated_practice 

Table 30: IILL Survey - Benefits of ICT by 
group and variable label 

Frequencies 

The statements on perceived personal benefits of ICT received responses 

from 73 participants. A rank order on the basis of the rating averages for each 

statement is given in Table 31 below.  

IILL Survey  – Benefits of ICT by rating 

N = 73 

 
Group 

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Agree
Strongly 

Agree 
No 

opinion 
M 

An important 
benefit of ICT for 
my students is that 

it allows them to 
work at the time, 

location, and pace 
that suits them 

best 

G 
0.0% 
(0) 

4.1% 
(3) 

38.4% 
(28) 

52.1% 
(38) 

5.5% 
(4) 3.51 

My students have 
become more 

independent 
learners because 

they have access to 
ICT 

P 0.0% 
(0) 

8.2% 
(6) 

37.0% 
(27) 

43.8% 
(32) 

11.0% 
(8) 

3.40 
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ICT has helped 
me make language 

learning more 
authentic for my 

students 

P 
1.4% 
 (1) 

13.7% 
(10) 

27.4% 
(20) 

47.9% 
(35) 

9.6% 
 (7) 

3.35 

Language learning 
has become more 
attractive for my 
students because 
of the use of ICT 

G 
0.0% 
(0) 

5.5% 
(4) 

49.3% 
(36) 

34.2% 
(25) 

11.0% 
(8) 3.32 

My teaching has 
become more 

efficient through 
ICT 

G 
0.0% 
(0) 

9.6% 
(7) 

42.5% 
(31) 

37.0% 
(27) 

11.0% 
(8) 3.31 

ICT has allowed 
me to implement 

didactic principles 
which I could not 
have implemented 

without ICT 

P 1.4% 
(1) 

6.8% 
(5) 

45.2% 
(33) 

34.2% 
(25) 

12.3% 
(9) 

3.28 

ICT has 
contributed to 

adjusting 
instruction to 

individual student 
needs 

G 0.0% 
(0) 

12.3% 
 (9) 

42.5% 
(31) 

35.6% 
(26) 

9.6% 
 (7) 

3.26 

ICT allows my 
students to work 

on tasks 
collaboratively 

P 
0.0% 
(0) 

15.1% 
(11) 

35.6% 
(26) 

34.2% 
(25) 

15.1% 
(11) 3.23 

Through ICT I 
have increased 

students’ time-on-
task 

G 
1.4% 
(1) 

11.0% 
(8) 

39.7% 
(29) 

26.0% 
(19) 

21.9% 
(16) 3.16 

My students get 
more 

opportunities for 
personal feedback 

through ICT 

G 
0.0% 
(0) 

20.5% 
(15) 

43.8% 
(32) 

30.1% 
(22) 

5.5% 
(4) 

3.10 

ICT has allowed 
my students to get 

a more direct 
experience of 

foreign people and 
culture 

P 4.1% 
(3) 

19.2% 
(14) 

39.7% 
(29) 

28.8% 
(21) 

8.2% 
(6) 

3.01 
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ICT frees up time 
for real 

communication in 
the classroom 

C 
0.0% 
(0) 

28.8% 
(21) 

31.5% 
(23) 

24.7% 
(18) 

15.1% 
(11) 2.95 

I have seen an 
improvement in 

student levels 
which I ascribe to 

the use of ICT 

G 
1.4% 
(1) 

23.3% 
(17) 

37.0% 
(27) 

19.2% 
(14) 

19.2% 
(14) 

2.92 

ICT helps my 
students reflect on 

what it means to 
be language 

learners 

P 
1.4% 
(1) 

27.4% 
(20) 

32.9% 
(24) 

21.9% 
(16) 

16.4% 
(12) 2.90 

I have become a 
better language 

teacher because of 
ICT 

G 
4.1% 
(3) 

21.9% 
(16) 

41.1% 
(30) 

19.2% 
(14) 

13.7% 
(10) 2.87 

The main benefit 
of ICT for my 
students is in 

repeated practice 
and reinforcement 

of specific 
language skills 

C 2.7% 
(2) 

30.1% 
(22) 

35.6% 
(26) 

21.9% 
(16) 

9.6% 
(7) 

2.85 

I use ICT because 
it allows me to 

monitor student 
progress very 

closely 

C 
12.3% 

(9) 
30.1% 
(22) 

34.2% 
(25) 

17.8% 
(13) 

5.5% 
(4) 2.61 

I use ICT 
primarily because 
the technologies I 
used to work with 

are no longer 
available 

C 46.6% 
(34) 

39.7% 
(29) 

6.8% 
(5) 

1.4% 
(1) 

5.5% 
(4) 

1.61 

Table 31: IILL Survey - Benefits of ICT by 
rating 

The rank order shows that opportunities for learner independence (in two 

senses) and authentic learning are the most valued aspects of ICT use. Overall 

there is strong agreement with each statement given (the value 3 corresponds 

with the option “Agree”). Benefits of a general and progressive nature are 

spread evenly in the rankings, while benefits associated with more 
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conservative views on ICT cluster at the bottom. Two of these, repeated 

practice/reinforcement and student monitoring, are often associated with 

behaviourist views on learning. It should be noted that the number of 

respondents agreeing with these statements still exceeds the number of 

respondents disagreeing with them. The single statement clearly rejected by a 

majority of participants is the one which suggests that ICT is primarily 

resorted to because older technologies are no longer available. 

Correlations with ICT applications 

To examine the relationships between the perceived benefits of ICT and the 

use of ICT applications, correlation analyses were conducted comparing the 

results of the agreement/disagreement statements above to the use of the 

application types described in Table 22.  

The significant relationships determined in comparing perceived benefits of 

ICT with use of applications are presented in Table 32 below.  
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IILL Survey  – Correlations benefits ICT with application use 

Correlation Pearson’s r p <   N 
Benefit ICT application    

General     
better_teacher resources_other .361 .01 63 
time_independent tutorial_reading_etc .239 .05 69 

tutorial_reading_etc .309 .05 59 student_level 
tutorial_grammar_etc .378 .01 59 

personal_feedback tutorial_dictionary .319 .01 69 
adjusting_instruction tutorial_dictionary .244 .05 66 

Progressive     
resources_other .293 .05 67 experience_culture 
videoconferencing .263 .05 67 

authenticity tutorial_dictionary ,244 .05 66 
voice_email .273 .05 62 
text_discussion .279 .05 62 
text_chatting .391 .01 62 
voice_chatting .380 .01 62 
videoconferencing .258 .05 62 
weblog .274 .05 62 

collaboration 

virtual_worlds .278 .05 62 
tutorial_dictionary .297 .05 61 
videoconferencing .260 .05 61 

reflection 

weblog .355 .01 61 
tutorial_dictionary .317 .05 65 
resources_other .278 .05 65 
text_email .300 .05 65 

independent_learners 

voice_chatting .249 .05 65 
didactic_principles tutorial_dictionary .297 .05 64 

Conservative     
tutorial_reading_etc .348 .01 69 student_progress 
tutorial_grammar_etc .283 .05 69 
resources_other .439 .01 62 communication_in_classroom
voice_email -.269 .05 62 
tutorial_reading_etc .355 .01 66 repeated_practice 
tutorial_grammar_etc .363 .01 66 

Table 32: IILL Survey - Correlations benefits 
ICT with application use 

Relatively few significant correlations were found between the benefits in the 

general category and the use of particular applications. Improvements in 

student levels were associated with the use of tutorial software. Adjusting 

instruction to individual student levels and providing individual feedback 

correlated with the use of online dictionaries / reference works; and 

becoming a better teacher with the use of resources.   
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More relationships were found between the progressive benefit category and 

specific ICT applications. Responses to the statement “ICT allows my 

students to work on tasks collaboratively” can be shown to be positively 

related to the use of voice e-mail, text chatting, voice chatting, 

videoconferencing, weblogs and virtual worlds. Similarly the benefit of 

experiencing culture correlates significantly with the use of one type of 

resources (“Other websites on life and culture in the target language”), and 

the use of videoconferencing. Learner independence has significant 

relationships with the use of online dictionaries / reference works and web 

resources, but also with e-mail and voice chatting. Authenticity is also linked 

to the use of online dictionaries / reference works (but not at significant levels 

to the use of resources or other applications).  The statement “ICT has 

allowed me to implement didactic principles which I could not have 

implemented without ICT” also relates at a significant level to the use of 

online dictionaries / reference works. Some of these relationships appear to 

be meaningful. This will be discussed further in section 5.5 below.  

Benefits in the conservative group in relation to particular types of 

applications showed the least number of significant relationships. The 

strongest relationships were observed between the statements “The main 

benefit of ICT for my students is in repeated practice and reinforcement of 

specific language skills” and “I use ICT because it allows me to monitor 

student progress very closely”, on the one hand, and the use of tutorial 

software for reading, listening, writing, speaking and tutorial software for 

grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, on the other. The other significant 

relationship was between the statement that ICT is used for freeing up time 

for real communication in the classroom and the use of resources. Freeing up 

time for real communication in the classroom was negatively related to the 

use of voice e-mail.  
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5.4.3.2 Views on language teaching and learning 

Participants were asked to express their views on 10 statements about 

language teaching and language learning. These had been derived from the 

literature on L2 learning and teaching  (particularly, Doughty & Long, 2003; 

Ellis, 2005; Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Willis & Willis, 2007). Unlike the items 

in the previous question, no reference was made to the use of ICT in these 

statements. Items focused on the position of grammar and vocabulary in the 

curriculum, the importance of communication and tasks as point of 

departure, the role of interaction and collaboration, and the roles of the 

teacher and learner. A distinction was made between statements reflecting 

more traditional conceptions of instructed language learning and statements 

reflecting modern conceptions. The statements given are listed in Table 33 

below, together with the associated variable labels for ease of reference in the 

discussion of the analysis.  

IILL Survey  – Views on language learning and teaching by group and 
variable label 

Group Statement Label 

Meaningful communication rather than 
linguistic form should be the focus of 
language learning. 

meaningful_communication 

Interaction or collaboration between 
learners is a good way of raising 
awareness of linguistic forms. 

interaction_between_learners 

The tasks that students perform in 
their academic or professional careers 
should be the guiding principle in 
designing language courses. 

tasks 

Grammar teaching should be 
integrated in teaching communicative 
skills. 

grammar_integrated 

A primary role of the teacher is to help 
students learn how to learn. 

learn_to_learn 

Modern 

For language learning to be successful 
it is essential that students take 
responsibility of their own learning. 

responsibility 
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It is the role of the teacher to impart 
knowledge to the student through such 
activities as explanation, example and 
practice 

imparting_knowledge 

When learners are allowed to interact 
freely (for example in group or pair 
activities), they learn each others’ 
mistakes. 

free_interaction 

The structures or vocabulary items that 
students should know at specific stages 
during their study should determine the 
syllabus of the course. 

vocabulary_structures 

Traditional 

Grammar points should be taught 
before students start using them in 
communicative tasks. 

grammar_first 

Table 33: IILL Survey - Views on language 
learning and teaching by group and variable 
label 

Frequencies  

The relative order of the statements, ranked by average rating, is given in 

Table 34 below.  

IILL Survey  – Views on language teaching and learning by rating 

N = 71 

 
Group 

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Agree
Strongly 

Agree 
No 

opinion 
M 

For language 
learning to be 
successful it is 
essential that 
students take 

responsibility of 
their own learning. 

M 0.0% 
(0) 

1.4% 
(1) 

28.2% 
(20) 

66.2% 
(47) 

4.2% 
(3) 

3.68 

A primary role of 
the teacher is to 

help students learn 
how to learn. 

M 
1.4% 
(1) 

8.5% 
(6) 

39.4% 
(28) 

47.9% 
(34) 

2.8% 
(2) 

3.38 
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Grammar teaching 
should be 

integrated in 
teaching 

communicative 
skills. 

M 0.0% 
(0) 

7.0% 
(5) 

49.3% 
(35) 

38.0% 
(27) 

5.6% 
(4) 

3.33 

Interaction or 
collaboration 

between learners is 
a good way of 

raising awareness 
of linguistic forms. 

M 0.0% 
(0) 

8.5% (6) 50.7% 
(36) 

35.2% 
(25) 

5.6% 
(4) 

3.28 

Meaningful 
communication 

rather than 
linguistic form 
should be the 

focus of language 
learning. 

M 2.8% 
(2) 

7.0% 
(5) 

47.9% 
(34) 

35.2% 
(25) 

7.0% 
(5) 

3.24 

The tasks that 
students perform 
in their academic 

or professional 
careers should be 

the guiding 
principle in 

designing language 
courses. 

M 
1.4% 
(1) 

14.1% 
(10) 

40.8% 
(29) 

38.0% 
(27) 

5.6% 
(4) 3.22 

It is the role of the 
teacher to impart 
knowledge to the 
student through 
such activities as 

explanation, 
example and 

practice. 

T 
4.2% 
(3) 

15.5% 
(11) 

56.3% 
(40) 

18.3% 
(13) 

5.6% 
(4) 2.94 

The structures or 
vocabulary items 

that students 
should know at 

specific stages 
during their study 
should determine 

the syllabus of the 
course. 

T 
9.9% 
(7) 

33.8% 
(24) 

33.8% 
(24) 

12.7% 
(9) 

9.9% 
(7) 

2.55 
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Grammar points 
should be taught 
before students 

start using them in 
communicative 

tasks. 

T 9.9% 
(7) 

45.1% 
(32) 

26.8% 
(19) 

9.9% 
(7) 

8.5% 
(6) 

2.40 

When learners are 
allowed to interact 
freely (for example 

in group or pair 
activities), they 

learn each others’ 
mistakes. 

T 11.3% 
(8) 

46.5% 
(33) 

21.1% 
(15) 

12.7% 
(9) 

8.5% 
(6) 

2.38 

Table 34: IILL Survey - Views on language 
teaching and learning by rating 

The ranking shows that opinions are clearly split between modern 

conceptions (taking the highest positions) and traditional conceptions (taking 

the lowest positions).  Students taking responsibility of their own learning and 

teachers helping them do so are the highest rated statements. The statements 

on integrated grammar teaching and interaction to promote focus on form 

rank higher than “Meaningful communication rather than linguistic form 

should be the focus of language learning” in which focus on form is not 

necessarily implied. The ratings of tasks as a guiding principle take up a 

middle position. Of the items reflecting more traditional views, the statement 

“It is the role of the teacher to impart knowledge to the student through such 

activities as explanation, example and practice” finds agreement with almost 

75% of the participants. This statement reflects a PPP approach to teaching, 

but finds strong support with the participants. And the number of 

participants agreeing with the statement “The structures or vocabulary items 

that students should know at specific stages during their study should 

determine the syllabus of the course” also exceeded the number of 

respondents disagreeing with it (albeit by a margin of only 2, or 2.8%).  The 

other two, lowest ranking, statements associated with traditional views were 

rejected by a clear majority of participants. These data suggest that although 

participants overall agree most strongly with contemporary views on language 
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learning, there is also considerable support for some views associated with 

more traditional language pedagogy. 

Correlations with ICT applications 

To examine the relationships between views on language pedagogy and the 

use of ICT applications, correlation analyses were conducted comparing the 

results of the agreement/disagreement statements above to the use of the 

application types described in Table 22. The results are presented in Table 35 

below.   

IILL Survey  – Correlations views on language teaching and learning 
with application use 

Correlation Pearson’s r p 
< 

N 

View ICT application    
Modern     

tutorial_dictionary .245 .05 68 responsibility 
resources_other .301 .05 68 
tutorial_dictionary .268 .05 69 
resources_media .251 .05 67 

learn_to_learn 

resources_other .324 .01 67 
interaction_between_learners resources_media .258 .05 67 
grammar_integrated resources_other .252 .05 67 

Traditional     
resources_media -.259 .05 65 
resources_other -.314 .05 65 

grammar_first 

text_email -.257 .05 65 
Table 35: IILL Survey - Correlations views on 
language teaching and learning with 
application use 

Correlations between modern views on language learning and teaching and 

ICT applications were observed at significant levels for the statements on 

students taking responsibility of their own learning and teachers helping them 

learn to learn in relation to the use of online dictionaries / reference works 

and web resources (media and / or other resources).  The statement about 

interaction between learners for raising awareness of linguistic forms and the 

statement on integrating grammar in the teaching of communicative skills 

were also associated at significant levels with the use of web resources (media 
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and other resources, respectively). The views on meaningful communication 

being the focus of language learning, and tasks as a guiding principle did not 

show significant relationships with any type of technology (nor with 

applications for communication or collaboration).  

Significant relationships between traditional views on language learning and 

the use of ICT were more limited in number. The only significant 

relationships were obtained for the statement “Grammar points should be 

taught before students start using them in communicative tasks” which 

correlated negatively with the use of web resources (both types) and e-mail.  

These data suggest that it may be more difficult to establish relationships 

between views on language pedagogy and application use than between more 

directly perceived benefits and application use. A notable exception are 

perhaps resources which seem to be more typical of modern conceptions of 

language learning and teaching.  

5.4.3.3 Personal and institutional factors 

Personal engagement 

To assess language teachers’ personal engagement with technology, 

participants were asked to respond to five statements based on Collis and 

Moonen’s original set of statements on personal engagement (Collis, Peters, & 

Pals, 2001). The results are presented in Table 36 below, ordered by overall 

rating.  
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IILL Survey  – Personal engagement by rating 

N = 71 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
No 

opinion 
M 

I regularly make use of 
ICT for interaction with 

colleagues and friends 

0.0% 
(0) 

1.4% 
(1) 

36.6% 
(26) 

62.0% 
(44) 

0.0% 
(0) 

3.61 

I like to try out new 
methods of teaching and 

learning 

0.0% 
(0) 

2.8% 
(2) 

33.8% 
(24) 

60.6% 
(43) 

2.8% 
(2) 

3.59 

I can picture myself trying 
to encourage colleagues 

or students to try out new 
forms of ICT for teaching 

and learning 

0.0% 
(0) 

1.4% 
(1) 

40.8% 
(29) 

54.9% 
(39) 

2.8% 
(2) 3.55 

I generally feel confident 
in using technology 

0.0% 
(0) 

5.6% 
(4) 

42.3% 
(30) 

50.7% 
(36) 

1.4% 
(1) 

3.46 

My previous experiences 
with using technology for 

teaching and learning 
have been positive 

0.0% 
(0) 

4.2% 
(3) 

50.7% 
(36) 

43.7% 
(31) 

1.4% 
(1) 3.40 

Table 36: IILL Survey - Personal engagement 
by rating 

The results indicate that the participants have very high levels of engagement 

(the highest percentages are for the “Strongly agree” option in all cases but 

one), suggesting that one of Collis and Moonen’s 4 Es for successful 

implementation is very favourable with this group. It should, however, be 

noted that the respondents represent a group that already uses ICT for 

language learning and teaching. The results would most likely be different for 

groups not yet using ICT for learning-related purposes.    

The results from t-tests showed no significant differences between teachers 

from different institution types.  Teachers from the Netherlands however had 

somewhat lower confidence levels (M = 3.19, SE = .136) than teachers 
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elsewhere (M = 3.61, SE = .074).  This difference was significant 

t(68) = -2.96, p < .01.   They also made less use of technology for interaction 

with colleagues and friends (M = 3.42, SE = .113) than others (M = 3.71, SE 

= . 068) at a significant level: t(43.24) = -2.32 , p < .05.  

Institutional aspects 

Aspects of the institutional environment (another of Collis and Moonen’s 4Es) 

were rated lower overall than personal engagement. The average ratings for 

the questions on institutional aspects can be found in Table 37 below.  The 

overall ratings are slightly lower than the value for agreement (3.00), indicating 

that on average teachers do not quite agree with the statements given. There 

is also a greater spread of answers than with the previous question, suggesting 

more differences between institutions. The technical infrastructure in the 

institution was rated highest - but still, on average, insufficient. The 

institutional vision on using ICT for language learning and teaching was rated 

lowest. Technical support got higher ratings than didactic support. One 

respondent commented:  

My institution appears to have lots of money to spend on hardware, 

and maybe some types of software, but in terms of supporting new 

initatives – I’m on my own. If something goes wrong with the wiki 

that I’m using with my class, then it's up to me to sort it out. 

However, if my computer goes on the blink, no problem, they will get 

me a new one. 

(Anonymous participant 5) 

Institutional pressure for using ICT (the only statement not based in Collis 

and Moonen’s original statements) is experienced by many participants.  
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IILL Survey  – Institutional aspects by rating 

N = 71 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree
Strongly 

Agree 
No 

opinion 
M 

My institution's technical 
infrastructure for ICT-

supported language 
learning is sufficient. 

7.0% 
(5) 

26.8% 
(19) 

39.4% 
(28) 

19.7% 
(14) 

7.0% 
(5) 2.77 

There is strong 
institutional pressure to 

start using ICT for 
language learning and 

teaching. 

8.5% 
(6) 

19.7% 
(14) 

53.5% 
(38) 

14.1% 
(10) 

4.2% 
(3) 2.76 

The technical support of 
ICT-applications for 

language learning in my 
institution is sufficient. 

11.3% 
(8) 

23.9% 
(17) 

47.9% 
(34) 

14.1% 
(10) 

2.8% 
(2) 

2.67 

The funding and 
incentives that are 

available in my institution 
for using ICT for 

language learning are 
sufficient. 

9.9% 
(7) 

28.2% 
(20) 

42.3% 
(30) 

15.5% 
(11) 

4.2% 
(3) 

2.66 

The didactic support of 
ICT-applications for 

language learning in my 
institution is sufficient. 

11.3% 
(8) 

25.4% 
(18) 

43.7% 
(31) 

14.1% 
(10) 

5.6% 
(4) 

2.64 

My institution has a clear 
vision on the use of ICT 

for language learning and 
teaching. 

12.7% 
(9) 

29.6% 
(21) 

35.2% 
(25) 

15.5% 
(11) 

7.0% 
(5) 

2.58 

Table 37: IILL Survey - Institutional aspects 
by rating 

Since these data may be particularly sensitive to differences in institutional 

parameters, t-tests were conducted to examine potential variances. The 

relevant t-test results are outlined in Table 38 below:  
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IILL Survey  – t-tests ratings of institutional aspects for designated 
groups of teachers vs others 

Netherlands M MOthers T df p < 
Funding 2.96 2.49 2.40 62.75 .05 
Vision 2.84 2.41 2.02 63.32 .05 

HE language sections      
Vision 2.00 2.75 -2.88 64 .01 

Extracurricular students      
Institutional pressure 3.04 2.58 2.38 66 .05 
Vision 2.86 2.37 2.17 64 .05 

External students      
Institutional pressure 2.13 2.65 2.08 66 .05 
Vision 3.00 2.43 2.61 37.74 .05 

Staff      
Vision 3.20 2.52 2.89 7.37 .05 

Table 38: IILL Survey - t-Test results for 
institutional aspects 

The results of the t-tests suggest that teachers in the Netherlands give higher 

ratings for vision and funding.  The only relevant difference for institution 

types was found with teachers working in HE language sections: their overall 

rating for vision is significantly lower than the rating of teachers from other 

institution types. The types of students catered for may account for the largest 

differences in ratings. Teachers of both extracurricular students (students 

from HE institutions learning languages, but not as part of the curriculum) 

and external students (language learners not enrolled in the curriculum in the 

HE institution) give higher ratings for institutional pressure, but also for 

institutional vision. Teachers providing teaching to staff also rate the 

institutional vision higher.  

Sources of information 

Participants were asked to mention the three most important sources of 

information used to get to know more about ICT for language learning, 

ordering them by most important, 2nd, and 3rd most important. The results 

(counts) multiplied by corresponding weights (3 for most important, 2 for 2nd, 

and 1 for 3rd most important) are presented in Table 39 below.  
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IILL Survey  – Weighted ranking sources of information 

N = 71 

 Most 
important 

2nd most 
important 

3rd most 
important 

Overall 
rank order 

 N N * 3 N N * 2 N N * 1  

Colleagues 17 51 7 14 8 8 73 

Attending conferences 6 18 16 32 13 13 63 

Workshops in my institution 8 24 14 28 8 8 60 

Participation in innovation 
projects 

11 33 9 18 7 7 58 

Searches on the internet 9 27 5 10 3 3 40 

Journals and books 8 24 1 2 6 6 32 

Teaching and learning support 
centre 

3 9 5 10 4 4 23 

Mailing lists / bulletin boards 3 9 4 8 4 4 21 

In-service training 2 6 4 8 6 6 20 

Specific websites 2 6 2 4 8 8 18 

Information resources 
(leaflets, manuals, web pages, 

etc.) in my institution 
2 6 4 8 4 4 18 

Table 39: IILL Survey - Weighted ranking 
sources of information 

These results indicate that participants most frequently turn to colleagues to 

find out more about the use of ICT for language learning. Conferences, 

workshops and innovation projects are next in order of importance.  

Conferences were in fact most often selected as a source of information, but 

not most often as the most important source. The four highest ranking 

sources are set aside from the others by a clear margin.  They all involve social 

interaction. The sources implying some form of individual information 

gathering have lower rankings, but to what extent the social dimension may 
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be relevant is not clear from these data, since teaching and learning support 

centres and in-service training, which are also socially oriented, are also 

among the lower rated information sources. 

5.5 Discussion  

5.5.1 ICT applications used 

The results of the survey obtained from participants from a wide range of 

teaching backgrounds help us to put key issues in the implementation of ICT-

Integrated Language Learning into focus and suggest a number of ways to 

carry the development of an implementation framework for IILL forward.   

First of all, from the multitude of program options available, the respondents 

indicate that tutorial programs (including online dictionaries / reference 

works), web resources and the asynchronous communication tool of (text-

based) email are the most frequently used types of applications.  

The high ranking of tutorial programs is in line with the findings reported on 

in the preceding chapters (Felix, 1999; Felix, 2003; Schrooten, 2006). In fact, 

frequent use of tutorial software was one of the findings from Levy’s CALL 

survey conducted more than 15 years ago (Levy, 1997). Taalas’ longitudinal 

survey-based research (Taalas, 2005), covering the period from 1994 to 2001, 

also showed substantial use of this type of software, but reported that 

Internet-based tools were gaining importance as technologies for language 

learning and teaching. The increase of the Internet / WWW, particularly as a 

resource for language learning and teaching, is confirmed by our data, but 

they also show that this has not led to the demise of tutorial programs, 

particularly those associated with teaching and learning formal aspects of 

language use (grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary). This is also confirmed by 

other recent surveys. In Arnold (2007) the use of tutorial software (referred to 

as “content software” in her study) takes up the highest position after three 

types of applications associated with the Internet (posting materials online, 
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sending students to specific web sites, having students search the Internet). 

Toner et al. (2008) also report substantial use of tutorial software (“CALL 

packages”), particularly for grammar, pronunciation, listening/ viewing and 

reading.  This links up with the areas of application in which our survey found 

this type of application to be prevalent.   

Our study revealed that tutorial programs are particularly associated with the 

development of linguistic skills (grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary) and, 

less strongly, with communicative skills (primarily reading and listening). With 

the exception of pronunciation, user input for these skills is often in the form 

of closed written or selected responses, which can easily be evaluated by 

computers.  

This technological suitability, together with the associated benefits of repeated 

practice and student monitoring, are likely to be important factors in the 

frequency of use of these tutorial programs. In spite of an overall tendency to 

support contemporary views on language learning, a high percentage of 

57.5% of the respondents agreed with the statement (often associated with 

traditional pedagogy) that the main benefit of ICT is in repeated practice and 

reinforcement of specific language skills. For pronunciation, an area where 

tutorial programs are also often applied, the possibility for repeated rehearsal 

may well be the primary factor, since unlike assessment of the other skills to 

which tutorial programs are applied frequently, reliable assessment of 

pronunciation by computer, in spite of great improvements in computer-

assisted pronunciation training (CAPT), is not yet generally available today  

(Holland & Fisher, 2008; Neri, 2007). The predominant practice format 

continues to be listen-and-repeat (Jones, 1997).  

In addition, the possibility of tracking student progress may have played a role 

in the selection of tutorial programs.  Of the participants, 52% supported the 

statement that ICT was used because it allowed them to monitor student 

progress closely. The perception of these benefits correlated at significant 
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levels with the frequency of use of tutorial programs, suggesting that these 

aspects are important considerations when teachers select tutorial programs 

for language learning.  

Online dictionaries and other reference works, which were included in our 

category of tutorial applications because they are meant for teaching and 

learning purposes, are reported to be the most frequently used of all 

applications. Intended for reference rather than practice, evaluation of student 

input is not a characteristic of such programs and they are not associated with 

the benefits of the tutorial programs described above. Instead, their use 

correlates with benefits such as adjusting instruction to individual student 

needs, learner independence, making language learning more authentic, 

providing individual feedback and implementing new didactic principles. 

These perceived benefits are an indication that online dictionaries and other 

reference works fulfil pedagogically different functions from the tutorial 

applications described above. In many respects, they are closely associated 

with the more general web resources described below.  

Following the two types of tutorial programs described above, web resources 

(online news media and other websites on life and culture in the target 

language) came out as the next most frequently used types of ICT 

applications for language teaching and learning.8 The importance of the web 

as a medium in language instruction is generally acknowledged today, also in 

findings from other surveys on the use of ICT (Arnold, 2007; Schneider, 

2007; Toner, Barr, Carvalho Martins, & Wright, 2008). The IILL Survey 

found that web resources are perceived by respondents as supporting the 

widest range of skills (both communicative and language-oriented), which 

underscores their versatility and wide applicability as language learning tools. 

The skills most supported by web resources are reported to be reading and 

vocabulary. Since the primary mode of the multimodal web is text, this 

                                                 
8  In fact, if online dictionaries / other reference works had been included with this category, resources 

would have come out highest in the rankings in Table 19. 
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association makes sense. The linkage with listening can also be readily 

understood, since many media and culture sites are supported by audio and 

video. Just how the association of such sites with grammar teaching and 

learning should be interpreted remains unclear from the data. It may refer to 

the use of such sites for finding examples of “real” language or to specific 

language learning areas of some such sites (e.g. BBC Languages, 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/languages/).  It may also simply be due to the fact 

that users have interpreted the “other websites” category to include online 

dictionary and reference sites, which as was discussed above, came out as the 

most frequently used type of application.   

In relation to the attested benefits of using ICT, web resources are associated 

at significant levels with the pedagogical aspects of experiencing culture, 

learner independence and authenticity. This suggests a meaningful 

relationship between the use of these tools and teaching in which students 

explore aspects of the target culture and language on the web. In other words, 

this is an indication that the web is perceived to be useful for pedagogically 

innovative applications. This is also borne out by the data from Arnold 

(2007), where connecting students to “the target culture and/or its people” is 

among the highest ranking reasons for using technology.  

However, great care should be taken not to associate these benefits with 

pedagogical principles too strongly. The data on learner independence can be 

used to illustrate this. Participants appear to have conceived of learner 

independence in more practical terms than the meaning that is often implied 

in the literature and research on language learning and teaching (e.g. Little, 

2001; Littlemore, 2001; Scharle & Szabó, 2000). Not only is this suggested by 

the close association – also in ranking – of the statement on learner 

independence (“My students have become more independent learners 

because they have access to ICT”) with the statement “An important benefit 

of ICT for my students is that it allows them to work at the time, location, 

and pace that suits them best”, but it may also be implied by the correlation of 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/languages/�
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learner independence with text email and voice chatting. Independence is thus 

also closely associated with the logistics of learning. Again there are parallels 

with Arnold (2007).  She revealed that the most important reason for the use 

of instructional technology is “student convenience”. Allowing students to 

work at the time, location, or pace that suits them best is clearly an instance of 

this. Arnold (2007) uses the term “utilitarian applications” for these types of 

use, distinguishing them from more principled, “pedagogical applications”. 

These findings are yet another indication that the selection of ICT 

applications often depends on principles and practicalities working together at 

the same time and that a model for implementation should incorporate 

aspects of both.  

In fact, the IILL survey suggested some benefits that may be relevant for the 

teacher rather than for the students. Arnold (2007) refers to such benefits as 

“teacher convenience”, which is also high on her list of reasons for using ICT. 

The statement “I have become a better language teacher because of ICT” 

correlated at a significant level with the use of web resources. One can 

imagine that access to the web has substantial benefits for those in the 

teaching profession. However, it cannot be incontestably determined that this 

is the relationship implied by the correlation.  

Finally, the relatively strong correlation between web resources and the 

statement that ICT is useful for freeing up time for real communication in the 

classroom invites the interpretation that the two are somehow 

complementary. In the discussion of TBLT in chapter 2, it has been 

demonstrated that, if ICT is considered, this is the default role of technology 

in the task-based syllabus. Web resources are typically regarded as sources of 

input for classroom interaction. Although making this inference from the 

observed correlation may be stretching the evidence too far, there is much in 

the data to suggest complementarity between what goes on in the classroom 

and what goes on outside it in terms of ICT and associated learner tasks.  
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Text email clearly stands out as the communication tool most frequently used 

in language teaching and learning. This is again in line with findings from 

other surveys.  Toner et al. (2008) emphasise the primary role of email in 

distributing and receiving course work. Schneider (2007) also reports high use 

of email by language teachers (96.2%), but suggests that it is much less 

frequently used for pedagogical purposes.  As has been demonstrated above, 

this is partly a matter of definition. Using email for distributing and receiving 

course work would be considered “utilitarian” use in Arnold (2007), but the 

distinction between “utilitarian” and “pedagogical” uses is not clear cut. Collis 

and Moonen (2001) associate the former with “pedagogical approach” 

(mainly how learning is organised) and the latter with “pedagogical model” 

(the principles or philosophies upon which learning is based). Both may be 

regarded as different aspects of pedagogy.  

Participants in the IILL survey linked asynchronous communication (with 

text email as the main application) explicitly to skills such as writing, reading 

and grammar. In addition, as was pointed out above, text email correlated at a 

significant level with learner independence. The data are not conclusive, 

however, on whether this refers to the role of email (or asynchronous 

communication more generally) in serving students at a distance, or whether it 

refers to more innovative practices, such as the use of email in tandem writing 

projects (Appel & Mullen, 2000; Little, 2001). 

The remaining tools for communication, collaboration and web publication, 

were also linked with specific skills and correlated to specific benefits, but the 

reported frequency of use overall was very low, in most cases signalling their 

status as emerging technologies which have yet to establish a position as 

options for language learning with a wider audience. Interestingly, the web 

publication and collaboration tools (online portfolio, weblog, wiki, virtual 

worlds) were not only mentioned in connection with writing, but also, even 

more frequently, with reading. Although it cannot be determined from the 

data which application within this category was associated with reading most, 
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this may suggest that the use of these tools, in addition to supporting 

productive skills, also involves the role of students as an audience of readers. 

The use of many of these tools correlated at significant levels with the 

perceived benefit of using ICT for working on tasks collaboratively. This goes 

for voice email, text discussion, text chatting, voice chatting, 

videoconferencing, weblogs and virtual worlds. This suggests that the 

pioneers using such tools give positive ratings for the use of them in support 

of collaborative work. Surprisingly, for wikis, no significant relationship with 

collaboration could be determined. Another aspect worth mentioning is the 

absence of a significant relationship between the use of online portfolios and 

the statement on using ICT for promoting student reflection on what it 

means to be language learners.  

Applications such as weblogs, wikis, online portfolios, virtual worlds, and 

voice-based communication tools have yet to make their mark in general 

CALL and some will most likely remain confined to specific groups of 

learners (or teachers).  This probably accounts for the low frequencies of 

these tools overall. Videoconferencing is, for instance, also listed as one of the 

least used applications in both Arnold (2007) and Toner et al. (2008).  They 

suggest that the complexity of setting up videoconferencing sessions is one of 

the reasons for low use.  

It is questionable, however, whether this can fully account for the position of 

synchronous communication. It is the lowest category of applications overall 

and some types of applications, such as text-based chatting, have been 

available for quite some time. Although text chatting is more often used than 

videoconferencing (also according to Arnold (2007) and Toner et al. (2008)), 

it is likely that the opportunities for face-to-face interaction in the typical HE 

setting are related to the low use of synchronous tools overall. The low 

reported use may also imply that they are not much used for communicating 

with NSS outside the classroom, one of the areas where they have much 

potential (Lomicka, 2006; Lys, 2004; O'Dowd, 2003; Tudini, 2003; 
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Warschauer & Kern, 2000). To assess the potential impact of environmental 

factors on software selection in more detail, the educational setting that 

emerges from the survey will be discussed in the next section. 

5.5.2 Educational setting 

Although some teachers provide language teaching which is 100% online, and 

others offer instruction which is almost completely classroom-based (without 

homework), on average at most 40% of the course time is reserved for work 

in class; the other 60% is spent by students out of class.  A large majority of 

participants (71.3%) indicated that ICT is mainly used by students outside the 

classroom. This suggests that ICT is predominantly used away from the 

teacher as homework or for remedial purposes. Individual work at the 

computer is much higher outside the classroom than inside the classroom and 

mainly of the computer-interactive type. More than 15 years ago Levy’s CALL 

survey showed that the computer was seen as “a useful provider of 

mechanical language practice”, particularly “within the context of the self-

access mode” (Levy, 1997: 128). The IILL survey provides evidence that this 

role in this context has not lost currency today.  The survey revealed that both 

computer-interactive and computer-mediated applications are mainly used 

outside the classroom context. This suggests that the application types most 

used, tutorial programs, resources and email (i.e. both the tutor and tool types 

distinguished by Levy (1997)) are primarily used outside the classroom 

context. It is in this context that their potential for making students work 

independently of time, place, pace and teacher (benefits of ICT which 

teachers rated highest) come to the fore most strongly. This use seems to be 

largely independent of teachers’ preferred language learning philosophies.  

There is thus fairly strong support for a division of labour between in-class 

and out-of-class work in the typical situation explored by our study. In 

language learning in HE supported by ICT and face-to-face contact, ICT 

fulfils a distinct need to support the language learners away from the teacher. 
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On the one hand, tutorial programs are used for language areas (grammar, 

pronunciation, vocabulary) where the computer can replace certain functions 

traditionally associated with the teacher (explanation, feedback) and offer 

repeated practice and reinforcement, on the other hand web resources are 

used as input for other language areas (reading, listening) and culture. The 

web is also highly appreciated for access to dictionaries and other reference 

works. Email, in addition to being used as a general medium of 

communication, is used to support specific skills such as reading, writing and 

grammar. The activities supported by these tools lend themselves well for 

out-of-class work. The use of more recent tools is not yet much in evidence, 

but if they are used they are often used for collaboration, presumably also 

often outside the classroom context.  

ICT is much less used inside the classroom, but if it is used, students work in 

pairs at the computer more often than outside the classroom. Just as outside 

the classroom, however, students on average interact with the computer more 

often than with peers or others via the computer. This supports the view, also 

promoted in TBLT accounts of the role of technology in language learning, 

that ICT (particularly the Internet) may be a powerful provider of input for 

classroom interaction and that interaction between language learners is more 

strongly associated with work inside the classroom than work outside the 

classroom.  

It should also be noted, however, that more than 20% of the teachers report 

that for their students interaction via the computer (computer-mediated 

interaction) is the most frequent mode. This percentage is approximately the 

same for computer-mediated interaction inside the classroom and outside the 

classroom.  This goes to show that there is a substantial group of teachers 

who use computers in the context of communication and interaction between 

learners (or between learners and tutors). The type of interaction used is 

primarily asynchronous and text-based. Asynchronous communication, 

because of its independence of time, generally makes for greater flexibility 
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than synchronous communication. This, together with the primacy that is 

given to the classroom for interaction and collaboration, may account for the 

low use of synchronous communication in the setting targeted by our study.  

The fact that tools for oral communication are not yet widely in use may also 

have played a role, but given the importance of face-to-face interaction in the 

classroom (and the possibility for implementing this), the use of these tools 

should probably not be considered as a replacement of classroom interaction, 

but as an extension of it beyond the classroom.  

The data indicate that a wide range of technological facilities is used to 

support classroom teaching. Primary among these are VLEs (used by 80%), 

teacher PC and data projector (91.3%) and multimedia language labs (50%).  

The frequent use of VLEs to support language teaching and learning is in line 

with the results from Toner et al. (2008). They point out that VLEs are 

generally used for course organisation (distribution of course work, 

communication with students) and making multimedia resources available to 

students. Schneider (2007) also reports that VLEs are generally available for 

language learning, but she remarks that they are not often used for 

pedagogical purposes yet. Our findings on the relatively low frequencies of 

application of communication and collaboration technologies (facilities for 

which are present in most VLEs) also point in that direction. Nevertheless, 

these data show that VLEs are rapidly becoming a fixture in language 

teaching and learning.  

The high frequency of use of teacher PCs and data projectors links up well 

with findings in Toner et al. (2008) about the use of these technologies. They 

found that desktop PCs, laptops and data projectors are used by over 50% of 

the language teachers more than once a week. Over 80% of their respondents 

indicated that they use technology in the classroom all the time. Although the 

technologies considered by them include other technologies as well, their data 

also suggest that teacher PCs and data projectors have become an 

indispensable element in language teaching and learning.  
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It should be noted that the data on the use of multimedia language labs that 

came out of our study provides no specific information on how these are 

used in language learning. Our data on the general use of the classroom 

suggests that technology use inside the classroom is by individual students 

and oriented towards interaction with the computer rather than interaction 

with peers or others. Classroom-based CMC activities are in evidence with a 

minority of teachers, so it must be assumed that a multimedia (language) lab is 

used for this. Toner et al. (2008), who looked at the use of digital language 

labs in particular, conclude that digital language labs are very often used for 

working with tutorial software and less often for CMC or the use of audio-

visual materials.  These data suggest that the role of language labs in a TBLT 

setting where classroom activities have a strong focus on interaction warrants 

special attention in the IILL implementation framework.  

5.5.3 Aspects and factors determining the use of ICT 

Although it may be tempting to associate the use of ICT with particular views 

on pedagogy, this relationship cannot unambiguously be determined on the 

basis of the data. The strongest links were found between perceived benefits 

and the use of ICT. The ranking of perceived benefits indicated that most 

benefits gleaned from the literature find ample support with teachers. Two 

benefits associated with more conservative views on the use of technology for 

(language) learning, offering repeated practice and being able to monitor 

student progress, found considerable support with the participants. This may 

partly account for the high ranking of tutorial programs. The use of these 

programs in support of the language skills for which they are mostly applied, 

pronunciation and grammar, would most likely be less frequent if teachers did 

not also set store by these skills as important for language learning. The 

ranking of views on language teaching and learning indicates that most 

teachers do not consider explicit teaching of these skills most important for 

language learning. There is stronger agreement overall for an integrated 

approach to grammar teaching, interaction or collaboration as a way of raising 
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awareness of linguistic forms and meaningful communication than for 

structure-based approaches to language learning. Nevertheless, there is also 

considerable support for the view that predetermined structures or vocabulary 

items should be at the basis of the course syllabus. In contrast to the 

relationships between benefits of ICT and actual programs used, there are no 

significant relationships between these views on the role of 

grammar/structure in language pedagogy and the use of ICT. The only 

significant positive relationships were between the highest ranking statements 

that students should take responsibility for their own learning and that it is a 

primary role of teachers to help them to learn to learn on the one hand, and 

the use of online dictionaries and web resources on the other. The point of 

view that grammar points should be taught before students start using them 

in communication was rejected by a majority or participants and mapped 

negatively onto the use of online resources and text email, indicating that a 

greater preference of resources and text email co-occurred with a stronger 

rejection of this statement. Together with the importance that was attached to 

the use of ICT for promoting student independence (and the relative rankings 

of both benefits of ICT and views on language teaching and learning), this 

suggests that respondents overall support contemporary views on language 

learning, in which tutorial programs are valued for supporting teacher-

independent learning of specific language skills (particularly formal language 

features), and not necessarily associated with behaviourist approaches to 

language learning (as was claimed by proponents of TBLT in chapter 2). The 

data on free or obligatory use of these programs are inconclusive on whether 

the use of these is primarily seen as obligatory for all course participants or 

regarded as additional or remedial material for some.  

Some differences in frequency of use between different groups were 

observed, which cannot readily be accounted for on the basis of the data. 

Teachers of English relied significantly less often on the use of tutorial 

programs than teachers of other languages. This may have to do with the 

higher level of students or more use of other types of applications (web 
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resources which are plentiful for learners of English), but the validity of such 

claims cannot be determined on the basis of the data. By contrast, the use of 

tutorial programs is higher for extracurricular and external students, 

suggesting more reliance on tutorial support by computers and possibly less 

on support by teachers. Again, no significant relationships (e.g. with class 

time) could be determined here.  The higher frequency of use of voice email 

and voice chatting with academic students must be left unaccounted for.  

More conclusive are the survey results on personal engagement and 

institutional aspects in the use of technology. Personal engagement of 

participants with the use of technology ranked high, indicating that this group 

overall is well suited to carry implementation of ICT for language learning 

forward. Institutional aspects advantageous for promoting the use of ICT for 

learning were rated less positively, with average rates between the “disagree” 

and “agree” options suggesting that further improvement is possible. Vision 

and didactic support were considered to be less sufficient than technical 

infrastructure and technology support. This indicates that the framework 

should address vision and pedagogy rather than focus on technology alone in 

the process of implementation.  Teachers from the Netherlands had less 

positive prior experience with technology and also used ICT less for 

interaction with colleagues and friends, but gave higher ratings for funding 

and vision. This may be indicative of a relatively favourable educational 

environment for implementation in the Netherlands. Interestingly, higher 

ratings for institutional pressure co-occurred with higher ratings for vision 

with teachers providing language courses to extracurricular and external 

students. This may suggest that providing language teaching to specific groups 

outside the curriculum precipitates the need for developing strategies and a 

vision on language learning and teaching. This final observation, however, 

cannot be confirmed on the basis of the data.  

As far as informing teachers about the potential of ICT for language learning 

is concerned, the participants indicated that they value the help of colleagues 
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most, but also set great store by conferences, workshops and innovation 

projects. Possibly, a distinction should be made between immediate needs for 

which they most readily turn to colleagues and longer-term ambitions for 

which they attend conferences, workshops and are willing to participate in 

projects. At any rate, the social aspect of assistance seems to be of particular 

value, as indicated by the prevalence of human contact in the forms of 

support with the highest ratings.   

While some of these findings are perhaps not quite unexpected, the survey 

gives an indication of the relative importance of the many applications 

available for language teaching and language learning and the factors that may 

have played a role in their selection for learning-related purposes. Possibly, 

the closest analogue to our approach is Arnold (2007).  Unfortunately, close 

comparison of results is impeded by the different categories of IT 

applications and different lists of potential factors. By and large, however, 

there is correspondence of the highest ranking applications (using the web as 

a resource and tutorial applications) and those lowest in rank (collaboration 

and synchronous communication) in the two surveys. As has been shown, 

this is also in line with other survey-based studies, such Taalas (2005) and 

Toner et al. (2008). As far as potential factors for use is concerned, the highest 

ranking reason for using IT in Arnold (2007) (students’ convenience) has 

already been linked to the highest reported benefit (student independence) in 

our study. Other comparisons are difficult to make, but an indication that ICT 

is not primarily used for communication between peers in the classroom (as 

suggested by our survey) is the fact that the reason “foster communication 

among students in my class” is one of the lowest ranking pedagogically 

inspired motives in Arnold’s study. With regard to demographic factors, 

Arnold (2007) found that foreign language teaching experience does not have 

a significant impact on technology use. The same result came out of our 

study. Arnold (2007) found that age did make a difference, suggesting that a 

generation gap rather than teaching experience may make a difference for 

technology use. Our study did not examine age as a factor. Finally, she found 
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no significant differences when she compared technology use for teachers 

who had learned with technology to technology use of teachers who had not 

learned with technology. Arguably, learning through technology may 

therefore have little impact on teaching through technology. As indicated 

above, others, including Schneider (2007), have recommended the use of 

technology in teacher training as a way of increasing its use in teaching.  

Some of the other surveys also examined potential obstacles to the use of ICT 

for learning-related purposes. Lack of time stands out as the most important 

obstacle to the use of ICT (Arnold, 2007; Levy, 1997; Schneider, 2007), 

followed by lack of prerequisite skills in the use of ICT for learning-related 

purposes (Arnold, 2007; Levy, 1997; Schneider, 2007; Taalas, 2005). Funding 

(Levy, 1997) and unreliable software (Arnold, 2007; Toner et al., 2008) are 

also mentioned as major barriers. The picture on some of these aspects that 

were rated in our survey is perhaps slightly more positive, but technical 

infrastructure, technical support, funding, didactic support and vision also 

came out of our survey as areas for further improvement.  

5.6 Relevance of IILL survey for IILL implementation 

The aspects which the IILL survey has put into focus are summarised in 

Table 40 below.  
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Pedagogy: 

 

 Views on language learning suggest that a primary focus on 
meaning should not be at the expense of attention to form; 

 The two interpretations of learner independence (in the sense of 
freedom of time, place, pace and teacher, and in the sense of  
taking responsibility of one’s own learning) are closely related 
and perceived to be the highest ranking benefits of ICT;  

 As a corollary of the preceding, ICT applications are particularly 
valued for supporting learners outside the classroom;  

 Contemporary views on language learning and teaching do not 
preclude the use of tutorial applications;  

 Offering repeated practice and monitoring student progress are 
not exclusively associated with traditional views on language 
learning and teaching;  

 Web used to support a wide range of skills, particularly reading 
and vocabulary, listening (input) 

 Culture, learner independence, authenticity are typically 
supported by web resources;  

 There are also considerable advantages for teachers in using the 
web;  

 The web appears to be positioned as a complement to 
classroom teaching; 

 Tutorial programs are used for grammar, pronunciation, 
vocabulary where the computer can replace certain functions of 
the teacher (explanation, feedback) and offer repeated practice 
and reinforcement;  

 Online dictionaries and reference works are used for fostering 
student independence, individual instruction, authentic language 
learning; 

 Web resources are used as input for reading, listening and 
culture. 

Technology:  Tutorial programs (including dictionaries and other reference 
works), web resources and email are the most frequently used 
ICT applications;  

 Email plays a prominent role in teacher-student contact; use as 
didactical tool cannot be easily distinguished from 
logistic/utilitarian use; 

 Other forms of  CMC or Web 2.0 applications are not yet much 
in evidence.  Weblogs and wikis are relatively more frequent 
than synchronous CMC; 

 Synchronous communication applications are the least used of 
all applications;  

 Use of VLE to support online learning and classroom 
technologies (PC and data projector, multimedia lab) is 
substantial.  
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Environment:  About 40% of learning time takes place in class, 60% outside 
classroom; 

 ICT is mainly used outside the classroom; 

 Individual, computer-interactive work is predominant; 

 In class, computer use is also primarily individual and computer-
interactive;  

 Computer-mediated interaction, if it occurs, takes place both 
inside and outside class;  

 Users are less satisfied about vision and didactic support than 
about technical infrastructure and technology support; 

 Teaching specific groups may precipitate need for developing 
strategies and vision; 

 The help of colleagues is valued most as a resource for 
information, but great store is also set by conferences, 
workshops and innovation projects; 

 Lack of time, lack of skills, funding and faulty software are 
among the critical aspects of implementation.  

 

Table 40: IILL Survey - Summary of aspects 
of pedagogy, technology and institutional 
environment relevant for implementation 
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C h a p t e r  6   

ICT AND TASK DESIGN  

6.1 Introduction 

As described in the previous chapters, the learning environment today is 

enhanced by technology to yield many innovative options for language 

learning. The Internet may be used both as a resource and a conduit for 

teaching and learning; CMC offers alternative communication modes for the 

vital processes of interaction and collaboration; tutorial programs may 

provide focused instruction for specific language areas; and more recent 

technologies, such as weblogs, wikis and virtual worlds, support online 

collaborative work within peer groups or with target language users.  

In everyday teaching practice, there appear to be considerable differences in 

the frequency of use of these applications. The usage patterns that became 

evident from the IILL survey largely confirm findings from other studies and 

suggest that the most frequent applications involve the use of the Web as an 

online reference resource and as a source of input for language learning, and 

the use of tutorial programs for practising linguistic forms. Applications often 

associated with more innovative CALL, such as CMC (with the exception of 

email) and collaboration tools, clearly fall behind in popularity. The survey 

revealed that these applications are used primarily outside the classroom, 

often by students working on their own. VLEs and general computing 

facilities, such as a PC and data projector and multimedia (language) lab, were 

found to be frequently used in support of language learning and teaching in 

HE education institutions, which are generally well-equipped, but may want 

to improve the vision and didactic support with regard to the learning 

technologies available. Many of these findings are in line with the patterns of 

use that have been reported on in the description of innovation projects in 

the Netherlands in chapter 4.  
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In this chapter, we will examine more closely to what extent the observed 

usage patterns fall in with task-based language pedagogy. This will include an 

assessment of the role of tutorial software, which is not readily associated 

with modern views on language learning in the contemporary CALL 

literature. The focus in this chapter will be particularly on the use of ICT at 

the level of task design, while the next chapter will look more closely at the 

role of ICT in relation to curriculum design.  

The critical assessment of various technologies in support of language 

pedagogy will be based on the teaching-oriented frameworks of TBLT 

introduced in chapter 2, particularly Willis (1996) and Willis and Willis (2007). 

The scope for using ICT within the TBLT framework will be explored with 

reference to each of the three dimensions of integration (technology, 

pedagogy and institutional environment). Although the primary orientation is 

on TBLT, the other supporting frameworks CEFR and Flexibility-Activity 

Framework, as already demonstrated in the previous chapters, are useful for 

highlighting additional aspects of integration, which is why reference will be 

made to these frameworks as well in the discussion that follows.  

The discussion is intended to provide guidelines for implementation to those 

involved in integrating technology for language learning and teaching in HE 

institutions where opportunities for learning online can be combined with 

learning in class. Additional examples of use are given to make aspects of 

application more concrete or to present further information on specific 

programs or projects.  

6.2 Task design in TBLT  

As pointed out in chapter 2, using TBLT as a basis involves reinterpreting 

existing TBLT frameworks, which have been primarily designed with 

classroom-based language learning and teaching in mind, in light of the new 

possibilities afforded by a technology-supported learning environment. As 

Chapelle (2003) indicates the “body of professional knowledge” about 
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classroom instruction that is already available from SLA theory and research 

may make “the classroom episode or learning task” a suitable point of 

departure for exploring the potential of technology (Chapelle, 2003: 36-40). 

Looking at existing frameworks of TBLT suggests points of contact with the 

use of ICT and paves the way for discussing implementation of task-based 

learning and teaching practices in which technology is firmly incorporated.  

 

Figure 17: Task-based learning framework, 
based on Willis (1996: 38). 

One of the best known TBLT frameworks, with a strong emphasis on 

practical implementation, is presented in Willis (1996). We will use this 

framework as our main reference to outline task aspects relevant to the use of 

ICT and refer to other proposals as the discussion unfolds. The main 

components of the framework are given in Figure 17 above.  

Practice 
Teacher conducts practice of 

new words, phrases and 
patterns occurring in the data, 

either during or after the 
analysis. 

Report 
Some groups present 
their reports to the 
class, or exchange 

written reports, and 
compare results 

Task 
Students do the task, 

in pairs or small 
groups. Teacher 
monitors from a 

distance. 

Planning 
Students prepare to report to 
the whole class (orally or in 
writing) how they did the 
task, what they decided or 

discovered. 

Language Focus

Pre-task 
Introduction to topic and task 

Teacher explores the topic with the class, highlights 
useful words and phrases, helps students understand 
task instructions and prepare. Students may hear a 

recording of others doing a similar task. 

Task Cycle 

Analysis 
Students examine and 

discuss specific features 
of the text or transcript 

of the recording. 
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As in most other task-based frameworks, tasks are integrated into a 

pedagogical sequence, consisting of a pre-task, during-task, and post-task 

phase. In Willis (1996), the task proper is incorporated into the task cycle, 

where it marks the start of a three-step task phase. As illustrated in Figure 17, 

the pre-task phase is used to introduce language learners to the topic and task. 

It is intended to establish the learners’ understanding of the task and to 

activate words and phrases related to the task and topic. The centrality of 

meaning in the TBLT approach requires that explicit attention to form be 

avoided at this stage (to prevent students from ‘regurgitating’ pre-selected 

expressions and grammatical structures). One option for this phase is to show 

learners an example of the tasks being performed by fluent speakers of the 

language. This should motivate learners to perform the task using their own 

linguistic resources. Willis (1996) places the actual performance of the task at 

the beginning of the task cycle and typically follows it up by a planning stage 

in which students are given time to think about task performance, in terms of 

how well they did it, problems encountered and solutions reached. This 

should prepare them for the final reporting stage of the task cycle, which 

consists of a written or spoken report to the class. The post-task phase in the 

framework is reserved for language focus, which allows for analysis and 

practice of the lexis, grammar and other language features that occurred 

during the performance of the task cycle. This post-task stage provides 

explicit instruction in the use of the forms of the language.  

Willis (1996) provides details on the each phase of the TBL framework, 

paying attention to how exposure to written and spoken texts may be 

achieved, and how the prerequisite processes for acquisition – primarily 

through interaction – may be set up. In addition, detailed guidelines are given 

for providing language focus through explicit instruction at the end of the 

task sequence. The discussion in Willis (1996) suggests that there may be at 

least three areas of application of technology in the context of tasks: the use 

of ICT in providing input, in facilitating interaction and in delivering explicit 

language instruction. Willis and Willis (2007) uses an extended version of the 
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framework, in which the terminology is somewhat different but in which the 

basic principles and procedures remain unchanged.  

As Ellis (2003) and Samuda and Bygate (2008) illustrate, several other 

proposals for laying out the task sequence have been made. What they have in 

common, however, is that sequencing the steps within the task is crucial to 

prioritising meaning over form. Form is never the point of departure for the 

task, but it is an important element in the task.  

6.3 The web as input for learning 

6.3.1 Authentic input 

The WWW bears particular relevance for language learning, since it is by far 

the most extensive, most varied, easily accessible resource on almost any 

aspect of the “real world” today.  The Web holds unique possibilities for 

TBLT, in Felix’s (1999) words, as a “window to the authentic world”:  

The Web should most sensibly be used for the unique potential that it 

offers. Whatever legitimate place traditional teaching content and 

styles may have in a web-based course, it seems odd to use the Web 

to focus on them instead of exploiting the new medium for student-

centred, task-based, and collaborative learning in true-to-life or, better 

still, authentic settings. 

(Felix, 1999: 87)  

Tasks in TBLT are not necessarily true-to-life renderings of tasks in the real 

world. A distinction is often made between target tasks, which “reflect 

language use in the real world” (Willis & Willis, 2007: 23) and are inspired by a 

“rehearsal rationale” and pedagogic tasks, which have been primarily designed 

on the basis of an “activation rationale” (Nunan, 2004: 20) to elicit language 

behaviour that “corresponds to the kind of communicative behaviour that 

arises from performing real-world tasks” (Ellis, 2003: 6).  Task authenticity, 
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on these counts, may either be “situationally authentic” or “interactionally 

authentic” (Ellis, 2003: 6). What these different types of tasks in TBLT have 

in common, however,  is that the primary orientation is on task performance 

in the real-world, or, as Nunan (2004) puts it, on “the hundred and one things 

we do with language in everyday life, from writing a poem to confirming an 

airline reservation to exchanging personal information with a new 

acquaintance” (p. 19).  

This is also a leading principle in the outcome-based CEFR, where what 

language learners should be able to do with language is specified in terms of 

real-world contexts (domains) and related to real-world subjects (topics). And 

it is also an important element in competence-based frameworks more 

generally, including the Flexibility-Activity Framework, where it is particularly 

associated with the participatory aspects of learning.  

6.3.2 Activating linguistic resources 

Experts working on the basis of TBLT principles have examined the role of 

the web in this context. Skehan (2003), as has been shown in chapter 2, 

greatly acknowledges the potential of authentic web-based input as a resource 

for learning. But he argues that language learning on the basis of web-based 

resources will not take place of its own accord. The essence of his argument is 

that without appropriate activation of the learners’ linguistic resources, very 

little learning will take place. If proper activation does not take place, the 

problems associated with the “comprehension-orientation of immersion 

education may now reassert themselves in this new area of language 

exposure” (Skehan, 2003: 409). It is therefore essential that the use of web-

based materials as part of the task-based sequence is carefully considered, 

particularly with regard to providing beneficial focus on form.  

Judicious task design is a prerequisite for language learning on the basis of 

genuine resources. Inherent dangers of not paying due attention to the design 

of the task stages are that “learners will simply get the job done (extracting 
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meaning from the limitless input materials; interacting minimally without 

pressure to change interlanguage systems) so that form is by-passed” (Skehan, 

2003: 408-409). Discussing the use of the web by students in the context of 

project-based work, Skehan re-iterates crucial aspects of task design that have 

been established by SLA research in non-technology contexts. The pre-task 

stage, i.e. before learners start a web-based task, could be set up as teacher-led, 

individual or group work in class which should include learner planning of the 

task to promote use of new language (complexity) and control of existing 

language (fluency). During the project-based web task, teachers may be able 

to influence students’ choice of task by directing them to tasks at the 

appropriate difficulty level and considering options for task structure (to 

promote accuracy and fluency) or interactivity (to promote complexity and 

accuracy). The most important stage, Skehan claims, is the post-task phase, 

where reporting back to the class is essential for extending, integrating and 

consolidating language and heightening motivation for grammar focus. In 

Skehan’s proposal, the web-based project task (he is considering a project in 

which students are required to write a wheelchair guide for a city in France 

over an extended period of time) is primarily conducted outside class. It is 

encapsulated in in-class pre- and post-task activities which are deemed 

essential for making the task work for language learning. The nature of the 

pre-task and post-task work is largely the same as for tasks that are not web-

based and falls in with general task frameworks such as Willis (1996) 

described above.  

6.3.3 Freeing up class time 

An added benefit of this arrangement is that it makes for more efficient use of 

class time, which is a major concern in TBLT (Willis & Willis, 2007: 214-215). 

As was observed in the previous chapter, class time in our target setting is 

usually only 40% of the total time available for a course, which strengthens 

the need to design tasks that can be conducted outside class. Skehan’s 

example of project-based work demonstrates how careful consideration of 
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aspects of pedagogy, technology and the educational environment (the main 

components of integration) may be the point of departure for setting up 

innovative teaching practices on the basis of ICT. More examples of this kind 

will be discussed in the section on web quests below.  

6.3.4 Providing learner training 

Skehan’s second suggestion is for learner training in the context of using web-

based resources. Well-designed tasks may not be effective if students have not 

learned how to use them for maximum effect. This is particularly relevant for 

web-based tasks which are performed by students out of class. The focus 

should be on metacognitive strategies in particular, such as goal setting, 

planning and attention focusing (following the framework in O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990)):  

These could then reduce the likelihood that learners will simply 

involve themselves with foreign language material, however exciting 

this may be, but not focus on form, and not make progress with the 

language itself. The web provides incredible potential for autonomy in 

language learning – what is also required is the opportunity to learn to 

use that autonomy productively. 

(Skehan, 2003: 408) 

6.3.5 Role of teacher and classroom 

Task design and learner training, then, are two aspects of implementation 

which are crucial for using the web as a resource for language learning.  In 

addition to affirming the role of the teacher in designing the tasks and 

providing learner training, and the role of the classroom as a location of 

crucial pre- an post-task activities, it should also be noted that the role of the 

teacher as a guide to suitable web resources is strongly promoted in this view 
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to using the web as a resource for learning. The view of the web as a 

naturalistic environment for language learning is clearly rejected.  

6.4 Web quests for guided use of the web 

Another method for using web resources that language teachers might want 

to consider are web quests. Web quests are frequently used inside and outside 

the language learning context for making students work with authentic web-

based materials. A web quest can be defined as “an inquiry-oriented lesson 

format in which most or all the information that learners work with comes 

from the web” (http://www.webquest.org). Web quests are often associated 

with TBLT and some TBLT practitioners (Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Willis & 

Willis, 2007) refer to web quests as a way of putting TBLT principles into 

practice in web-based language learning projects. A major advantage of web 

quests is that they offer a systematic method of making learners work with 

web-based resources. This method is reflected in the uniform format which is 

at the basis of any web quest. The basic components of web quests were 

defined in Bernie Dodge’s original model (see http://www.webquest.org for 

more information) and are described by Luzón (2007) as follows: 

1. An introduction that sets the stage for the activity and 

provides background information. 

2. A task that is feasible and interesting. It usually engages 

students in answering a complex open-ended question or 

solving a real world problem. Students need first to learn 

some basic background information about the issue. Then, 

working in small groups, they become “experts” on some 

aspect of the problem by analyzing the Web sites given to 

them by the teacher. Finally, they complete a real world 

activity by producing an output, e.g. a written report, an oral 

presentation, a multimedia presentation, a website.  

http://www.webquest.org/�
http://www.webquest.org/�
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3. A set of information sources needed to complete the task. 

Teachers usually pre-select a few websites which provide 

background information for all learners, as well as specific 

websites for each student’s role.  

4. A description of the process the learners should follow to 

complete the task. It may include a description of the 

different roles to play, with the tasks to be performed by the 

students playing each role. Resources may be embedded in the 

process section.  

5. Evaluation, usually in the form of a rubric that sets the 

assessment criteria for the students. 

6. A conclusion that closes the quest and encourages the learners 

to reflect on the process. 

(Luzón, 2007: 4) 

Similar to Skehan (2003) above, Westhoff (2004), in discussing the pros and 

cons of web quests, points out that language acquisition does not necessarily 

occur as a natural effect of students interacting with authentic web materials 

in the context of performing web quest activities. He points to problems of 

offering input at the right level; potentially insufficient attention to form and 

accuracy; vocabulary acquisition which may be problematic; assessment 

problems with group work; unfamiliarity with self-evaluation by students; and 

use of the first language instead of the target language during web quest 

activities (Westhoff, 2004: 2-3). These problems have led Westhoff and his 

colleagues to devise additional guidelines for developing language quests, which 

supplement the attributes of the original web quest model with criteria from 

communicative language teaching approaches and principles from SLA 

(Koenraad & Westhoff, 2003). These criteria have been used as the basis of a 

tool for assessing critical aspects of language quests 
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(http://webquest.kennisnet.nl/talenquest/talenquest_beoordelen). The 

assessment tool can be used by teachers to assess general web quests and 

language quests with regard to their utility for language learning (an English 

language version of the tool is available). It focuses attention on aspects such 

as qualitative and quantitative aspects of input; raising language awareness and 

focus on form; the role of interaction and collaboration; the use of learner 

strategies; and task characteristics such as closed vs open-ended tasks. This 

instrument may therefore be extremely helpful in improving the use of web 

quests for language learning purposes.  

Luzón (2007) places the potential of web quests in the broader context of 

English for Specific Purposes (ESP) and links the use of web quests to 

students participating in disciplinary communities, preparing them for lifelong 

and autonomous learning and fostering the development of new literacies. 

Specific proposals are made for integration with a genre-based approach to 

ESP. Exposure to the genres typical of the disciplinary community offers a 

way of eliciting beneficial focus on form.  Following proposals in Doughty 

and Long (2003), she suggests that this is an area where input flooding 

(offering a large amount of texts containing the target linguistic features), 

input enhancement, and corrective teacher feedback may be provided. Of 

particular relevance in her proposal are the suggestions for helping students 

develop skills for lifelong, autonomous learning. These make reference to the 

use of “scaffolding” tools for web quest activities involving reception, 

transformation and production. The tools mentioned include online 

glossaries, dictionaries, links to online grammars, note-taking guides, 

brainstorming tools, samples, models and templates for presentation and 

writing, communication tools for clarification and feedback from teachers and 

peers. Finally, useful suggestions are made for the pre-task and post-task 

phase of tasks based on web quests. In relation to post-task activitities, she 

remarks:  

http://webquest.kennisnet.nl/talenquest/talenquest_beoordelen�
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After the task has been presented, students could be prompted to 

reflect on the linguistic and discursive knowledge they will need for its 

completion and to set their own language learning goals. 

(Luzón, 2007: 7) 

The above recommendations by Skehan (2003), Westhoff (2004), Koenraad 

and Westhoff (2003) and Luzón (2007) may help to redress much of the 

criticism by Doughty and Long (2003), who commented on the use of the 

authentic, web-based resources as follows:  

Whereas technology offers seemingly infinite (e.g., Web) access to 

rich input, without any pedagogical intervention, Internet input is 

overwhelming (often even for native speakers). Consequently, 

activities like Web-based scavenger hunts or Internet searches are ill-

advised.   

(Doughty & Long, 2003: 62) 

The proposed guidelines for setting up student exploration of authentic web 

resources, particularly in the context of carefully designed web quests, include 

suggestions for consistent design, which takes into account aspects of SLA 

and allows for teacher intervention and classroom interaction at appropriate 

points in the TBLT pedagogical sequence. Rather than ‘scavenging’ the web 

looking for prey, students may thus be led to caches of language learning fare 

which they can savour and digest for themselves.  

It should be pointed out, however, that providing post-task language focus 

remains a critical issue with web quests. The web quests/language quests 

available at sites such as http://www.webquest.org, 

http://www.theconsultants-e.com/webquests/ and http://www.talenquest.nl 

often do promote reflection about task performance during the evaluation 

stage (this may include reflection on the language used or learned), but there 

http://www.webquest.org/�
http://www.theconsultants-e.com/webquests/�
http://www.talenquest.nl/�
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are no explicit recommendations in the model itself for following up this 

reflection episode by a post-task language focus stage, as suggested by Willis 

(1996), Skehan (2003) and other researchers and practitioners working in the 

TBLT framework. In particular, practice of the linguistic items encountered is 

not guarantueed. A crucial aspect of implementing the use of web-based 

resources in a TBLT setting remains therefore to make sure that the language 

issues that arise during web-based work, also if it is carefully designed in the 

form of web quests, are properly followed up by language analysis and 

practice activities which stimulate language development.  

6.5 Enhanced input for learning 

6.5.1 The need for enhancement 

It should be pointed out that using authentic, web-based resources should not 

be regarded as the only way of providing input to students. Enhancing the 

input, i.e. modifying it in ways that may make it comprehensible to learners, is 

another way of offering language input to students that teachers might want 

to consider. Luzón (2007) suggested using teacher-modified texts in addition 

to authentic web resources on the basis of recommendations in Doughty and 

Long (2003).  Doughty and Long (2003) are clearly in favour of modified, 

teacher-prepared input:  

Quite apart from their undesirable status as units of analysis for 

language teaching […], genuine (popularly known as “authentic”) 

texts, originally written by and for native speakers, are usually too 

complex for all but very advanced learners.  

(Doughty & Long, 2003: 59) 

They argue that elaboration is needed to make authentic texts comprehensible 

to language learners. Elaboration is usually associated with interpersonal 

interaction, where it may occur naturally in teacher-learner or learner-learner 

communication, but it may also be provided in “pre-scripted materials sources 
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for pedagogic tasks” (p. 59). Doughty and Long (2003) argue that the 

challenges for the teacher / course designer in the technology context are 

largely the same as those facing the designer of traditional classroom 

materials: “The course developer simply has to follow the elaboration 

procedures that have been shown empirically to facilitate comprehension 

while at the same time providing rich input” (p. 60).   

6.5.2 Forms of enhancement 

A comprehensive account of the technology options for enhancing input on 

the basis of these empirical considerations is provided in Chapelle (2003). 

Following up on SLA research, she explores how three different types of 

input enhancement may be realised through technology. The three types are 

summarized in Table 41 below: 

Input Enhancement Description 

Salience9 Marking a grammatical form on the screen or phonologically 
through stress 

Repeating a grammatical form or lexical phrase 

Modification Making the input understandable to the learner through any 
means that gets at the meaning (e.g., images, L1 translation, L2 
dictionary definitions, simplification) 

Elaboration Increasing the potential for understanding the input through 
addition of plausible, grammatical L2 elaborations to the 
original text (e.g., defining relative clauses) 

Table 41: Types of enhanced input expected 
to be beneficial to learners, based on Chapelle 
(2003: 40) 

Her conclusion on the basis of SLA studies which have examined these 

different forms of input enhancement is threefold: 

                                                 
9 It should be noted that Chapelle uses this term to refer to ways of making the forms salient or 

“marked”, rather than to an inherent property of the form itself.  
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1. Different aspects of the language are likely to require different forms 

of enhancement, e.g. syntactic elaboration for postmodifying clauses 

and semantic modification for lexical expressions.  

2. There needs to be a clear link between the form in the text and the 

enhancement. Learning of the original form may not take place even 

if learners understand the enhancement. 

3. Enhancement should be offered interactively. Learning may be most 

beneficial if learners can request input enhancement as they need it.   

(Enhanced input for CALL, based on Chapelle (2003: 52-54)) 

This illustrates that elaboration, although arguably one of the most effective 

types of enhancement, is definitely not the only form of enhancement. For 

instance, multimedia glosses, translation, dictionary definitions and interactive 

help offer alternative modes of enhancement, the effects of many of which 

have been studied in SLA (Chun, 2006). What these different forms of 

enhancement have in common is the use of hypermedia as a powerful 

mechanism for implementing each type of modification (Chapelle, 2003). 

Moreover, this is the type of modification widely applied in commercial 

CALL. In relation to listening practice, Chapelle (2003) remarks that “various 

forms of this type of listening with interactive help are routine in multimedia-

based ESL materials such as ELLIS and Longman English Interactive” (p. 54).  

For enhancement of text input, easy-to-use multimedia editing tools are 

available (even MS Word may be used for this), putting input enhancement 

within reach of most language teachers or developers interested in facilitating 

input comprehension or vocabulary acquisition by students. Enhanced input 

may therefore be provided to students, either by using ready-made materials 

or by teacher-authoring of such materials.  
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6.5.3 Limitations on producing enhanced texts 

However, the adaptation of pre-scripted materials, although technically 

feasible for most teachers, is almost inevitably time consuming. In terms of 

the components of implementation outlined in chapter 2, integration of 

technology, although motivated by the underlying pedagogical approach, 

requires that time constraints imposed by the educational environment be 

taken seriously. The problem is rather similar to the problem with content 

development in the Hologram project described in chapter 3.  

The Flexibility-Activity Framework presented earlier suggests that designing 

for activity rather than content helps in resolving this problem. The 

suggestions on using authentic web-based input in sections 6.3 and 6.4 above 

demonstrate how enhancement of authentic texts can be avoided by focusing 

on task development rather than content development (although time needed 

for design is obviously also a consideration here). In the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework, such a focus on activity rather than content is seen as the key to 

achieving (more) active involvement of the learners in the learning process. 

Active student participation is obviously also a central issue in TBLT, and the 

proposals in sections 6.3 and 6.4 for student exploration of the web by 

fostering learner independence can be regarded as instances of this.  

6.5.4 Other options for using enhanced texts 

This does not, however, preclude the use of specifically designed content in 

this context. Enhanced texts may be particularly valuable in making input 

more comprehensible for learners. But before starting on the development of 

such materials, teacher-designers should consider if suitably modified 

materials are not already available. As Chapelle (2003) indicates, hypermedia 

input materials for listening are readily available and more gain may be had by 

integrating existing resources into the task-based sequence than by teacher 

authoring of new resources. It should also be noted that the Flexibility-

Activity Framework strongly promotes content development by students 
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themselves. This is also an option to be considered. One way of 

operationalising this is shown in the discussion of WordChamp in section 6.8 

below. Alternatively, collaborative development with colleagues (possibly in 

other institutions) may reduce the time investment required when there is a 

definite need for designing such materials. As illustrated in chapters 3 and 4, 

this was a leading rationale in the Hologram and Digitalenklas projects.  

Finally, as will be discussed in the following sections, some forms of 

enhancement may be realised (semi-)automatically through the use of specific 

tools.  

6.6 Combining the different options for offering input 

6.6.1 Introduction 

Since teachers may find it difficult to achieve a balance between the various 

methods of  offering web-based input, we will end this section by discussing a 

proposal in which the different options are compared. 

Brandl (2002) offers useful guidelines for finding an appropriate balance 

between pre-selected, pre-modified materials and unrestricted, authentic web 

resources as options for exposing students to L2 input.  He takes into account 

several factors which are related to our framework of integration (including 

“curricular goals, pedagogical issues, learner needs, student proficiency levels, 

the hypertext-based structure of the Internet, technological and design issues” 

(Brandl 2002: 89)), and uses these as a basis for presenting three different 

design proposals for using Internet-based reading materials. Each proposal 

involves different degrees of teacher and student control.  

6.6.2 Teacher-determined approach 

The first, for which Brandl (2002) uses the term “teacher-determined 

approach”, is characterised by a design in which teachers preselect reading or 

cultural material from the Internet, develop comprehension activities and 

make these available on the web. It is similar to the proposals in Doughty and 
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Long (2003) for using such materials. The strengths of this approach, Brandl 

argues, are in the authenticity of materials, the tailoring of contents and tasks 

to students’ proficiency levels, and the opportunities for close guidance and 

focus on meaning and language aspects of the texts. The main advantages of 

using technology in this context are in promoting individual student work, on 

the basis of texts that may be elaborated as described in the previous section 

and supplemented with exercises for comprehension and practice. 

Assessment of several aspects by computer is possible. This approach, Brandl 

(2002) argues, “lends itself for all levels of instruction” (p. 91). Similar to the 

arguments above in relation to pre-scripting input texts, he states that 

development “may be time consuming and cumbersome”, requires 

technological expertise on the part of the teacher and may involve copyright 

issues.  

6.6.3 Teacher-facilitated approach 

In the second, “teacher-facilitated” approach, teachers present a 

predetermined set of Internet sites to students, accompanied by an 

appropriate task design, which “facilitates the students’ reading process and 

guides the learners to explore a variety of preselected resources, thus 

providing a clear goal to be accomplished by the students” (p. 91). An 

important rationale for promoting this design is in furthering student 

independence in a relatively contained environment, where the navigational 

scope is limited, where sites may be pre-screened for content and language 

and where appropriate guidance in using the sites may be provided. Brandl 

(2002) argues that this design is suitable for beginning and intermediate 

learners, who no longer require close intervention by the teacher for 

comprehension. He points out that less teacher preparation is required than 

for teacher-determined designs, but appropriate guidelines must be devised 

for assessment of the open-ended outcomes which are typical of the mode of 

learning (assessment by computer is generally impossible).  It will be noted 
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that by and large the web quests discussed above comply with Brandl’s notion 

of teacher-facilitated design.  

6.6.4 Learner-determined approach 

In the third type of approach, the “learner-determined” approach, the learners 

rather than the teacher determine the topics and web-based resources and the 

ways of exploring them. This form of learning relies most strongly on 

principles of autonomy and combines a constructivist approach with the 

development of higher-order cognitive skills. This approach is very similar to 

that outlined in Skehan (2003) above. Brandl (2002) states that this “open-

ended approach to exploring Internet-based resources” will not work unless 

students “have a solid foundation in their language skills” (p. 95). It is 

therefore most appropriate for students at advanced levels. It requires the 

least upfront teacher preparation of the three designs under discussion, but 

assessment may be most difficult and may require a substantial amount of 

time.   

The main differences between the three designs are summarised in Table 42 

below: 
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Teacher-centered 
approaches 

Student-centered 
approaches 

1. Teacher-determined 2. Teacher-facilitated 3. Student-determined 

 

high medium low high medium low high medium low 
Pedagogical issues          
Degree of teacher-
centeredness 

X    X    X 

Instructor’s control of 
contents, learning 
tasks, and processes 

X    X    X 

Potential anticipation 
of student answers by 
instructor 

X    X    X 

Learner autonomy 
(contents, Web 
environment and 
process 

  X  X  X   

Potential use for 
cooperative learning 

  X  X  X   

Development          
Degree of pedagogical 
expertise 
(development of 
reading tasks, e.g. 
comprehension and 
text management 
strategies) 

X    X    X 

Preparation time *e.g. 
choice of materials, 
pre-screening 
materials) 

X     X   X 

Degree of 
technological 
expertise (e.g. HTML 
programming, Web 
design) 

 X    X   X 

Preparation of 
students 

         

Need for students’ 
level of proficiency in 
using the Internet (e.g. 
doing Internet search) 

  X  X  X   

Table 42: Overview of Pedagogical and 
Instructional Design Issues for using web-
based input, based on Brandl (2002: 96). 

6.6.5 Combining the options 

The discussion of these alternative modes of offering web-based resources to 

students demonstrates how each mode may involve different aspects of 

pedagogy, technology and organisation.  Since each type is associated with 

specific advantages and disadvantages, language learning and teaching may 

best be served if tasks involving student access to specifically selected, 

enhanced multimodal texts are combined with tasks involving direct student 
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access to authentic web-based resources, with differing degrees of teacher and 

student control. The selection of a particular form of access must be 

supplemented by appropriate task design in all cases. In particular, the 

potential for using the web as an authentic context for learning must be 

considered in relation to providing sufficient focus on form, fostering learner 

autonomy and freeing up teacher time for development or assessment of 

web-based tasks.   

6.7 Reference tools for making input comprehensible 

6.7.1 TBLT perspectives on reference tools 

The IILL Survey revealed that online dictionaries and other reference works 

are the most frequently used types of ICT applications in Higher Education. 

They obtained higher frequency rankings than online news media and other 

web sites on life and culture in the target language, which are instances of the 

web-based resources discussed in the previous section. Online dictionaries 

and reference works belong to the realm of “computer-as-tool” applications 

(Levy, 1997). One of the functions of online dictionaries and reference works, 

as web-based tools, is to make web-based resources accessible for learners.  

Willis and Willis (2007) consider the use of the analogue counterparts of such 

tools (as has been pointed out, ICT remains rather peripheral in their TBLT 

framework) in a broader context by linking them to the provision of focus on 

form during task-based work. They put them on a par with a teacher, as “an 

authority” to be consulted “when they [i.e. language learners] ask for the 

meanings of specific items”, or “when they mine written language in 

preparation of a coming task”, etc. (p. 133).  This description aligns seeking 

assistance from an external authority rather closely with the concept of 

‘scaffolding’ which is associated with sociocultural approaches to SLA. This 

was also the perspective from which Luzón (2007) introduced the use of tools 

in the context of web quests (see section 6.4 above). Others have interpreted 

the use of such tools for reading, listening and writing from an Interactionist 
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perspective, emphasising how they may be used to resolve breakdowns in 

communication that occur during receptive or productive language activities 

(Chapelle, 2001: 71). 

Irrespective of the underlying roots in language learning philosophy, TBLT 

readily accommodates dictionaries and other reference tools into the task-

based framework. Depending on the task type, task phase and skills focus, 

such tools may be consulted at different stages during task performance, with 

a primary focus on meaning getting and meaning making during the pre-task 

and task stage and a primary focus on linguistic form and accuracy during the 

post-task stage.  TBLT design suggests that in outlining the task an initial 

stage should be built in in which an appeal is made to the learner’s own 

linguistic resources before external authorities in the form of teacher, 

dictionary or other references are called upon.  

This opens up the perspective of making use of the vast number of reference 

tools on the web. For English, for instance, Cambridge Dictionaries Online 

(http://dictionary.cambridge.org//), Collins Cobuild 

(http://www.collinslanguage.com/shop/english-reference.aspx), Oxford 

Advanced Learner’s Dictionary Online 

(http://www.oup.com/elt/catalogue/teachersites/oald7/lookup?cc=global), 

and Merriam-Webster Online (http://www.merriam-webster.com/) offer 

excellent dictionary access to learners for free. For reference on other aspects, 

such as grammar and writing, English learners may also refer to sites such as 

UEfAP.com (http://www.uefap.com/) for Academic English or 

Onestopenglish (http://www.onestopenglish.com/) for General and Business 

English. A comprehensive catalogue of reference tools and other internet 

resources available for most of the world’s languages can be found at 

iLoveLanguages (http://www.ilovelanguages.com).   In line with the 

guidelines on teacher intervention presented in section 6.6 above, a key task 

of the teacher is to pre-select the dictionaries and reference tools that are 

most appropriate to the task at hand.  

http://dictionary.cambridge.org//�
http://www.collinslanguage.com/shop/english-reference.aspx�
http://www.oup.com/elt/catalogue/teachersites/oald7/lookup?cc=global�
http://www.merriam-webster.com/�
http://www.uefap.com/�
http://www.onestopenglish.com/�
http://www.ilovelanguages.com/�
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6.7.2 Effectiveness of using electronic reference tools 

As Chun (2006) points out, most SLA research on digital reference tools in 

this field has focused on electronic dictionaries and glosses which are 

accessible direct from the text through links, which may be either marked 

(highlighted) or unmarked in the text. On the basis of the many studies 

carried out in this area, she concludes: 

… that L2 vocabulary is remembered better when learners look up 

picture or video glosses in addition to translations of unfamiliar words 

but that, when given the choice, learners tend to prefer and use simple 

translations of words. The pedagogical issue is then to determine 

whether and how to encourage readers to use the multimedia glosses 

available to them, particularly when vocabulary acquisition is one of 

the concomitant goals of reading.  

(Chun, 2006: 78) 

For one thing, this suggests that it is advisable to make use of glosses, 

dictionaries and other reference works which provide multimedia support of 

the lexicon (which traditional print-based media obviously cannot offer). This 

is an additional criterion that teachers should consider when selecting suitable 

reference tools for students to use in the task-based context.  

For another, Chun’s observation pinpoints an additional aspect of learner 

training: it is essential that students are taught how to use the potential that 

multimedia affords or else they may simply rely on text translations, which 

may be less effective for learning if used as the only form of enhancement.  

Referring to a previous study by herself (Chun, 2001), Chun (2006) also 

suggests that when learners are given a choice between an instructor-created 

internal glossary linked into the text and an external dictionary not linked into 

the text, they will consult the internal glossary more frequently. Similar 
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findings were reported in previous research (Hulstijn, Hollander, & 

Greidanus, 1996). Readers will also recall important ideas from the text better 

when they have access to both internal glosses and external dictionary than 

when they only have access to the external dictionary. Obtaining the external 

dictionary information requires more steps and decisions on the part of the 

learner, which is one of the reasons why learners do not make frequent use of 

such tools during incidental reading (Hulstijn et al., 1996).  

6.7.3 (Semi-)automatic tools for referencing 

These observations reinforce the need for implementing the types of text 

enhancement described in section 6.5 above.  It was pointed out there, 

however, that handcrafting the prerequisite links may be cumbersome and 

time consuming, which is one of the reasons for aiming at a combination of 

premodified and authentic texts (but not the only one, since using 

unmodified, authentic texts is also strongly motivated by language learning 

pedagogy). It may be possible, however, to save on the time investment 

needed for teacher-preparation of text enhancement, if automatic or semi-

automatic tools are used to create the required links in real time (i.e. when 

students are working with texts). We will end this section on the use of 

supporting tools by discussing some tools that have been developed for this 

purpose.  

6.7.3.1 GLOSSER: an NLP-tool for text enhancement 

A tool which was specifically designed to make authentic reading material 

comprehensible to language learners is GLOSSER (Dokter & Nerbonne, 

1998; Nerbonne, Dokter, & Smit, 1998). Several versions of the program 

were developed, including one for Dutch learners of French. GLOSSER 

makes use of Natural Language Processing (NLP) techniques for 

morphological analysis and part-of-speech disambiguation to automatically 

provide learners studying foreign language texts with the following additional 

information for each word:  
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 A translation of the word, with examples, collocations, etc.; in the case 

of the implementation for Dutch-French, this was based on an 

electronic version of a well-known bilingual French-Dutch dictionary 

(Van Dale Hedendaags Frans); 

 Morphological information consisting of the lemma of the word and 

grammatical (part-of-speech) information; 

 Examples of other occurrences of the word derived from a large text 

corpus, including a bilingual corpus.  

An example of the main GLOSSER screen is shown below. 

 

Figure 18: Main screen of the GLOSSER 
program 
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GLOSSER was one of the first programs to provide these forms of input 

enhancement automatically. In addition to saving on time for designing pre-

scripted texts (which we have shown to be a crucial aspect of offering 

enhanced input to students), user studies reveal significant gains in the time 

needed for looking up words compared to looking them up in a traditional 

dictionary (Dokter, Nerbonne, Schürcks-Grozeva, & Smit, 1998). The 

importance of facilitating “the burden of dictionary use” and providing “easy-

to-access electronic glosses” is one of the pedagogical recommendations 

made in Hulstijn et al. (1996: 337) to keep the learner focused on the meaning 

of the text.  

Placing the use of GLOSSER in a wider pedagogical framework, Nerbonne 

(2003) refers to previous findings by Hulstijn (Hulstijn, 1992) which suggest 

that readers should be encouraged to guess the meanings of the words from 

the context first and use dictionaries only in the second instance. Although 

this was not implemented in GLOSSER, Nerbonne (2003) surmises that this 

might have made the use of the program more effective. Rather than building 

this feature into the program, however, it is possible to induce this use by 

judicious task-design, for which the TBLT framework provides the basis.  

Some suggestions in this direction were already presented above in the TBLT 

guidelines on consulting dictionaries and other reference works as external 

“authorities”: TBLT task design should encourage learners to make use of 

their own linguistic resources before they resort to external resources such as 

dictionaries, grammar references or the teacher. In reading tasks, it is 

particularly important to set the initial focus on overall comprehension rather 

than direct attention to individual words. Willis (1996) suggests that teachers 

should plan several consecutive readings of texts in designing text-based tasks. 

The use of GLOSSER, particularly the dictionary function, would be most 

appropriate during the final readings when tasks zoom in on more detailed 

aspects of meaning, for which reference to external resources may be 

required. The program would also be a particularly useful for awareness 
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raising during the post-task stage, where it would provide a potentially richer 

set of tools than the Keyword-In-Context (KWIC) programs promoted for 

this purpose by Willis and Willis (2007) (see section 6.8 below).   

Language learning might be even more effective if the dictionary functionality 

could be modified. As indicated above, multimedia support might be more 

beneficial for vocabulary learning than text-based enhancement alone. In 

addition, using a bilingual translation dictionary poses practical difficulties in 

the mixed-language international setting that is typical of much HE today, 

which is why a monolingual learner dictionary might be preferred. This is an 

environmental aspect of implementation, which is not only relevant to the use 

of translation dictionaries in language teaching methodology, but also has 

consequences for the language used in computer applications more generally, 

for instance in the user interface and texts used for feedback.  

Unfortunately GLOSSER has been discontinued, but the program 

demonstrates that highly advanced applications are technologically feasible 

and may be pedagogically useful as well as relieve critical time constraints in 

task design. It is therefore a good example of how Intelligent CALL (ICALL) 

may meet crucial aspects of technology, pedagogy and the institutional 

environment when the implementation of IILL is aimed at.  

6.7.3.2 Other NLP-supported tools for text enhancement  

NLP-supported applications, encompassing aspects demonstrated by 

GLOSSER, are only just beginning to become available for language learning. 

Examples are, for instance, UltraLingua Weblex 

(http://www.ultralingua.com) and WordChamp Web Reader 

(http://www.wordchamp.com) (LeLoup & Ponterio, 2005). Ultralingua 

Weblex provides definitions (in English or French) and translations (to and 

from English, French, Spanish, German, Italian and Portuguese) for words 

occurring in web pages in these languages. It is complemented by a suite of 

dowloadable spelling and grammar checkers. The WordChamp Web Reader 

http://www.ultralingua.com/�
http://www.wordchamp.com/�
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complements a set of vocabulary tools based on the use of flashcards. Rather 

than relying solely on NLP for providing definitions in 138 languages, it 

leverages the potential of social collaborative computing by allowing users to 

submit their own translations of any word in the text. In doing so, it 

effectively builds on one of the underlying principles of the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework to acquire learning content through student participation and 

contribution. Since WordChamp also comprises several tutorial functions, a 

more extensive description of the program is given in section 6.8 below.  

As LeLoup and Ponterio (2005) point out, these two programs are potentially 

useful vocabulary learning tools, particularly if combined with teacher-

provided lists of reading materials (cf. Brandl’s recommendations on the use 

of teacher-determined and teacher-facilitated approaches to offering input, 

discussed in section 6.6 above) and complemented by productive activities 

such as the following:  

 Write a few sentences in your own words giving the gist of the article. 

 Summarize each paragraph’s main points in your own words. 

 Maintain your personal list of new or difficult vocabulary words and 

expressions. 

 Write a one-paragraph reaction to the facts and opinions in the article. 

 Tell someone else about the article you read. 

(LeLoup & Ponterio, 2005: 6) 

The authors argue that “[f]ocusing on meaning and doing something with the 

passages read will help reinforce vocabulary acquisition” (p. 7). This is very 

much in line with TBLT thinking and the TBLT frameworks presented earlier 
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provide insights in how these activities may be set up by combining in-class 

task-based work with such out-of-class reading tasks.  

6.8 Tutorial software for language focus  

6.8.1 Tutorial CALL 

The IILL survey showed that tutorial software continues to be one of the 

most frequently used types of applications for language learning and 

suggested that it is also used by teachers who generally appear to be in favour 

of contemporary views of language learning and teaching. It was pointed out 

that the use of tutorial applications as a predominant type of application has 

been generally reported in the literature during the last ten years, where it is 

often associated with traditional (‘behaviourist’) rather than contemporary 

(communicative, task-based) approaches to language teaching and learning. 

Consequently, teachers embracing more progressive views on language 

learning may be ill at ease in accommodating tutorial applications in their 

repertoire of language learning materials.  

Hubbard and Bradin Siskin (2004) note that one of the reasons that tutorial 

CALL has been marginalised is that it is regarded as inconsistent with 

contemporary learning theories. They present convincing arguments against 

such a view, claiming that the association with behaviourism is unfounded, 

but not pursuing the relationship with contemporary frameworks further. 

They primarily attribute the benefits to the various forms of “teaching 

presence” that tutorial CALL may provide. This not only includes evaluation 

of user input, as in Levy’s (1997) definition of the term, but also “hypertext 

glossaries, captioning, grammatical explanations and other elements placed 

there specifically to support language learning” (p. 457). Tutorial CALL, they 

argue, has been shown to be particularly effective in teaching aspects of 

grammar and vocabulary, reading and listening, and pronunciation. It will be 

noted that these are the very areas for which the respondents in the IILL 

Survey used tutorial software most frequently. 
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In this section, we will examine the relationship with contemporary views on 

language learning more in depth by exploring the scope for using tutorial 

programs in the context of TBLT. This will reveal that there are several 

options for integrating tutorial applications, in the broad sense intended by 

Hubbard and Bradin Siskin (2004), at appropriate points during the task-

based pedagogical sequence. This provides further support for the view that 

the use of tutorial CALL is not inconsistent with contemporary views on 

learning as is often assumed.  

6.8.2 Tutorial CALL and TBLT 

In the outline of TBLT as a guiding framework to our study in chapter 2, the 

uncertain status of tutorial software in TBLT theory and practice was alluded 

to. Skehan (2003) dismisses the role of the “computer as orchestrator (or 

magister)” since it is based on a view that is “antithetical to the use of tasks” 

(p. 402). This harks back to a distinction made by Higgins (1983) between a 

“magister” approach (where pace and learning path are primarily determined 

by the teacher-developer) and a “pedagogue” approach (where students are 

given control of the learning process). As Skehan (2003) points out, the use of 

the computer as orchestrator “is little more than an implementation of 

Wilkins’ synthetic syllabus: itemised and largely decontextualised presentation 

of materials leaving the learner the forbidding task of synthesising and 

applying what has been “learned”” (p. 402). Skehan’s own proposals for the 

use of technology (based on interaction with authentic web resources, see 

section 6.3 above) fit in much better with the pedagogue approach to 

learning. In a similar vein, the other discussions on the role of ICT in TBLT 

introduced in chapter 2 leave little room for the role of the computer as 

orchestrator: they invariably emphasise the role of the teacher in guiding, 

facilitating and evaluating the learning process, regarding the teacher in the 

role of pedagogue in the sense of Higgins (1983) above.  
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This is not to say, however, that tutorial software has no place in TBLT 

praxis. It may be a suitable medium, particularly in teacher-led, classroom-

based settings. Schrooten (2006) describes the use of tutorial applications in 

this context and Doughty and Long (2003) list several tutorial applications in 

this setting (“CALL implementation”) as a point of departure for discussing 

the use of technology in a distance learning context. These examples 

demonstrate that, in a blended language learning environment such as that in 

many HE institutions, tutorial applications may have a role to play in 

providing opportunities for language learning in a TBLT curriculum. In the 

TBLT setting their use is most likely combined with other activities, including 

tasks not using technology, typically under the guidance of a classroom 

teacher.  

The place for tutorial software in TBLT suggests itself naturally from the 

TBLT frameworks outlined above.  The post-task stage in Willis (1996) which 

is reserved for language focus readily invites suggestions for using ICT. The 

use of tutorial ICT integrated at this point into the task sequence conforms to 

the TBLT specifications with regard to the timing of meaning focus before 

form focus (Samuda & Bygate, 2008: 208). It therefore meets one of the 

criterial aspects of TBLT.  Willis (1996) makes a distinction between language 

analysis and practice tasks, consisting of consciousness-raising and language 

practice activities respectively (see Figure 19 below). Tutorial software is 

mainly relevant with regard to the language practice activities, but we will also 

consider the use of ICT for language analysis here. 



Chapter 6 
 

 228

 

 

Figure 19: Post-task language focus, based on 
Willis (1996: 100). 

In discussing the options for analysis and practice, Willis (1996) and Willis and 

Willis (2007) make some suggestions for the use of technology themselves. 

We will build on their suggestions and argue that the actual scope for using 

technology in this context and the benefits to be gained by it may in fact be 

considerably larger, which opens up further perspectives for integrating 

technology in TBLT frameworks.  

6.8.3 Supporting language analysis 

In relation to language analysis, Willis (1996) and Willis and Willis (2007) 

focus specifically on KWIC (keyword-in-context) concordancing as a 

technology for sharpening the learner’s awareness of how words occur in 

grammatical structures and collocation patterns. Following the typology 

proposed in Levy (1997), KWIC concordancing should be regarded as a tool 

rather than tutorial program (“The tutor evaluates, whereas the tool does 

not”), but the line between the two types here is thin, since KWIC readily 

lends itself to automatic generation of gap-fill exercises. Willis (1996) argues 

that such analysis activities “give learners time to systematise and build on the 

grammar they know already, to make and test hypotheses about the grammar 

and to increase their repertoire of useful lexical items” (p. 103). Web access to 

Language Focus 
Analysis: 

Consciousness-raising activities: 
students analyse texts,    
transcripts and sets of
 examples taken from

 familiar data.
 Teacher reviews the
 analysis with class.  

Practice: 
Of words, phrases, patterns and 
sentences from the analysis 
activities. Normally done at 
end of each analysis 
activity.   
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large text-based corpora and online KWIC concordance programs are now 

available for several languages (Lamy & Klarskov Mortensen, 2007), putting 

this type of awareness raising within reach of many language learners. TBLT 

suggests that the post-task language focus stage is an appropriate place in the 

pedagogical sequence for applying such tools.  

In Willis and Willis (2007), arguments are made for acknowledging the 

importance of word frequencies as a basis for language instruction (pp. 192-

196). Other than the KWIC programs discussed above, they do not explicitly 

consider the use of technology in this context. Additional options for using 

technology here are, however, available. A set of programs that may be put to 

good use for post-task analysis in an academic setting would be, for instance, 

the AWL Highlighter and the AWL Gapmaker.  These tools are based on the 

Academic Word List (AWL), which focuses on a frequency range beyond the 

most commonly used words considered by Willis and Willis (2007).  The list 

covers approximately 10% of any academic text (most of the other words of 

such texts belong to the 2000 most common words in English and a small 

portion of specialist words). It is divided into 10 sublists according to 

frequency (Coxhead, 2000; Coxhead & Byrd, 2007). These sublists provide 

the basis for the functionality of the AWL Highlighter and the AWL Gapmaker.  

The programs allow students to paste academic texts, including texts that they 

have written themselves (up to 2400 words), into a web-based form. The 

Highlighter highlights academic vocabulary from the designated range by 

displaying it in bold, while the Gapmaker converts the vocabulary into gaps, 

producing a cloze text as a result. This makes the tools perfectly suited for 

awareness raising and recall of the vocabulary concerned.  More specifics on 

the AWL tools and how they are used in HE in the Netherlands are given in 

Example 4 below.   
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EXAMPLE 4: AWL HIGHLIGHTER AND AWL GAPMAKER 

The AWL Highlighter and AWL Gapmaker are easy-to-use tools intended to raise 

awareness of and allow practice in the use of academic vocabulary. The tools, available at 

http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/, were developed by Sandra Haywood, 

University of Nottingham (UK) and can be used online. The tools are based on the 

Academic Word List (AWL), compiled by Averil Coxhead, University of Victoria, 

Wellington, New Zealand (http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/). 

The AWL is a list of 570 academic word families (stem plus closely related affixed forms) 

extracted from a corpus of 3.5 million words in 400 texts from 28 different subject areas 

in 4 academic disciplines: arts, commerce, law and science. The AWL does not include 

the 2000 most common words from Michael West’s General Service List (West, 1953). The 

AWL is divided into 10 sublists, rank-ordered according to decreasing word frequency. 

Each sublist consists of 60 word families, with the exception of sublist 10, which contains 

the 30 word families of the lowest frequency (Coxhead, 2000). 

In the AWL Highlighter users (teachers or students) can paste texts into a web-based form 

and indicate the frequency range that is appropriate (the range is inclusive, i.e. contains all 

words up to that frequency). An example of the AWL Highlighter screen is shown in 

Figure 20 below:  

http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/�
http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/�
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Figure 20: Input screen of the Academic Highlighter with 
sample text 

Upon submitting the form, a text file opens in which the academic vocabulary items are 

displayed in bold (the file may be copied or saved if needed). An example of the resulting 

output file is shown in Figure 21 below. The AWL Gapmaker works exactly the same, but 

instead of highlighting the items it removes them from the text.  
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Figure 21: Output file for sample  text in Figure 20 

Several language centres in the Netherlands have introduced the AWL tools into their 

teaching in the context of the INTUIT project. Although the settings in which it is used 

may vary and may not be typical of task-based language learning in all cases, the usage 

guidelines developed in one of the participating institutions provide a sense of the 

potential of the AWL tools in supporting task-based pedagogy and may be used to 

highlight some of the issues involved.  

The language centre of the University of Tilburg is using the AWL Highlighter and 

Gapmaker in an academic course on reporting and argumentative writing. The aim of 
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using the tools is to approach vocabulary learning in context in a way that is different 

from the traditional bilingual word lists and promotes learner autonomy. This is evident 

from the instructions provided to students at the time of piloting the programs: 

 

1. Look at the text(s) set for homework this week. (For independent study, now and 

in the future, you can also use a text of your own interest. For on-line sources, look 

at the links  page. Copy and paste, or type it into the AWL Highlighter; process it and 

print it. You will see the academic words highlighted in bold.) 

2. Read the text(s) through a couple of times so that you understand the main ideas. 

3. Select the academic words you want to learn. Study them carefully. For example: 

"The plans include planting trees and hedges to protect crops from grazing animals 

and wind erosion."  

Use the context: 

 to try to get an idea of the meaning:  

It's necessary to protect crops from erosion, so erosion has a negative 

meaning.  

 to consider other words it is used with 

erosion is used in the phrase wind erosion  

 to consider the grammar of the word 

erosion is used in the singular, with no article, so erosion is an uncountable 

noun  

4. To see more examples of the word in different contexts, use an English-English 

dictionary, for example try the 2Cambridge On-Line Dictionary  or use concordance 

lines. Another option would be the Longman On-Line Dictionary 

http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/links.htm�
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/awlhighlighter.htm�
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(http://www.ldoceonline.com/) 

5. When you feel you have a good understanding of the academic word and how it is 

used, create your own sentence. Use the word in a sentence about yourself, your 

family, your country or your studies. For example: 

"Soil erosion is a problem for the farmers in my region." 

6. When you have studied several words and written your own sentences for them, 

paste or type your sentences into the AWL Gapmaker. Print the gapped sentences, 

without the key. One week later use these gapped sentences as an exercise to test 

yourself. 

Alternatively, choose a paragraph or two from the text to make a gap fill exercise.  

You can exchange tests with your classmates. To make it easier for them, add the 

key. 

7. The AWL Highlighter can also be used to help you improve your writing. Process 

an academic essay you have written. If there are only a few academic words, you will 

know that you need to add more. Look at Sub list 1 of the AWL: can you find a way 

to add some of the words that you know to your essay? 

Figure 22: Instructions on using the AWL Highlighter and 
Gapmaker, taken from Heck (2006: 10). 

These instructions can be used to demonstrate how several aspects critical to TBLT 

design have been implemented in this technology-enhanced reading and writing context:  

 The starting point for using the AWL tools are teacher-selected texts set for 

homework (the teacher provided the initial highlighted texts), but students are 

prepared for independent, future use of the tools in the context of other texts that 

they may encounter (instruction 1).  

 The focus on the overall meaning of the text precedes focus on individual words 

http://www.ldoceonline.com/�
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/~alzsh3/acvocab/awlgapmaker.htm�
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(instructions 2 and 3).  

 The use of other tools in making the input comprehensible is recommended 

(instruction 4). 

 Writing is used as a way of furthering comprehension and recall of the vocabulary 

items concerned (instructions 5, 6, 7).  

 The independent use of the Gapmaker is promoted for practice and recall of academic 

vocabulary (instruction 6). 

 Collaboration with class mates is recommended as a method for further practice 

(instruction 6).  

 The use of the Highlighter is placed in the broader context of academic writing 

(instruction 7).   

These materials were developed for an early pilot in the INTUIT project. In evaluating 

the project results, Heck (2006) reports that truly independent use of the tools by 

students themselves was not much in evidence. If students applied the tools 

independently, it was mainly for checking academic papers to be handed in. Although not 

all students were convinced that this was a better way of learning vocabulary than the 

traditional word lists, they agreed that it was a good way of raising their awareness of 

academic vocabulary and that they paid more attention to using academic vocabulary 

after having used the AWL tools than before. Students generally found the tools easy to 

use and motivating. The teachers attributed the limited use of the tools to the fact that 

the pilot was added onto an existing course after the course had already started. In 

subsequent runs of the course and other courses in which the AWL tools are used, the 

use is now introduced from the start, the tools are demonstrated early on in class by 

means of a PC and data projector, and the relevance of student independence, 

particularly as a preparation for future learning (in the institutional setting outside specific 

language learning courses, and outside the institutional setting) is emphasised throughout. 

Nevertheless, this experience and similar experiences with other tools in the INTUIT 
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project show that realising student autonomy is one of the key concerns in implementing 

IILL. This issue will be taken up again in section 8.6 below.   

 

The AWL site (http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/) 

contains links to several other web sites, where supplementary exercises on 

the AWL are available.  

An excellent, more general resource for teachers providing further ideas on 

supporting learning of the lexicon is Cobb’s Compleat Lexical Tutor 

(http://www.lextutor.ca).  In the section on tools in support of web-based 

reading above (section 6.7) several other tools were introduced, which may 

also be used effectively at the post-task analysis stage. There are thus a great 

many options for supporting language awareness by means of technology in a 

task-based context, particularly in the area of vocabulary acquisition.     

6.8.4 Supporting language practice 

The options for technology support are even greater when the possibilities for 

implementing language practice activities are considered. Willis (1996) 

introduces this concluding stage of the task sequence as a phase for the 

“practice of words, phrases, patterns and sentences” arising from the analysis 

activities following the task cycle (p. 100) and suggests several kinds of 

exercises in support of these language practice activities. This includes a 

reference to the use of computers:  

A large number of schools and institutions now have computers, and 

some have CALL (Computer-Assisted Language Learning) facilities. 

These are quickly getting more affordable and user-friendly. CALL 

activities are often quite good for practice purposes, especially if 

students work in two or threes and use the target language to reach 

decisions. Many games can also be used to give practice in reading 

http://www.victoria.ac.nz/lals/staff/Averil-Coxhead/awl/�
http://www.lextutor.ca/�
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and completing texts. Learners can also input their own stories or 

texts, and turn them into games.  

(Willis, 1996: 113) 

More than 10 years after her original proposal, a plethora of “CALL facilities” 

and games is offered on the Web for free, which makes it possible to set up 

form-focused, post-task work as more than a peripheral or optional activity. If 

the use of tutorial programs is considered by the classroom teacher (exercising 

her role in selecting suitable materials for learning in the web-based 

environment), they are most easily accommodated at this post-task practice 

stage, where they would not disturb the prerequisite order of the pedagogical 

cycle suggested by TBLT task design.   

Look at these sentences from some of the texts that you have read and heard. Can you 

remember which of these words are used to fill in the blanks: 

absolutely, exactly, incredibly, pretty, quite, rather, very, very very 

1. My parents were … strict with me actually. 

2. My Mum was … easy-going. 

3. I wouldn’t say my Mum was easy-going …. 

4. The velociraptor could move … fast. 

5. It had … powerful jaws. 

6. I had a … nasty experience about, er, height.  

7. I was on this … narrow little parapet. 

8. I was … petrified.  

Table 43: Example of form-focused language 
exercise, based on Willis and Willis (2007: 
129). 
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Some form-focused exercises proposed in Willis (1996) and Willis and Willis 

(2007), such as the ones demonstrated in Table 43 above, could be readily 

implemented as tutorial CALL. In fact, computer implementation of this 

example as a fill-the-gap or selection exercise would represent one of the 

simplest forms of CALL. The point worth noting, however, is that the 

introduction to the exercise clearly indicates that it is conceived of as 

following a meaning-oriented reading task in the task-based pedagogical cycle.  

In many cases, such a relationship with meaning-based work is not evident 

from the plethora of exercises available on the Web. It is not so much the 

format of such exercises, but the role and position in the task sequence that 

determines their suitability for TBLT-based language pedagogy.  

It should be noted that proposals to focus explicit attention on language 

aspects by providing “language exercises” are common in TBLT. In Nunan 

(2004), for instance, such exercises are associated with “enabling skills”,  

“designed to develop skills and knowledge that will ultimately facilitate the 

process of authentic communication” (p. 22). Like Willis (1996) and Willis 

and Willis (2007), Nunan presents several examples, for instance, of language 

exercises with a lexical focus, and language exercises with grammatical focus 

consisting of fill-in-the-gap exercises, which could easily be implemented as 

CALL.  

The use of tutorial software, therefore, although not mentioned explicitly in 

the major TBLT frameworks, fits in quite naturally with the proposals for 

integrating language exercises in the TBLT context.  In terms of the pedagogy 

component of our model of integration (cf. chapter 2 above), then, there is 

considerable scope in TBLT for introducing computer-based exercises. 

Different kinds of form-focused CALL exercises are not necessarily out of 

tune with TBLT principles, provided they are applied judiciously at 

appropriate points in the pedagogical sequence.  
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With regard to the second component of integration, technology, it was 

already pointed out in chapter 5 that tutorial applications are well suited for 

dealing with “restricted” user input types typical of exercises focusing on 

linguistic and receptive language skills. In contrast to tasks, with their focus on 

open-ended communication and process-oriented assessment, exercises with 

linguistic outcomes frequently of a less open-ended nature are much more 

amenable to evaluation by computer.  

In view of the third component of integration, the educational environment, 

the use of such exercises in a task-based setting offers teachers and students 

the same flexibility as in differently oriented settings (including form-focused, 

traditional settings), particularly the possibility for students to work on their 

own outside the classroom context. Classroom time is a valuable commodity 

in the TBLT framework and the proposals for setting student work for 

practising linguistic aspects as an out-of-class activity are suggested by the 

TBLT frameworks themselves. Willis and Willis (2007) discuss several “ways 

of making more efficient use of classroom time” (p. 214). They suggest setting 

grammar exercises for homework, also because “[t]his has the advantage of 

each learner being able to work at their own pace and to try to work things 

out for themselves” (p. 214). It will be noted that these are precisely the most 

important benefits of ICT reported by the respondents in the IILL survey and 

that the survey showed grammar to be an area where tutorial software is 

frequently applied.  

In addition, Willis and Willis (2007) promote “independent vocabulary 

learning” outside the classroom. They argue that “[h]elping learners to learn 

topic words and phrases can take up a lot of class time and is not necessarily 

the best way of approaching something which ultimately depends on rote 

learning” (pp. 215-216). Adducing evidence from Meara (1995) and Nation 

(2001), they propose using word cards (in addition to keeping vocabulary 

notebooks) for efficient and effective learning of vocabulary. This is again an 
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area where tutorial programs, particularly flashcard types of software, are 

widely available.  

One such program is WordChamp, which was introduced in section 6.8 

above for its features to support web-based reading through its Web Reader 

component. WordChamp effectively combines tutorial functions for 

vocabulary learning with features for exploring the web autonomously. As 

discussed in section 6.3, in order to make the most out of this web-based 

learning experience, students would need to be properly instructed during the 

pre-task phase, following the guidelines for task-based design described 

above. Students might for instance be instructed to provide user translations 

for unknown words and expressions by looking them up in teacher-

recommended online dictionaries. Or they might be invited to review and edit 

translations by other users, possibly peers in the same (online) class. These 

would be methods for providing focus-on-form during task-based interaction 

with web-based reading resources. The flashcard activities, based on the 

vocabulary mined during text exploration, would provide an opportunity for 

additional focus-on-forms practice, typically situated at the post-task stage, 

where they would serve to rehearse and consolidate the vocabulary acquired 

during the reading of the web-based resource. In offering these opportunities 

for web-based learning in combination with functions for consolidation and 

personal record keeping, WordChamp comes close to one of the types of 

programs which Skehan (2003) envisages would be useful in the web-based 

language learning context:   

[I]t would be advantageous to have software which allows learners to 

build a personalised record of what they have learned, for example, 

through programs which record, consolidate, and test vocabulary, or 

through programs which record where they are in terms of 

interlanguage development.  

(Skehan, 2003: 408) 
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(The second type, which would probably require far more sophisticated error 

diagnosis and learner profiling techniques is not yet available for general use 

(see Heift & Schulze, 2007 for the current state-of-the-art in this field)). 

More details on how WordChamp works can be found in Example 5 below.  

EXAMPLE 5: WORDCHAMP 

WordChamp (www.wordchamp.com) is a web-based “language learning network” 

primarily designed for foreign language vocabulary learning. The program’s main 

functionality is based on the use of flashcards, which as Burston (2005) observes in an 

early review of the program, are “more attuned to rote memorization associated with 

behaviorist learning paradigms” (p. 479) than with communicative language teaching. 

Nevertheless, as Burston points out, there is “a body of psycholinguistic research that 

substantiates both the efficiency (time to learn) and effectiveness (retention) of flashcard 

usage” (p. 479). In addition, WordChamp flashcards may be supported by audio 

recordings providing a form of multimedia input enhancement which may be beneficial 

to language learning (cf. Chapelle, 2003; Chun, 2006, discussed above). The Web Reader 

component is particularly helpful in overcoming the problem that flashcards may 

promote the use of decontextualised language (typical of linguistically oriented, synthetic 

language learning syllabuses). The Web Reader makes it possible for students to work 

independently in meaning-focused activities on the basis of authentic web resources. It 

provides semi-automatic input enhancement, primarily through translation and 

pronunciation, a personalised record of vocabulary studied and automatic compilation of 

flashcards and generation of flashcard exercises on the basis of the vocabulary 

highlighted in the text. An example of the BBC site (www.bbc.co.uk) rendered in the 

WordChamp Web Reader is shown in Figure 23 below: 

http://www.wordchamp.com/�
http://www.bbc.co.uk/�
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Figure 23: Example of WordChamp Web Reader used with 
BBC site 

User translations (in this case from English to Dutch) are shown in an on-screen pop-up 

window for retirement and the related verb retire, with options for consulting a verb chart 

for retire and playing a recording of retirement and practising it through listen-and-repeat 

(supported by an audiographic representation of the recording). The user can choose to 

add these words to a practice list by clicking on the translations and saving the list for 

subsequent practice. A course management system allows teachers to set up online 

classes, create homework assignments, and track student progress. The web reader may 

be deployed in homework assignments to send students to particular web sites, together 

with appropriate instructions and deadlines for completion of the web-based task. 
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Although the predominant reliance on translation and pronunciation for input 

enhancement may be limiting in some respects (in spite of support for 138 languages in 

the system), there is nevertheless considerable potential in realising contextualised 

vocabulary learning on the basis of active student involvement with authentic web 

resources.  

 

In assessing the potential of WordChamp for language learning, it should 

again be noted that a task-based approach in which authentic web resources 

are used for contextualised, student-centred vocabulary learning is a feature of 

task design rather than software design. Teachers holding different beliefs 

about language learning might find completely different uses for the same 

software, e.g. by using the flashcards in support of structure-based syllabuses, 

adding their own translations rather than allowing students to add theirs, in 

line with the strong reliance on teacher control typical of structure-based 

syllabuses. This underscores the importance of implementing technology in 

relation to pedagogy.  

The above discussion on using digital reference tools for language analysis 

and tutorial programs for language practice during the language focus stage of 

the task sequence reveals that there is significant potential for using 

instructional software in the context of task-based, meaning-focused, student-

centred language pedagogy. The IILL survey, other surveys and CALL 

literature generally reveal a high-frequency use of this type of software. It is 

claimed here that the use of tutorial software need not necessarily be at odds 

with TBLT. The IILL survey showed that there was no direct connection 

between the selection of tutorial applications and conservative (‘behaviourist’) 

views on language learning, but it did reveal relationships of such software 

with the benefits of making learning more time independent, adjusting it to 

individual student levels, offering possibilities of monitoring student progress 

and providing opportunities for repeated practice. It is a misconception that 
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tutorial programs are particularly associated with traditional views on language 

learning: TBLT suggests several ways in which the attested benefits of tutorial 

programs may be profitably exploited in a task-based language learning 

environment.  

In terms of our model of integration, using tutorial software at the post-task 

stage for language focus is thus an area where factors of technology, pedagogy 

and environment coincide in a way which provides optimal conditions for 

learning.  

As indicated in the description of the Hologram project (chapter 3) and the 

discussion of enhancing input in section 6.5 above, the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework suggests that we should “aim for activity” and “design for 

activity” (lessons 14 and 15). This underscores the importance, also in TBLT, 

of regarding tasks as leading components of language learning design, and it 

helps us to view content-based tutorial exercises as supportive, rather than 

leading elements in task and curriculum design. If development time is an 

issue in designing language learning tasks (which clearly it is, since it is 

generally mentioned as the greatest obstacle to teaching innovation), then the 

time is best spent on designing the tasks first and considering how existing 

practice materials (analogue or digital) can be adapted in support of the task, 

much in the way that Willis and Willis (2007) suggest integrating TBLT with 

existing course books and traditional modes of teaching (pp. 199-231). To 

come back to an issue raised in discussing the development of TBLT-based 

tutorial software by Schrooten (2006), in many cases, putting the program 

into the task may indeed be better than putting the task into the program on 

the basis of these considerations. And if the development of tutorial software 

is taken on, this is better done collectively, possibly by students themselves, 

and by exchanging the materials developed in communities of prospective 

users.  
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6.9 CMC in support of interaction 

6.9.1 CMC and TBLT 

Compared to the web resources and tutorial applications discussed previously, 

CMC (with the exception of email) appears be used much more infrequently. 

Paradoxically, it is a form of ICT most widely researched and frequently 

associated with cognitive, affective and intercultural aspects which may be 

beneficial for language learning. The relatively infrequent use versus the 

attested high potential gives CMC particular relevance to the potential-

practice debate in CALL.  

In chapter 2 it was pointed out that interaction is one of the defining 

characteristics of TBLT. Interaction occurring between language learners, 

between language learners and teachers, or between language learners and 

NSs in the context of carrying out task-based work is regarded as a key 

process in promoting language learning. It was pointed out that the terms 

interaction and collaboration refer to the cognitive aspects and social aspects 

of learning respectively and are rooted in different traditions in language 

pedagogy. TBLT, as has been shown for instance in section 6.7 on using tools 

for making input more comprehensible, encompasses aspects from these 

different traditions and does not associate ‘interaction’ with the cognitive 

traditions exclusively. In this section, we will refer to interaction in this 

broader sense and occasionally use it interchangeably with the term 

collaboration.   

In TBLT interaction, particularly oral interaction, may occur during each step 

in the pedagogical task sequence, but it is especially associated with the 

performance of the task itself. Although spoken interaction may be the skill 

targeted by the task, TBLT often applies interaction in support of each of the 

communicative skills. Reading and writing tasks may involve a considerable 

degree of spoken interaction (e.g. in the pre-task or post-task stage), 

particularly because, as was pointed out above in discussing the technology 
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options for reading and vocabulary learning, combinations of receptive and 

productive tasks may be more beneficial for language learning than focus on 

any of these skills alone.  

Although both cognitive and sociocultural accounts have stretched the notion 

of interaction to contexts involving only one participant interacting with texts 

(intrapersonal interaction or self-mediation, i.e. in reading or listening to web-

based input discussed in sections 6.3-6.7 above), the focus in this section will 

be exclusively on technology in support of interaction between individuals.  

The options for using communication and collaboration tools in support of 

this interpersonal interaction in our target setting in which opportunities for 

face-to-face interaction co-exist with opportunities for online interaction will 

be considered more in depth.  

CMC is a technology increasingly used in everyday interpersonal interaction. 

As was discussed in chapter 2, this is one of the reasons why the CEFR 

recommends the use of CMC in language teaching, associating it with the 

language activities of written interaction and spoken interaction (Council of 

Europe, 2001: 82; cf. Murphy-Judy & Youngs, 2006: 57). In order to prepare 

learners for communication in the real world, it is argued, language teaching 

should make use of the communication tools of the real world.  The use of 

CMC in this sense constitutes an instance of “situational authenticity” (Ellis, 

2003: 305) and thus meets one of the important goals of TBLT.  

6.9.2 Options for CMC in and out of class 

In chapter 5, it was suggested that in the typical setting studied by the IILL 

survey, with opportunities for class-based face-to-face interaction, there is less 

need for CMC, particularly synchronous CMC (SCMC), which obtained the 

lowest frequency rankings overall. Laurillard (2002) claims that the 

“communicative media are designed to provide a solution to a logistical 

problem rather than a pedagogical one, and were only ever used in education 

to communicate with students who are geographically distributed” (p. 145).  
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Where such media offer a lifeline in distance education, their advantages may 

be less readily felt in blended learning contexts, such as that targeted by our 

study. However, as was pointed out above, in such settings technology offers 

significant advantages for fashioning learning outside the classroom, which is 

particularly important given the constraints on the time available for face-to-

face teaching. As with the technologies reported on earlier, the potential of 

CMC for IILL, which appears to be underexploited, is benefited from most if 

gains in pedagogy can be obtained which offer a solution to a logistical 

problem at the same time.  

Out-of-class CMC use enhances the flexibility of learning which the 

Flexibility-Activity Framework regards as a key aspect of using technology for 

learning-related purposes. In particular it increases the flexibility related to 

delivery and logistics, by making learning and teaching more independent of 

place and time (Collis & Moonen, 2001: 10). It should be noted, however, 

that the advantages of temporal independence are less direct with SCMC, 

since it involves bringing learners online at the same time. However, if the 

teacher is not one of the SCMC participants and small groups or pairs are 

allowed to perform the tasks at times of their own choosing, considerable 

time independence is possible even with SCMC. Since the pedagogical 

effectiveness of CMC for language learning has mainly been observed with 

communication in dyads or small groups (Blake, 2000; Pellettieri, 1999; 

Salaberry, 2000; Tudini, 2003), this would seem to make setting SCMC tasks 

as out-of-class activities a feasible option for language teaching. Making them 

work together outside class provides an excellent way of promoting 

independent, collaborative learning. The results of the IILL survey suggest 

that in a blended learning setting such uses in which learners use CMC to 

perform language learning activities in pairs or small groups outside class are 

much less often considered than using technology for individual work outside 

class. As indicated above, the research literature indicates that there may be 

substantial pedagogical benefits which also apply to the use in such settings.  
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CMC extends the range of discourse options available to language learners 

and teachers. The pedagogical benefits reported encompass aspects of 

language development and intercultural communication (Belz, 2008), both of 

which are issues of central concern in TBLT. A key distinction in this respect 

is the scope of application of CMC. Within the scope of a single class, CMC 

can be used to increase the options for communication and collaboration 

between the learners and between the learners and teachers of that class. This 

type of interaction is what Thorne and Black (2008) call “intraclass 

interaction”. But CMC may obviously also be used to extend the scope of 

communication and collaboration to the world outside the language class. To 

distinguish between communication and collaboration involving participants 

from the same class and communication and collaboration involving 

participants from a class with external participants, we will use the terms 

“intraclass interaction” and “extraclass interaction” respectively. This latter 

term comprises both the “interclass partnerships” and “intercommunity 

partnerships” distinguished by Thorne and Black (2008), but does not 

necessarily imply interaction in the context of pre-established partnerships. 

Other distinctions, e.g. between intracultural CMC (Abrams, 2006) and 

intercultural CMC (Lomicka, 2006), have also been made. These may cut 

across the distinction between intraclass and extraclass interaction in ways 

that will be discussed below.  

6.9.3 CMC for intraclass interaction 

Using CMC within a language class takes the form of using it for 

communication between peers (and teacher) in the context of a language 

class. If applied in the classroom, particularly in TBLT, CMC will have to 

compete for time and pedagogical effectiveness with non-CMC spoken 

interpersonal interaction, which, even in the most positive accounts of CMC, 

it was never meant to replace. In outlining TBLT as a guiding framework in 

chapter 2 it was pointed out that face-to-face classroom interaction holds a 

central position in task-based pedagogy as the default mode of interactional 
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exchange. TBLT puts a premium on the unique potential of the classroom for 

direct teacher intervention (cf. Doughty & Long, 2003) and for matching up 

out-of-class work (including the web-based activities described in sections 6.3 

and 6.4 above) with essential pre- and post-task activities in class (cf. Skehan, 

2003). Moreover, from a more general educational perspective, the classroom 

fulfills an essential role in providing the social dimension of learning (“social 

presence” in terms of Garrison and Anderson’s (2003) learning framework). 

The most promising avenue for implementation is therefore in using CMC in 

this class-based context to supplement and strengthen class-based interaction.  

In her overview of CMC research in intraclass L2 contexts, Abrams (2006) 

mentions the following pedagogical benefits associated with different types of 

multimodal, synchronous and asynchronous computer-mediated 

communication (SCMC and ACMC):  

 More student interaction; less reliance of L1; larger variety of 

discourse functions (Chun, 1994); 

 Opportunities for reflection and analysis of interpersonal interaction; 

less accuracy, heightened motivation (Kern, 1995); 

 More equal participation; higher participation of shy students; more 

formal, more complex language (Warschauer, 1996); 

 More positive attitude towards writing; higher writing scores (Sullivan 

& Pratt, 1996); 

 Increased risk taking and creativity with L2, greater sociability, 

improved teaching practices (less teacher control) (Meunier, 1998); 

 More self-expression, less anxiety; higher perception of writing ability, 

more confidence in writing and speaking; opportunity for delayed 

error correction; less reliance on L1 (Beauvois, 1995); 
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 Less anxiety, shift of attention from accuracy to meaning (in 

synchronous CMC) (Arnold, 2002); 

 Interaction patterns in SCMC similar to face-to-face interaction; 

jigsaw tasks most conducive to negotiation of meaning, more 

negotiation in interaction with NSs; student motivation and language 

awareness (Blake, 2000); 

 Better ability to recognize and produce new lexical items (Smith, 

2004); 

 Higher morphosyntactic awareness; extended repair sequences leading 

to improved L2 in writing (Pellettieri, 2000); 

 Improved oral production in terms of communicative units produced 

after SCMC; improved fluency and proficiency after SCMC, not after 

ACMC or oral practice (Abrams, 2003); 

 Shared contexts for interaction (intersubjectivity); more off-task and 

pragmatic exchanges; more risk taking (Darhower, 2002); 

(Potential benefits of intraclass CMC, summarized from Abrams (2006)) 

Like several of the technologies discussed previously, CMC is not often 

considered as a procedural option for realising interpersonal interaction in 

major accounts on TBLT. And although the attested benefits are not always 

uncontested and highly dependent on the context of use, many are sonorant 

with principles and objectives from the TBLT frameworks presented earlier. 

This indicates that it may be advantageous to make use of CMC within TBLT 

on a larger scale than current practice suggests. This is even more relevant 

since some benefits of CMC are reported to have a positive impact on oral 

interaction, which we have seen to be central in TBLT.  
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6.9.4 Impact of CMC on oral performance 

Payne and Whitney (2002) demonstrate significant gains in oral proficiency 

development of learners using SCMC over learners in a control groups taught 

in face-to-face classrooms only. Abrams (2003) showed that the amount of 

language produced during oral performance was higher with groups of 

learners who had practised using SCMC than with those who had had ACMC 

or face-to-face practice. Sykes (2005) found higher complexity and more 

variety of speech acts in oral interaction with a group using written chat than 

with a face-to-face group and an oral chat group. Commenting on this, Belz 

(2008) suggests that these gains are due to the complementary nature of 

written chat and oral interaction. She concludes: 

Furthermore, students in the WC [written chat] group were the only 

ones who had consistent practice in both the oral and written modes; 

such multimodal processing may account for better learner 

performance. This is an important finding for the design of classroom 

tasks that speaks to the advantages of blending, that is, the alteration 

of CM [computer mediation] with more traditional forms of 

instruction.  

(Belz, 2008: 53)  

The TBLT frameworks presented previously suggest guidelines for 

implementing such design. The precise specifications would obviously depend 

very much on the nature of the task, but a task sequence could be devised in 

which students rehearse the task through written chat in the relatively safe 

online environment and perform it in the more challenging, open classroom 

afterwards (in line with the recommendations in Willis (1996) to gradually 

move to wider audiences during the task cycle).  

The complementary potential provided by oral interaction, SCMC and ACMC 

respectively may thus help to cover both accuracy and fluency aspects of oral 
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production and interaction. SCMC allows more time for reflection and self-

repair than oral interaction. Even more time is afforded by ACMC. As Levy 

and Stockwell (2006) indicate, this relates the use of these media to the critical 

factors of planning time and exerting pressure (cf. Skehan, 1998; Skehan, 

2003). ACMC, they argue, “allows the learner far more time to think about a 

response, and provides sufficient time to consult resources such as 

dictionaries or grammar reference books, or even to seek assistance from 

other people”  (Levy & Stockwell, 2006: 98). In this respect, although still 

interactive by nature, ACMC is much closer to writing and presenting (spoken 

production) than to spoken interaction. With SCMC, such recourse to 

external assistance is generally less feasible, while in oral interaction it is 

usually impossible. The task-based framework may build on this differential 

potential by using different forms of CMC in support of different language 

skills and different aspects of linguistic competence.  

6.9.5 Additional design considerations 

Abrams (2006) presents many useful pedagogical considerations for designing 

tasks and assignments based on the application of CMC in the classroom. 

Although not strictly informed by the TBLT frameworks presented above, 

they meet many principles typical of task-based methodology. As an 

illustration of this, her proposal for designing a task on travelling and vacation 

is given in Table 44 below.   
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 Beginning level Intermediate level 

Learning 

objective 

Learn about cultural practices of German-speaking countries: their 

preferred vacations, amount of time off, modes of transportation, and so 

forth 

 Practice and build the relevant 

vocabulary in extended discourse 

Create a web site informing American 

visitors of German travel and 

vacation practices, discussing the 

efficacy of public transportation in 

the US and of increasing vacation 

time for Americans 

SCMC or 

ACMC 

SCMC forces more negotiation of 

meaning, retains immediacy of 

topic, students’ discourse abilities 

may still be limited, more suited to 

a conversation rather than formal 

writing (which is more 

characteristics of ACMC) 

Combination ACMC and SCMC 

1. open-ended discussion or decision-

making task in SCMC 

2. collaborative writing task in small 

groups, the entire class creates a web 

site 

Group 

constellation 

Dyads or small groups to reduce 

the cognitive demand for students 

(they do not have to follow too 

many other comments); increased 

negotiation 

Small group or large class interaction 

because more contributors can offer 

more diverse opinions on the topic at 

hand 

Required 

preparation 

Build necessary vocabulary by 

reading articles or watching video 

prior to CMC: modes of 

transportation, travel destinations 

Read about different issues on the 

main topic, perhaps interview native 

speakers prior to CMC 



Chapter 6 
 

 254

 Build phrases necessary for 

interaction (e.g. , “I agree with the 

previous statement that …” “The 

most 

impressive/disturbing/exciting 

idea in this movie/story/image 

was…” 

Build phrases necessary for 

interaction (e.g., “I agree with the 

previous statement that …” “I read 

something that contradicts the claims 

of this article …” 

 Training in SCMC (use of specific 

technology, typing, characters, 

etc.) 

Training in SCMC and ACMC (use of 

specific technology, typing, 

characters, etc.) 

 Handout identifying learning 

objective and expectations for 

students (e.g., each student must 

contribute at least X number of 

comments; grammatical and 

lexical accuracy will [not] count; 

follow up task is [for example] a 

collaborative report on how X 

differs from what the students 

read and discussed prior to the 

CMC sessions; and assessment 

criteria) 

Handout identifying learning 

objective, the different steps in the 

overall project, and expectations for 

students (e.g, each student must 

contribute at least X number of 

comments in X minutes; grammatical 

and lexical accuracy will [not] count; 

the subtasks of the collaborative web 

project include …; and assessment 

criteria) 

Table 44: Task comparisons for a sample task 
in Abrams (2006: 191). 

An aspect worth noting with respect to CMC is that the written or spoken 

records of CMC sessions, which have opened up opportunities for the 

substantial amount of research in this area, are also beneficial as part of the 

learning process. Such records make it possible to set up a post-task language 

focus stage for linguistic analysis and language practice along the lines of the 

TBLT frameworks presented earlier. Making these records available generally 

requires little teacher intervention and since they can be accessed 

independently of time and place, they may be used to further promote student 

independence, which we have seen several times now to be an indispensable 

corollary of the use of technology. Abrams (2006) relates the use of such 
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records to facilitating ongoing assessment, since the written transcripts or 

spoken records of CMC sessions may also be included in language learning 

portfolios (p. 192). We will come back to the use of digital portfolios in 

section 7.3 below.  

The advantages of CMC for intraclass interaction discussed so far relate 

primarily to affective and cognitive aspects of language learning. These can be 

linked to additional benefits such as the opportunity for working outside the 

classroom and recording the actual language used during interaction. 

Obviously, the existing classroom practices are a factor in determining how 

useful these options are as a complement to face-to-face learning. If too much 

teacher control, too little student participation, unwillingness to speak, etc.  

are not issues of concern in the classroom, there may be less need to use 

technology as a way of addressing these. In fact, TBLT does much to resolve 

such issues without the use of technology. But if such issues do occur, CMC 

offers extra discourse modes for helping to resolve them.  

In heterogeneous groups, specific problems may arise with students coming 

from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. In this context, in addition 

to building on the cognitive and affective benefits mentioned above, this may 

position CMC as a tool for intercultural awareness and understanding in 

intraclass interaction. In extraclass interaction, to which we will now turn, 

these intercultural aspects are usually one of the primary reasons for using 

CMC, but the cognitive and affective benefits associated with intraclass 

interaction mentioned above may obviously also apply to extraclass 

interaction.  

6.9.6 Using CMC for extraclass interaction 

Using CMC in extraclass interaction relates to the use of synchronous and 

asynchronous communication tools to connect L2 learners with L2 users 

outside the classroom.  A well-known form is collaboration between learners 

of different languages and cultural backgrounds, implemented in the form of 
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e-mail tandem projects or other telecollaboration projects (Appel & Mullen, 

2000; Little, 2001; O'Dowd, 2003). But as Thorne and Black (2008) point out, 

other forms of collaboration between learners are also possible, such as in an 

on-campus project between heritage speakers of Spanish and L2 learners of 

Spanish (Blake & Zyzik, 2003). And a third form of extraclass interaction 

concerns communication and collaboration between L2 learners and NSs in 

authentic NNS-NS interaction, as documented in, for instance, Kitade (2000), 

Leahy (2004), and Tudini (2003). Although such collaboration may be 

motivated by linguistic and affective factors similar to those discussed for 

intraclass interaction above, extraclass interaction makes use of the unique 

potential of CMC for supporting intercultural communication.  

This form of extraclass interaction facilitated by CMC constitutes an example 

of participatory learning promoted by general learning frameworks such as the 

Flexibility-Activity Framework, which as was pointed out in chapter 2, values 

aspects such as “becoming a member of a community” and “the ability to 

communicate in the language of this community and act according to its 

norms” (Collis & Moonen, 2001: 22, citing Sfard, 1998). This is also the 

perspective in sociocultural views on the role of technology in language 

learning, such as those presented in Kern and Warschauer (2000) and 

Warschauer (2000b).  

Warschauer (2000b) coined the term “integrative CALL” to describe this 

participatory perspective on CALL. He proposes that we should have our 

students “perform real-life tasks and solve real-life problems in a community 

of peers and mentors”. The “purpose of interaction” in this context is “to 

help students learn to enter new communities and familiarise themselves with 

new genres and discourses” (no page number). Since this type of interaction 

may be difficult or even impossible to achieve in traditional classroom-based 

settings, language teachers considering the use of CMC for language learning 

may particularly value these options for participatory, intercultural learning 

that computer-mediated extraclass interaction affords.  
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In an extensive overview of the literature and research on CMC for 

intercultural exchange, Lomicka (2006) mentions that “[l]earning a language 

through sustained contact with a NS partner can heighten the language 

learning experience and motivate learning for students” (p. 211) due to the 

following benefits: 

 Participation in intercultural projects can increase cultural awareness; 

 Participation may also promote reflection on one’s own culture; 

 Working with a NS partner, provides opportunities to observe the 

culture and language first hand through a personal connection; 

 NS contact offers a very different experience from learning through 

traditional tools, such as a text book. 

(Lomicka, 2006: 211) 

CMC offers great potential for contact with the target language and has 

particular relevance in view of the fact that only a small proportion of 

students have the opportunity for spending study time abroad (Blake, 2008a: 

2).  Communication with authentic users of the language also brings in the 

dimension of linguistic variation. Rather than having to rely solely on a 

restricted set of linguistic models (often the classroom teachers), students can 

thus be exposed to more varieties of the target language. In the face of global 

communication which is increasingly based on use of a common language 

(often English) by NNSs, this may also include varieties by users from 

different language backgrounds and different regions across the world 

(Warschauer, 2000a). This dimension is probably brought out most clearly in 

spoken forms of CMC, including videoconferencing. In this respect, it should 

be noted that in the CEFR, being able to understand spoken and written texts 

in non-standard varieties is a requirement of language learning competence at 
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C2 level (near-native command). Using (spoken) CMC in intercultural 

communication may be most feasible at higher levels of proficiency.  

Lomicka (2006) explores the research findings on the use of the different 

types of synchronous and asynchronous media in this context. The one-to-

one nature of email exchanges may reinforce the personal element of the 

communication, while the communal nature of discussion boards makes them 

more suitable for group work. Her discussion of chatting relates the 

intercultural aspects of this type of communication to the cognitive and 

affective aspects mentioned in the previous section. She also includes 

videoconferencing and websites in the range of CMC tools for intracultural 

communication. In the context of an existing intercultural project (Raison 

d’Etre), she provides the following guidelines on using each of these tools:  

Tool Function 

Email Establishes a personal connection between NNs and NSs and 
promotes regular writing exchanges in the target language 

Discussion board Allows for communication between all participants, thus 
extending both knowledge and perspectives beyond the keypal 
partnership 

Textual chat Develops a synchronous, direct academic dialogue between 
paired NNSs and NSs that will be extended through other 
means of communication 

Videoconferencing Enhances textual chat by providing a sense of “knowing” and 
“seeing” the partner; emphasises collective reactions and 
creates a sense of community within the physical classroom 
but also between each class regardless of location; functions as 
both an individual and whole-class activity 

Website Displays international collaboration, student writing, 
asynchronous interaction and provides a synthesis of all 
activities through micropublishing 

Table 45: Technological communication tools 
in the Raison d’Étre Project, based on 
Lomicka (2006: 223). 

These guidelines are more generally applicable in a task-based language 

learning context.  
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As Lomicka (2006) points out, the practical aspects involved in setting up 

extraclass collaboration may include dealing with aligning academic calendars, 

agreeing on assessment procedures and criteria and arranging technical pre-

tests. Similar problems are mentioned in O’Dowd (2003). Leahy (2001) adds 

that there may also be considerable differences in matching students because 

of different levels of proficiency or different expertise in peer reviewing, etc. 

These comments are in line with findings from the survey carried out by 

Toner et al. (2008), which also suggested that SCMC, particularly 

videoconferencing, may be difficult to set up. This may partly account for the 

fact that extraclass interaction, in spite of its potential for intercultural 

communication (which unlike the potential of some forms of intraclass 

interaction cannot usually be realised through traditional classroom 

interaction), appears to be used infrequently as an option for language 

learning in our target setting. As pointed out in the context of intraclass 

interaction, there is considerable flexibility (as well as pedagogical 

effectiveness) in setting up SCMC activities as pair work out of class. This 

encourages the use of small group / dyadic web conferencing, rather than 

whole-class videoconferencing, which, in addition, may also be easier to set 

up logistically and technically.  

Notwithstanding the benefits of CMC for intracultural communication, in a 

context where opportunities for face-to-face interaction exist, it is best 

regarded as an extension, not a replacement, of face-to-face communication. 

In relation to this, Tudini (2003), studying language learning through chats 

from an interactionist perspective in an extraclass context, reminds us that 

chatting is at best a useful preparation, or a “bridge” to oral communication: 

 

Chatting with NS in chat rooms cannot replace oral interaction in real 

life contexts, nor can it provide the physical aspects of oral discourse 

such as pronunciation and other non verbal features. However, the 

opportunity to negotiate would be of particular use to the external 

student who aims to become a competent speaker of the target 
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language. Chatting with NS in a chat room where only the target 

language is spoken provides an authentic and purposeful cross-

cultural experience which is otherwise limited to the language teacher, 

members of the local community or other learners. This is an 

opportunity which should not be restricted to external students. 

(Tudini, 2003: 157) 

 

Tudini suggests that the best conditions for language learning based on 

chatting with NSS can be created when online tasks are combined with offline 

tasks. This is further support that CMC activities, also those untapping the 

benefits of extraclass intercultural interaction, are best combined with class-

based oral interaction in the tradition of the TBLT frameworks outlined 

above. In view of the limited time for face-to-face interaction in the 

classroom, this potential of CMC is highest if teachers are “able to 

incorporate it into the students’ out-of-class assignments” (Blake, 2008a: 2).   

  

6.9.7 Weblogs, wikis, virtual worlds  

In the IILL Survey weblogs, wikis and virtual worlds were included in one 

category of web publication and collaboration tools. It is not unusual to 

consider these technologies together. Sykes, Oskoz and Thorne (2008) assess 

the usefulness of these emerging technologies because they may each provide 

“meaningful contexts for L2 language development” and “a means for adding 

real world relevance to in-class uses of internet-mediated communication 

tools” (p. 528). This aligns them closely with the forms of CMC previously 

discussed. Weblogs and wikis (referred to as “second-generation CMC tools” 

in Blake (2008a)) provide alternative options for micropublishing (Murray & 

Hourigan, 2006), with weblogs offering good potential for “self-expression” 

and writing for and interacting with real audiences (including expert groups 

and L2 communities), and wikis being very suitable for “collaborative content 

creation” (with the option of tracking individual participation) (Sykes, Oskoz, 

& Thorne, 2008). Weblogs and wikis offer a form of writing (written 
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production), but have the potential of making the writing more authentic, 

multimodal and interactive.  

Self-expression and collaboration are also a characteristic of virtual worlds, 

but the focus in such “multiuser virtual environments” (MUVEs) (Cooke-

Plagwitz, 2008) or “synthetic immersive environments” (SIEs) (Sykes et al., 

2008) is not on publishing for the real world, but on acting in an imaginary 

world, which “may be realistic in the sense that it mimics a face-to-face 

experience in which learners interact with other’s avatars synchronously 

online” (Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008: 549). Such simulated environments may offer 

particular advantages in teaching “pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic skills” 

in “diverse social contexts and settings” (Sykes et al., 2008: 537), while the 

integrated communication facilities (including voice-based synchronous 

communication) make it possible to build on the affective, social and 

cognitive benefits that CMC may afford more generally (see above).   

By promoting meaningful, problem-oriented forms of interaction and 

collaboration, linking into the real world (blogs, wikis) or simulating aspects of 

the real world in synthetic environments (virtual worlds) and appealing to 

different aspects of language learning, these emerging technologies are 

potentially attractive to TBLT-practitioners.  

The IILL Survey showed a relatively high frequency of use of wikis and 

weblogs. The reported frequency of use was higher than most forms of CMC, 

with the exception of text-based email and discussion. All synchronous or 

voice-based forms of CMC had lower frequencies. Virtual worlds were the 

least used reported type of application (section 5.4.1). This may signal critical 

differences between weblogs and wikis on the one hand and virtual worlds on 

the other with respect to the potential for wider implementation.  

Weblogs and wikis are easy to use and may be integrated with virtual learning 

environments (Blake, 2008a; Murray & Hourigan, 2006). In fact, for ease of 

use, the task-based writing projects documented in Lys (2004) and Stevens 
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(2004) would most likely involve the use of weblogs instead of HTML-based 

web pages if they had been set up today. This would also resolve most of the 

technical problems in setting up and maintaining such pages (Lys, 2004). 

Although interactive, weblogs and wikis are not synchronous in the sense that 

multiple learners need to use them at the same time (unlike SCMC). 

Moreover, the writing is similar to traditional forms of writing in that it is 

generally positioned as an out-of-class activity.  

Virtual worlds, on the other hand, share many properties with SCMC. They 

usually require simultaneous presence of a teacher and group of learners. 

Although fully capable of offering students immersion in realistic contexts 

(Sykes et al., 2008), the issue of activating students’ linguistic resources may be 

more difficult to resolve without teacher presence than with weblogs or wikis. 

The pedagogical effectiveness of virtual worlds for language learning is still to 

very much an object of study, but for the time being at least, they are “simply 

too complicated for many educators to use” (Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008: 551)  

These differences between weblogs and wikis on the one hand and virtual 

worlds on the other relate to the critical factors of Collis and Moonen’s 4-E 

model of implementation (pedagogical effectiveness and ease-of-use) and 

suggest that weblogs and wikis are well positioned for wider implementation, 

whereas virtual worlds, in spite of their potential for taking participation- or 

contribution-oriented learning to the next level, for the moment at least, have 

less potential for institution-wide introduction.  

6.9.8 CMC-related technologies 

The discussion of the potential of CMC also puts a perspective on the use of 

digital language labs for language learning. Although digital language labs are 

available in many institutions, these appear to be often used as multimedia 

labs without much use of specific language lab functionality. Toner et al.  

(2008) report that only a minority of teachers (27.6%) use labs for 

collaborative language tasks, while a majority (63.2%) situate such tasks in 



ICT AND TASK DESIGN 

 263

regular classrooms (p. 14). They attribute this usage pattern to insufficient 

skills in the use of specific language lab functions, but teachers may well 

prefer regular classrooms equipped with a single computer and data projector 

as a facility for classroom interaction.  

Although current digital language learning labs offer additional features for 

integrated multimedia, access to the internet, collaboration, and interactive 

exercises, the main function of digital language lab software is class-based 

teacher-controlled interaction. TBLT, and CLT more generally, do not 

encourage teacher intervention or teacher control during task performance, 

which may account for the low use of digital language labs for CMC reported 

in some studies. It may also explain to some extent why the main use of 

digital language labs is for individual work, often in self-access, using the full 

range of different ICT programs available, which are often internet-based and 

therefore more flexible than the features offered in language lab packages (cf. 

also the study of Figura & Jarvis, 2007 for the use of computer-based 

materials in this context). These uses may obviously include CMC for 

interacting with NSs outside the classroom context, whether in interclass 

international partnerships or more open forms of communication with target 

language speakers. For intraclass interaction, making learners communicate 

through headsets when they are facing each other is often regarded as artificial 

(task unauthentic). As argued above, if CMC is used for interaction between 

students from the same class, setting it as an out-of-class activity away from 

the teacher is usually a better option since it may provide extra opportunities 

for communication which may be recorded so that teachers (or peers) can  

respond to them (if desired) at a time that suits them best. Current language 

lab software has little to offer in support of these types of out-of-class 

activities10.  

                                                 
10 Out-of-class learning is obviously a characteristic of virtual language lab software used in distance 

learning, but the interaction remains controlled by the teacher and takes place at preset class times. In 
that sense, it is different from the out-of-class use of CMC intended here.  
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6.10 Summary 

Summary of aspects relevant for implementation of task-related technologies: 

Pedagogy: 

 

Web input  The web provides language in use as input for 
learning and  may be used as a basis for 
situationally authentic or interactionally 
authentic tasks (including activities encouraged 
by the CEFR); 

 In order to avoid ‘passive’ immersion, learners’ 
linguistic resources must be engaged by 
appropriate task design and learner training; 
providing sufficient focus on form is a critical 
aspect of meaning-based tasks;  

 A crucial role is for the teacher as selector of 
appropriate web materials and guide for 
students in learning to navigate these 
independently; varying levels of teacher and 
student control may be provided in making 
web-based input accessible to students; 

 Web-based work lends itself well for individual 
or collaborative out-of-class activities, but a 
combination with class-based work is desirable 
for reporting back and intervention;  

 Authentic web-based input should not be the 
only channel of input for students; they may be 
better served if it is combined with enhanced 
input, developed by teachers, enhanced 
automatically, or enhanced by other students; 
different types of enhancement (glosses, 
audiovisual support, elaboration) may be 
needed in support of different aspects of 
language learning; 
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Reference  Reference works, such as online dictionaries, 
grammar books, etc. are important for 
scaffolding the learning process during each 
stage of the task cycle; they may also be 
applied during language-oriented work after 
the task has been completed;  

 Internal glosses are consulted more frequently 
than external dictionaries; access to internal 
glosses and external dictionaries may have a 
greater effect on learning than access to 
external dictionaries only;  

 Multimedia glosses may be more effective than 
textual glosses, but given a choice, readers may 
more often use the text versions; learners 
should be trained in how to use references for 
maximum effect; 

 Automatic referencing and linking to text 
corpora provides an alternative to having 
students engage in KWIC activities, but may 
also support students during meaning-oriented 
activities during the task cycle (KWIC is 
typically applied for language analysis after the 
task);  

 If students add their own annotations to texts, 
this may not only benefit them, but also other 
learners.   

 Tutorial  TBLT allows tutorial programs to be 
integrated at the end of task sequence 
(language focus stage) for analysis and practice; 
the pedagogue approach advocated for TBLT 
is an aspect of task design which does not 
preclude tutorial software as part of the task; 

 Grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation and 
reading and listening lend themselves well for 
support by tutorial software;  

 The conception of a built-in tutor does not 
imply full control of the program in 
sequencing the learning; multiple levels of 
student control may be built in;  

 The possibility for built-in feedback and 
student monitoring enhances the utility for 
out-of-class use;  

 Tutorial applications for structural language 
aspects (e.g. vocabulary) may be integrated 
with presentation of the structures in real 
contexts of use;  

 The context of use rather than inherent 
properties of the software determine whether 
is conceived of as ‘behaviouristic’; 
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CMC  Opportunities for enhanced language 
development (between learners in class): more 
(varied) interaction,  more time to think, more 
equal participation, improvement in learner 
attitudes, oral proficiency gains; 

 Opportunities for enhanced cultural awareness 
and intercultural communication and 
participation in target language community 
(primarily in extraclass settings); 

 More effective in dyads than in (large) groups; 

 Synchronous forms compete stronger with 
face-to-face interaction than asynchronous 
forms; demotes use in the classroom in 
blended setting; 

 Written or spoken transcript for review by 
teachers, peers or students themselves;  

 Weblogs and wikis support self-expression and 
collaboration in writing; easy to integrate in 
typical language learning setting; 

 Virtual worlds: unique opportunities for 
immersion and mimicking of outside world; 
integration more difficult. 

Web input  Web input may be multimodal, allowing 
learning to be served by different media 
channels;  

 Hypertext provides a common method of 
enabling different forms of input 
enhancement;  

 (Semi-)automatic text enhancement offers a 
potential alternative for teacher-designed 
enhancement, which may be labour intensive;  

Reference  Reference tools may be most effective if they 
can be accessed through direct links in the text;  

 Multimedia support desired (for learning 
gains);   

 Automatic glosses and other forms of 
reference are technically possible;  

Technology: 

Tutorial  Usually delivered on/through the web today; 

 Authorable vs. fixed-context tutorial programs;  

 Primary reliance on closed answer checking; 
simple matching algorithms; more advanced 
processing technologies becoming available 
(e.g. WordChamp);  

 Speech recognition in commercial products, 
including for testing;  
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CMC  Many forms are integrated into VLEs 
(including recent wikis and weblogs);  

 Multimodal support, often combinations of 
text, voice and/or video based 
communication.  

Web input  The decision to use teacher-centred or 
student-centred approaches to offering web-
based input is partly determined by the time 
available to teachers for preparation and 
evaluation of such materials;  

 Commercial products with built-in input 
enhancement should be considered if teacher-
designers have too little time for input 
enhancement;   

 Enhancing texts collectively (with other 
teachers, students, possibly in other 
institutions) may be an effective way of 
developing enhanced input materials;  

Reference  Many reference tools are freely available on the 
web; this allows for easy integration with 
language learning tasks, but also brings these 
tools within reach of more students than 
paper-based versions;  

Tutorial  One of the primary functions of tutorial 
programs is to support the learner outside the 
classroom in form-focused work where 
automatic feedback is often possible;  

 The educational environment may regard 
tutorial software as belonging to outdated 
theories of learning (behaviourism, 
programmed instruction);  

Environment: 

CMC  Frequently used tools in the ‘real world’, 
facilitating ‘horizontal integration’; 

 Provides extension rather than replacement of 
classroom in blended learning settings; 

 Combinations with face-to-face 
communication;  

 Preferably used extraclass to maximise 
potential for independent learning; this may 
also be in pairs, even for SCMC.  

Table 46: Summary of aspects relevant for 
implementing technologies for tasks 



 

 



 

 

C h a p t e r  7   

ICT AND CURRICULUM DESIGN  

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter deals with forms of ICT that are more relevant to the curriculum 

as a whole than to individual tasks. It considers to what extent VLEs can 

contribute to a curriculum grounded in task-based principles and in which 

respects tools based on the CEFR, which provides a starting point for 

outlining a task-based curriculum, may be useful in this context. 

In the face of the potential of ICT for task design described in the previous 

chapter, the challenge for teachers is to design combinations of tasks which 

exploit the complementary options for learning in class and out of class, with 

or without technology, to maximum effect. This calls for curriculum design 

relative to the entire ICT-supported learning environment (in which the 

classroom is one component).   

Our conception of the role of technology in support of the variety of tasks in 

the curriculum is similar to that presented in Conacher et al. (2004). Conacher 

et al. (2004) describe the learning environment as a continuum, consisting of 

face-to-face sessions, distance learning, self-study, (peer) group work, etc. It is 

in this continuum that tasks should be sequenced and decisions should be 

made about whether or not to support them with technology. As indicated in 

the previous chapter, finding an appropriate balance between in-class and out-

of-class work, independent and collaborative learning, and learner autonomy 

and teacher guidance are vital aspects in this environment both from the 

point of view of language pedagogy and from the perspective of logistics.  

Course management is a typical role of VLEs (they are commonly referred to 

a Course Management Systems, or CMSs). In this chapter, the role of VLEs 

in organising the task-based curriculum will be described in greater detail. 



Chapter 7 

 270

Because it makes reference to increasing levels of difficulty, the CEFR is also 

potentially useful in arranging tasks in the curriculum. But, as will be 

demonstrated below, the tools that have been specifically developed on the 

basis of the Framework are also useful in bringing out other aspects of 

language pedagogy at the level of the curriculum.   

It should be noted that the difficult issue of sequencing tasks on the basis of 

inherent task properties is not addressed here. Much attention in TBLT-

research has focused on how tasks may be sequenced on the basis of factors 

relating to input, task conditions, task process, or task outcomes (Ellis, 2003: 

220-229). While such factors may obviously be related to the use of 

technology (providing multimedia input instead of pictorial input, supporting 

dialogic rather than monologic discourse, etc.) and should therefore be of 

interest to those involved in designing task-based curricula, discussing such 

task parameters - and the role that technology may play in them - in relation 

to sequencing tasks would be well beyond the scope of this study. Relative 

task difficulty is only addressed in terms of the guidelines provided by the 

CEFR.  

7.2 VLEs in support of the curriculum 

7.2.1 General perspectives 

McGill and Hobbs (Mcgill & Hobbs, 2008) describe a virtual learning 

environment (VLE) as “an information system that facilitates e-learning.” 

VLEs are used to “process, store and disseminate educational material and 

support communication associated with teaching and learning” (p. 191).  

VLEs serve a central function in providing the types of flexibility predicated 

upon by the Flexibility-Activity Framework (independence of time, place, 

teacher, classroom) for both students and teachers. Flexibility and ease-of-use 

are important factors in the popularity of VLEs as tools for learning and 

teaching. Collis and Moonen (2001) regard perceived pedagogical 
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effectiveness and ease-of-use as prerequisite steps for fuller acceptance of 

technology for learning-related purposes. They recommend focusing on one 

technology in particular at first and complementing it with other technologies 

as appropriate (Lesson 9:  After the core, choose more). Their technology of 

choice for serving this catalyst function are VLEs to which they assign a 

central place in achieving more flexible, innovative forms of learning. In 

chapter 4, it was demonstrated how VLEs provide this type of core 

functionality in innovation projects in the Netherlands. In the discussion of 

these projects, they were particularly associated with providing “teaching 

presence,” which is an essential component of learning in the institutional 

context (Garrison & Anderson, 2003).  

Flexibility of use appears to be one of the main reasons why many educational 

institutions worldwide are now deploying VLEs as part of their e-learning 

strategies to enhance teaching and learning in virtually any discipline (OECD, 

2005). High use for language teaching and learning was evidenced in the IILL 

survey and similar surveys conducted elsewhere (Schneider, 2007; Toner et al., 

2008).  

Innovative practice does not necessarily follow from the use of VLEs. Blin 

and Munro (2008), exploring the impact in a university context of one 

particular VLE, Moodle, found that “… the VLE is mainly used for 

administrative purposes, to disseminate resources or information and to 

complement or replicate existing practices” (p. 488).  Orsini-Jones and Jones 

(2007), on the other hand, described how VLEs may be used to teach 

grammar in ways that are nothing like the traditional Presentation  Practice 

 Production (PPP) approaches to the subject, claiming that “the VLE 

provided the socio-collaborative infrastructure upon which the project could 

be built” (p. 99). These examples demonstrate once more that it is not so 

much the technology but the pedagogies by which its use is informed that 

determine the transformational potential of ICT. They drive home the 

inevitable reality that teachers use technology relative to their current teaching 
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beliefs and learning philosophies and it is these beliefs and learning 

philosophies that must be central in any attempts to transform the ways in 

which technology is used for learning-related purposes. This issue will be 

taken up again in chapter 8.  

7.2.2 Practical uses 

Most VLEs have built-in features for presenting the course outline to 

students. In some cases, these may be rather rudimentary, such as with 

Blackboard’s ‘syllabus tool’, but these limitations can usually be overcome by 

teachers fashioning the course outline in some other way, such as by setting 

up appropriate folder structures on a weekly schedule or topic basis for the 

course. At the University of Groningen, for instance, teachers make use of a 

course organiser to present the course content to their students. In Figure 24, 

an example is shown of the course organiser being used for a Business 

English course at the University of Groningen.  

The course is built around a commercial web site (Market Leader, 

http://www.market-leader.net/) and presentation and writing tasks, and 

makes use of learning tools and supplementary activities, all of which can be 

accessed from the course organiser. 

http://www.market-leader.net/�
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Figure 24: Course Organiser used in a 
Business Course in the University of 
Groningen 

On the face of it, the use of technology for this purpose may be regarded as 

rather trivial and not contributing much to the pedagogic innovation that is 

central in the debate about the potential-practice gap in ICT for language 

learning. It illustrates one way in which ICT may be used “to post material 

online”, “send students to specific web sites” and “have students search the 

Internet”, all of which are regarded by Arnold (2007: 169) as “utilitarian” 

rather than pedagogically innovating uses of technology. However, the 
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benefits of these “utilitarian” functions for supporting pedagogically 

innovative language teaching and learning practices should not be 

underestimated.  

First of all, syllabus outlines such as that presented in Figure 24 may be 

helpful in conceptualising tasks in relation to the entire learning environment, 

in which the classroom is just one element (section 7.1 above). This is 

important for both teachers and students, who may regard the classroom as 

the primary place for language learning, even if, because of time constraints 

on contact hours, only a small portion of that learning can be covered during 

class time (the IILL survey revealed an average distribution of 40% working 

time in class and 60% outside class). The discussion above has shown that the 

classroom continues to be an important place for interaction, also in the face 

of new technological potential, but it is by no means the only place for 

situating language learning tasks.  

An email sent by one of the teachers to students in the aforementioned 

Business English class (see Table 47 below) gives an impression of the 

different aspects involved in teaching in a multimodal blended learning 

environment. The email was sent using the mailing function of Blackboard, 

which is the main tool of the local learning environment Nestor. 
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From: XXXX [xxxx@rug.nl] 
Sent: maandag 28 april 2008 9:33 
To: "BKP065A02.2007-2008.1":; 
Subject: Welcome to English 1c: BKP065A02.2007-2008.1 
 
Dear students 
Welcome to English 1c.  
As you know, this is a Nestor self-study week. It is designed for you to 
explore the Academic Word List Highlighter tool. The full assignment was 
posted on the International Marketing Nestor site at the beginning of this 
semester and is now also available on the English 1c site (Weekly Organizer, 
scroll down to Block 4, Week 18).  
 
Resit students, who have not been studying IM this year, can of course use 
any other suitable piece of individually written work. 
 
Everyone, please remember to bring your Nestor week reflective report to the 
first lesson. Your teacher will discuss your findings in the context of the 
potential of the AWL for future university written tasks. 
 
Please also read the Course Information Handout for 1c and bring it to class. 
You are advised to pay particular attention to the imminent graded 
presentation symposium. This will take place for one 4-hour period only in 
either week 20 or 21. These dates and times cannot be changed and there will 
be no other classes in these two weeks. The schedule and a full description of 
the task is available in the Weekly Organizer (scroll down to Block 4, week 
20). 
 
This is a challenging but rewarding block for all those students who approach 
it with enthusiasm and a supportive team spirit. 
 
Wishing you all every success, 
Kind regards 
 
XXXX 
Course Coordinator  

Table 47: Use of e-mail in context of VLE-
supported activities 

The mail draws attention to how the Course Organiser is used in support of 

both in-class and out-of-class activities for the course, the mix of media used 

to support it and aspects of student responsibility and teacher guidance in the 

context of performing these activities and using the tools. The use of these  

two VLE components in this context demonstrates several aspects of  
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“convenience” pointed to in Arnold (2007), but they indubitably also 

contribute to realising the pedagogical objectives of the course.  

A second benefit is that VLEs offer significant advantages over traditional 

print-based media (or classroom instructions) in providing access to the task 

descriptions and the online tools and resources that are relevant to 

performing the tasks. Web resources offered to students for purposes 

proposed in sections 6.3-6.6, are more easily accessed through a link in a VLE 

than through a reference in a book or paper handout. Online dictionaries, 

other reference works and tutorial applications discussed in sections 6.7 and 

6.8 may be literally only a keystroke away. And many of the communication 

and collaboration tools described in section 6.9 are available as integrated 

tools in VLEs, which greatly facilitates general communication, calling up 

support, or setting up innovative language learning tasks on the basis of them. 

As the number of ICT resources and tools used for language learning 

increases, the benefits of using VLEs in this umbrella function will grow 

accordingly. In line with the recommendations made previously, the use of 

VLEs for presenting the course syllabus should cover all tasks, in class and 

out of class, and all media both traditional and new, that are pertinent to 

performing the tasks inside or outside the familiar classroom space. 

Restricting coverage to only those elements of the curriculum that are 

supported by technology will create a sense of discontinuity between the more 

traditional elements and the new elements in the learning environment, 

impeding effective integration of all the components that make up the course.  

A third, related benefit is in the establishment of a transparent, highly 

accessible, easily modifiable and extendable common core of learning 

materials, tools and resources. This is particularly relevant for courses taught 

collectively. Willis and Willis (2007), quoting a teacher introducing a task-

based program in Japan, point to the following aspect as particularly 

important for implementation: 
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Basically ... get all teachers (even dissenting ones) using the same tasks 

and material and to work from there. This is what I call ‘working out 

of the same box’. This gets people speaking the same language and it 

challenges them to think. It’s important, too, to get teachers thinking 

in terms of a holistic teaching sequence.  

(Willis & Willis, 2007: 183) 

These remarks were made in the context of using traditional media (primarily 

course books) for TBLT, but they may be even more relevant for the use of 

VLEs in this context. Teachers participating in a course may be given time 

and place independent access to the task outlines, course materials and tools 

for the course. Added to this are easy-to-use editing facilities, which make it 

possible for them to contribute to the course themselves (one reason for 

selecting VLEs rather than general web pages for these purposes is ease of 

use). Provided the course syllabus reflects principles of TBLT design, using 

VLEs in this sense may thus contribute to furthering innovative, task-based 

practice in language pedagogy. The importance of VLEs for course design 

makes them an important subject for teacher training.  

A key point of this discussion is that these practical uses of technology for 

distributing course materials and providing access to resources and tools may 

help to facilitate innovative language teaching practices (even though they can 

not enforce them). Using VLEs for “utilitarian” purposes, such as the ones 

described above, is not in and of itself evidence of traditional modes of 

teaching and may also greatly benefit teachers embracing contemporary views 

on language learning such as TBLT.   

7.2.3 TBLT-informed uses 

After these general observations on the utility of VLEs for language learning, 

we will now turn to how VLEs may contribute to achieving the prerequisite 

links between meaning focus and form focus at the level of the task-based 
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curriculum, an aspect that is arguably more central to TBLT pedagogy than 

the utilitarian functions described above.  

In section 6.2, it was shown how using meaning as the starting point for 

language teaching and learning and introducing form as a secondary aspect 

can be operationalised at the level of task design.  Following proposals from 

Willis (1996), it was illustrated how attention to form can be made relevant to 

the “problems / needs that learners encounter in carrying out the task.” 

(Samuda & Bygate, 2008: 208) and the role of technology in the process, 

particularly of tutorial programs focusing on grammar, vocabulary and 

pronunciation, was considered. When tasks thus designed are integrated into 

the curriculum, this attention to form may appear rather haphazard and 

explicit instruction in or recycling of language material presented earlier in the 

task-based context may be hampered because of this. In addition, in formal 

educational contexts, the teacher has “the responsibility of ensuring that 

through an appropriate sequencing of tasks the appropriate ‘formal curricula’ 

are covered” (Nunan, 2004: 16). This normally entails taking into account 

which linguistic aspects will have been covered by the end of the course. 

Using an outcome-based framework, such as the CEFR, for assessment not 

only provides guidelines on what learners can do with language in a particular 

setting, but also on how well they can do it in terms of e.g. grammatical 

accuracy, vocabulary range, vocabulary control and phonological control 

(Council of Europe, 2001: 108-118).  

This question on how focus on form may be built into task-based language 

courses systematically is an important issue for TBLT researchers and 

practitioners.  



ICT AND CURRICULUM DESIGN 

 279

Ellis (2003) proposes to resolve this issue by conceiving of the task-based 

syllabus11 “as two entirely separate modules – a communicative module and a 

code-based module” (p. 236):   

The communicative module constitutes the main component of such 

a syllabus. It consists of linguistically unfocused tasks, selected and 

graded with reference to the criteria outlined earlier in this chapter. 

Students work their way systematically through this module, which 

provides opportunities to develop fluency, accuracy and complexity 

through message-related activity.  

…. 

The code-based module constitutes the secondary component of the 

syllabus. It consists of a checklist of linguistic features that are 

potentially difficult for learners to learn and serves a ‘remedial’ 

purpose by helping learners to acquire features that prove resistant to 

learning ‘naturally’.  

(Ellis, 2003: 236) 

Just how the code-based module is to be taught is open to discussion: Ellis 

argues that either a traditional form-focused approach built on principles of 

PPP might be employed, or the relevant formal aspects might be covered 

through a series of focused tasks, i.e. tasks specifically designed to elicit the 

linguistic features. Ellis suggests that no links between the two components at 

the design level are necessary and that it should be left to the teachers to 

establish the links as the course unfolds.  

Willis and Willis (2007) present a slightly revised version of Ellis’s proposal, 

which considers the implementation of this modular approach in the language 

                                                 
11 Ellis (2003) uses the term ‘syllabus’ to describe what is to be taught; the term ‘curriculum’ is broader 

and includes the actual materials and procedures of teaching.   
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learning context in greater detail. Not only does this revision make more 

explicit recommendations on how to achieve the desirable connections 

between the two modules, but it also provides a basis for defining the roles of 

teachers and students in this context and conceptualising how a relevant body 

of linguistic content for the code-based module may be created. Their 

proposal is represented in Figure 25 below. We will use this proposal to 

describe how technology may be supportive of implementing such a modular 

approach in the task-based curriculum. 

 

 

Figure 25: Modular approach to designing a 
task-based syllabus, based on Willis and Willis 
(2007: 191). 

The communicative module provides the backbone of the task-based 

curriculum. At the beginning level, language learning is primarily meaning-

focused and lexically driven; attention to form gradually increases as learning 

passes through the intermediate to the advanced levels of teaching. This shift 

in balance is reflected in the diagonal dividing the two modules in Figure 25 

above.  

While it is obviously possible to implement this proposal in a conventional 

setting without the use of technology (the model is valid irrespective of the 

Communicative module (task sequences):
Focus on meaning 
Topic lexis 

Code-based module: 
Form focused 

activities 
Analysis of text 

LEVEL Beginner Intermediate Advanced 
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pedagogical procedures for implementing it), there may be considerable 

advantages in using technology to support it.  

If a VLE is used in support of a course, the main course outline implemented 

by the syllabus tool, course organiser or some similar device, represents the 

series of tasks constituting the course. The tasks are obviously specific to the 

course and different courses are made up of different sets of tasks. Tasks 

might involve a considerable element of classroom interaction or they might 

be almost entirely conducted out of class, as suggested in the previous 

chapter. The code-based module, on the other hand, rather than consisting of 

PPP-based lessons or teacher-led focused tasks (as suggested by Ellis (2003)) 

or form-focused activities and text analysis (as proposed by Willis and Willis 

2007), could very well be implemented as a set of computer-based resources 

and exercises requiring very limited classroom interaction. It would include 

the online dictionaries and other reference works and the tutorial programs 

discussed in chapter 6, for which links would be provided at appropriate 

points from the tasks constituting the main learning path of the course.  

In line with our recommendations on encouraging independent student 

learning in the use of specific language learning tools and resources, some of 

these links would be available to students during the entire pedagogical 

sequence in which tasks are embedded. These would be pre-programmed by 

teachers during task design. Other links, particularly those arising from the 

problems and needs that task performance brought to the fore, would be 

supplemented by the teacher as the course unfolds.  

For some languages, particularly English but also for other commonly taught 

languages, many suitable resources and practice programs are available on the 

Internet for free. After careful selection of resources that might be 

appropriate in support of the TBLT syllabus, teachers would add the 

resources as links to an appropriate folder structure set up in the VLE and 
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supply links from the tasks as needed, either at the time of compilation or at 

the time of running the course. 

An important aspect of the code-based module is that, unlike the tasks, the 

components would remain fairly stable across different courses. Although 

teachers might prefer to make some components unavailable to specific 

groups, in most cases modifications would be in the area of supplying 

appropriate links from the tasks into the code-based module. This has great 

benefits in terms of re-usability of course materials. In the context of a VLE, 

this process could be implemented by copying the relevant content to 

different courses or by using a content-management system to show the 

content at appropriate points in the course.  

Since this is yet another example of making course materials and web 

resources available online, it might be argued that this once more constitutes 

an instance of utilitarian use of ICT. It should, however, be noted that 

implementing such a scenario with traditional media and methods would have 

been much more complex, if not impossible. Using paper-based dictionaries 

to support it would have made direct referencing much more difficult, using 

paper-based exercises would not be appropriate for practice involving 

listening and speaking, not to mention the problems of logistics in bringing 

these traditional media together, ideally in a way that meets individual 

students’ needs and problems.  

In the INTUIT project (see chapter 4) an attempt was made to develop 

communicatively oriented syllabuses along the lines suggested above. The 

project distinguished two main strands: a main learning path, based on the 

activities to be performed by students, and a supporting “Language Tool 

Box” consisting of teacher-selected tools and resources to which students had 

recourse at any point during the course. Although not strictly informed by 

TBLT, this approach showed considerable potential for pushing the use of 

ICT for language learning ahead. The proposals in Ellis (2003) and Willis and 
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Willis (2007) provide further direction in complementing this strategy with 

principled approaches to language learning. This will inevitably lead to further 

blurring of the concepts utilitarian use and pedagogically innovative use, 

suggesting once more how the former may serve to create essential conditions 

for realising the latter.  

Willis and Willis (2007) particularly associate the code-based module with 

their proposal of setting up a “pedagogic corpus”, which they describe as a 

specifically prepared collection of texts which can be used as the basis for 

form-focused activities and text analysis. The tasks from the communicative 

module provide the basis for assembling such a corpus, but the corpus could 

include texts (both spoken and written) from other courses as well, which 

would help learners “to build up a more and more complex and precise 

picture of the way the language works even though they may not be able to 

explain the rules which lie behind their language behaviour” (p. 189). This is 

one way in which the recommendations in Doughty and Long (2003) about 

providing “well-constructed input archives in the form of audio, video, and 

text-based corpora, the components of which are tagged for task complexity 

and perhaps controlled in terms of learner access” (p. 62) could be realised.  

The corpus is regarded as providing input for language learners, in a 

conception where learning is seen as “a growing awareness and sophistication 

in the ability to process text and learn from it” (Willis & Willis, 2007: 191). 

Inevitably, this requires the responsibility on the part of the learner to take on 

this form of learning. This brings us back to the theme of learner 

independence, which we have seen to be an essential condition of technology 

use in a task-based context in chapter 6, for as Willis and Willis (2007) claim: 

“This is something that will be encouraged by a methodology which prompts 

learners to look at language for themselves” (p. 189). In other words, it is not 

just left up to the teacher to establish the links between the communicative 

and the code-based module, but learners activated through analysis and 

practice assignments should be stimulated to make the appropriate 
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connections themselves. As indicated by the relative importance of the 

communication module and the code-based module at different levels of 

teaching, this is particularly relevant at the advanced levels (e.g. the C1 and C2 

levels of the CEFR).  

As has been pointed out in section 6.8 above, Willis and Willis (2007) discuss 

KWIC (keyword-in-context) concordancing as the primary technological aid 

for consciousness raising. They propose to use KWIC as a way of exploring 

the pedagogic corpus. This involves “treating the learners as corpus linguists”, 

“involved in a process of discovery” (p. 192). The teacher intervention on 

which the selection of texts is based and the relevance to the task at hand 

defuse much of the criticism of Doughty and Long (2003) against such an 

approach (“Training language learners to use concordancing programs and 

corpora for the metalinguistic study of language samples is not at all what is 

proposed here” (Doughty & Long, 2003: 62)) and KWIC on the basis of the 

TBLT guidelines proposed by Willis and Willis (2007) is definitely a way in 

which consciousness-raising activities may be implemented. Such analysis and 

practice activities, as has been shown above, may be served by a whole range 

of other tools and programs. In addition to KWIC to make texts accessible, 

online dictionaries and other reference works could be used to further 

students’ understanding of lexical, grammatical or phonological aspects arising 

from their performance of tasks. Spoken texts could be complemented by 

recording facilities, possibly embedded in “communicative activities” in the 

sense of Nunan (2004) above. In short, a whole range of tools would be 

available to heighten the learners’ awareness of linguistic features and to help 

them in acquiring these once they are developmentally ready for them. In this 

context, VLEs are not only particularly convenient in providing access to 

relevant input (whether or not organised in the form of a pedagogic corpus), 

but also in providing access to the whole range of tools available for making 

this input more comprehensible to learners.  
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One of the applications of the CEFR that lends itself for use in the context of 

the pedagogic corpus is in providing descriptors for the corpus. Together with 

tools for indexing and searching, these could then be used as metadata which 

would allow users (teachers and students) to find suitable content from the 

spoken and written texts (and possibly also the exercises based on the corpus) 

on the basis of target levels, activities, domains, communicative competences, 

etc. Suggestions on how such a metadata system might be realised have been 

given in Corda and Jager (2004) in the context of developing Ellips, the web-

based authoring and practice system for language exercises described in 

chapter 4 (see Table 10 above).  

It should be noted that this conception of providing access to a range of 

effective pedagogic materials and the use of tools which allow learners to go 

beyond initial noticing crucially relies on the pivotal role of the teacher in the 

process. Access to the resources and tools is mediated by the teacher, but an 

important aspect is to promote the use of these resources and tools by 

students themselves. It will be remembered that the views on language 

pedagogy that found the highest support in the IILL survey were “For 

language learning to be successful it is essential that students take 

responsibility of their own learning” and “A primary role of the teacher is to 

help students learn how to learn” (cf chapter 5, section 5.4.3 above).   

The role of the teacher in the context of the pedagogic corpus has been 

summed up by Willis and Willis (2007) as follows:  

1. to provide a pedagogic corpus made up of texts which contain 

sufficient and appropriate raw material for learners to generate the 

insights they need about the target language to enable them to operate 

effectively as language users. So texts need to contain appropriate 

vocabulary which covers the domains in which learners are likely to 

operate. They need also to illustrate the grammatical knowledge 

learners will need to acquire; 
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2. to provide learners with guidance, or instruction, to help them make 

appropriate generalizations about the language they are exposed to; 

3. to provide activities which encourage learners to analyse the language 

they are exposed to in a way which will enhance learning and make it 

more efficient; and 

4. to encourage learners to practise the language they have been exposed 

to.  

(Willis & Willis, 2007: 189) 

The use of tools remains implicit in this list of typical tasks for the teacher, 

but, as pointed out, examples are given of how KWIC activities may be 

helpful in promoting student learning in this context. The actual number of 

tools available for supporting consciousness raising and language practice is, 

as has been demonstrated, much more varied and in actual fact considerable 

use is already made of such tools. In addition to the guidelines on task design, 

the proposals on curriculum design help to underpin this use of technology 

with methodological principles rooted in TBLT research and teaching 

practice.  

7.3 CEFR-tools in support of the curriculum 

7.3.1 Role of the CEFR 

In the preceding chapter, the relevance of the CEFR for technology use in the 

context of designing tasks has been touched upon. It was indicated that the 

use of web resources offers potential for linking into the real-world domains 

defined by the CEFR. The use of communication media (CMC) is promoted 

by the CEFR because communication increasingly makes use of such media. 

Possibly the greatest potential of CMC from the CEFR perspective is for 

intercultural communication and understanding, which are at the heart of the 

Framework. It was also shown how ICT plays an important role in fostering 
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learner independence, which is another core element of the CEFR. It was also 

pointed out that the CEFR may provide the basis for metadata that can be 

used to store and retrieve language materials, such as the texts in the 

pedagogic corpus proposed by Willis and Willis (2007). At the level of task 

design, therefore, several relationships between ICT and the CEFR have 

already been identified. The relevance of the CEFR for task design follows 

naturally from the CEFR being akin to the TBLT tradition.  

As indicated in chapter 2, both Nunan (2004) and Willis and Willis (2007) 

have argued that the CEFR may be supportive of curriculum design. Applying 

the CEFR in TBLT provides a starting point for designing a performance-

based curriculum. In this section we will explore how technology tools that 

have been specifically designed in support of the CEFR may contribute to the 

task-based curriculum.   

Using the scales of descriptors and the levels of proficiency defined by the 

CEFR may be helpful in organising tasks at increasing levels of difficulty in 

relation to the context of language use and by reference to the learners’ 

general and communicative competences. In a survey on the use of the CEFR 

in the Council of Europe member states, Martyniuk and Noijons (2007) 

found that respondents valued the CEFR primarily “for the planning and the 

development of curricula/syllabi” (p. 5). Its use for testing and assessment 

was rated similarly, while the usefulness for teacher training was rated slightly 

lower (p. 5). This perceived usefulness has had a significant impact on 

national policies in this area, and several Council of Europe member states 

have already related or adapted national curricula and examinations to the 

CEFR, while most other members are planning to do so in the near future (p. 

6). In the Netherlands, for instance, new language curricula and exams for 

higher secondary and pre-university level education based on the CEFR will 

become effective in 2010 and 2011 respectively (CEVO, 2008). In chapter 4, 

it was discussed how the CEFR has been used for defining curriculum 

outcomes in language teaching in universities in the Netherlands since 2000, 
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and is beginning to affect educational practices in this context (self-reflection, 

learner autonomy, etc.). 

This is not to say that the introduction of the Framework is not without issue 

in the Netherlands or other countries. Stoks (2009) warns that the CEFR, 

although intended as a reference, is more and more interpreted as a standard 

for teaching, which may leave teachers little freedom in organising their own 

teaching; Little (2007) points to problems of use with young learners and is 

concerned about the growing influence of testing institutes on the CEFR; 

Hulstijn (2007) observes, among other things, that the CEFR scales are based 

on teacher judgements, not on empirical learner studies;  Broeder and Van 

Wijk (2009) likewise state that the scale-level descriptors are intuitively based 

and need to be revised on the basis of insights from linguistics and 

psycholinguistics;  Westhoff (2007) regrets the limited impact on language 

pedagogy, which he attributes, among other things, to the fact that the CEFR 

does not provide much guidance in encouraging innovative pedagogical 

practice in teaching grammar. However, each of these critics also notes 

positive aspects of the CEFR (e.g. the promotion of plurilingualism), and the 

Framework, as has been argued above, continues to be of growing 

importance for the teaching, learning and assessment of languages in Europe, 

and beyond.  

Against this background, the focus in the next sections will be on two 

technology instruments specifically designed on the basis of the CEFR, and 

the extent to which these may contribute to supporting aspects of language 

pedagogy in the curriculum. The first is DIALANG, a self-assessment 

program for language learning, and the second is the European Language 

Portfolio (ELP), a portfolio model developed by the Council of Europe, 

which is now available in digital formats.  
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7.3.2 Using DIALANG  

DIALANG (http://www.dialang.org) is an adaptive self-assessment program 

which provides test takers with scores related to the CEFR. It is available in 

14 European languages.12 DIALANG has the form of a downloadable Java 

program connected to a central database which provides test items remotely 

through the Java interface. The system offers tests for listening, writing, 

reading, structures and vocabulary. No tests are available for speaking (spoken 

production or spoken interaction) and writing is tested by closed answer or 

short answer items only, not by free production. A description of the program 

can be found in Alderson and Huhta (2005). The descriptive scales used for 

self-assessment and feedback have been included as an appendix to the main 

text of the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001: 226-243).  

DIALANG works as follows. After an introduction, users select the language 

and skill to be tested. Thereupon a placement test is offered in which the user 

is asked to distinguish between existing and non-existing words of the 

language. This Vocabulary Size Placement Test is used to determine at which 

of the three available levels the test should be administered (Alderson & 

Huhta, 2005: 303). The placement test is concluded by advisory feedback, 

based on the user score, which provides global information on the user’s 

knowledge of vocabulary. Next, if the skill selected is listening, reading or 

writing, a self-assessment section is started, in which test takers are asked to 

reply “Yes” or “No” to Can-Do statements of the form “I can read 

correspondence relating to my fields of interest and easily understand the 

essential meaning,” which is a statement for the reading skills at level B2 (see 

also, Council of Europe, 2001: 231-234). No self-assessment is available for 

structures and vocabulary. After completion of the self-assessment part, the 

test for the skill selected is presented to the learner at the appropriate 

difficulty level. Compared to a test which would cover all CEFR levels, 

                                                 
12 Danish, Dutch, English, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Icelandic, Irish, Italian, Norwegian, 
Portuguese, Spanish and Swedish.  

http://www.dialang.org/�
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adaptive testing based on placement and self-assessment makes the test more 

meaningful to the learner, increases accuracy and speeds up delivery 

(Alderson & Huhta, 2005: 305).  

After completion of the test, users are provided with feedback on the results 

of the test, followed by advice which will help them interpret the level scored 

and assist them in moving to a higher level. The feedback information on the 

level obtained reports the scores according to the overall scales in the CEFR 

(see Council of Europe, 2001: 235-237). An example for Reading level C1 is: 

Your test result suggests that you are at level C1 in reading on the 

Council of Europe scale. At this level people can understand long and 

complex factual and literary texts as well as differences in style. They 

can understand “specialised” language in articles and technical 

instructions, even if these are not in their field.  

(Council of Europe, 2001: 235) 

The feedback section on self-assessment compares the self-assessment score 

to the test score obtained. This is supplemented by additional information, in 

which extra advice is given about possible mismatches between test scores 

and self-assessment, together with other awareness-building information 

(Alderson & Huhta, 2005: 305-306). Detailed information, including an 

option to review the item, is available for each test item, grouped by the 

subskill which it is intended to test.  

In the “Advice” section, the focus is on the level obtained in relation to the 

levels below and above this level. Proficiency at these levels is captured in 

terms of the text types that the user can understand, what they can 

understand, and the conditions and limitations that apply. This information is 

helpful in making users make sense of where they stand as L2 learners. An 

example of the scales for a user at Reading level C1 is presented in Figure 26 

below.  The advice is presented in the language selected by the user when 



ICT AND CURRICULUM DESIGN 

 291

starting the program (in line with the general strategy promoted by the CEFR 

to provide instruction texts and feedback in the L1).  

 

Figure 26: DIALANG advisory feedback on 
score obtained 

From this screen additional advice is available that assists users in setting 

learning objectives for getting to the level above the current level. An example 

of this type of information is shown in Figure 27 below: 
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Figure 27: DIALANG advisory feedback on 
proceeding to next level 

In a task-based syllabus where the CEFR is used as a basis for curriculum 

design, these extensive advisory feedback features may be of great value to the 

learner. The richness of information and the combination of self-assessment 

with objective testing is unmatched in any other program (not to mention the 

availability in 14 languages!). The program helps to make the curriculum 

outcomes meaningful to language learners both in terms of what the levels 

entail and in terms of what is expected of the language learner in attaining 

them. Alderson and Huhta (2005) indicate that awareness building is one of 

the primary functions of the advisory feedback: “The aim of this is to 

encourage learners to reflect on what language learning involves, and whether 

they can recognize themselves in the descriptions” (p. 306).  

In DIALANG this feedback is exclusively directed at the learner. This 

conceptual design focus on the learner rather than the teacher is also reflected 

in descriptions such as “it [DIALANG] gives the learner responsibility for the 
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assessment process, and the results and feedback are reported only to the 

learner” (p. 302). This pedagogical decision has contributed to a technical 

design where teachers or other supervisors have no direct access to the results 

obtained. In addition, test-takers have no options for printing or saving the 

diagnostic and advisory information. After closing the program, they cannot 

revisit the test either to review previous results or resume the test if it has had 

to be interrupted for some reason (in the face of the time needed to complete 

the test, this is not an unlikely scenario). In an institutional setting this poses a 

challenge for teachers and other supervisors, who cannot exert their roles of 

guides to the learning process without taking additional measures to 

overcome these program limitations.  

In terms of the IILL model of integration, from the point of view of 

pedagogy, DIALANG offers syllabus designers a highly appropriate tool for 

helping students understand the CEFR, the syllabus outcomes related to it, 

and their own language proficiency expressed in terms of it. It may thus 

contribute to establishing a needs-based, student-centred pedagogy in which 

individual differences between learners can be taken into account. On the 

basis of the advisory feedback, students may be referred to different entry 

points in the task-based curriculum (implemented in the institutional VLE). 

From the point of view of embedding the program into the institutional 

environment, however, the primary focus on the learner and the program 

design based on it may pose a significant problem for successful 

implementation. In addition, other aspects of the program may also hinder 

sustained use in the educational context (see below). 

Extensive use of DIALANG in the context of the INTUIT project (see 

chapter 4) confirms that the program may indeed be used effectively for the 

pedagogical purposes for which it has been designed. An account of how the 

program has been used in this project is provided in Example 6 below. This 

also demonstrates how some of the barriers to successful integration in the 

educational setting may be overcome.  
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EXAMPLE 6: DIALANG IN THE INTUIT PROJECT 

Promoting the use of the CEFR by means of technology was one of the primary 

objectives of the INTUIT project (for an introduction to the project, see chapter 4 

above). DIALANG was extensively piloted in the context of this project. This has helped 

the University of Groningen, one of the partners in the project and leader of the 

DIALANG piloting scheme, to establish a position for DIALANG as a structural 

element in its Business and Economics curricula. Use of the program is considered most 

beneficial if it can be made part of a course (rather than preceding a course, or being 

offered as a stand-alone self-assessment test), since this offers the best opportunities for 

integrating DIALANG with general course objectives, course activities, and outcomes 

referenced in terms of the CEFR. It also facilitates advance preparation for the test and 

following up the test by meaningful tasks based on the results and feedback obtained.  

At the University of Groningen, DIALANG is administered a few weeks after the start 

of a course. This allows for DIALANG to be “embedded in a longitudinal learning 

scheme in which the CEFR is introduced through the production of several pieces of 

work over a period of time” (Comadina, Haines, & Veenkamp, 2007: 4). This includes 

familiarising students with the principles on which the course is built (“Become your own 

grammar teacher”), writing reflective reports and memos, etc.  DIALANG is 

administered in a week during which there are no taught classes and the focus is entirely 

on self-directed work supported through Blackboard (‘Nestor’). The DIALANG test 

components used are restricted to reading and writing, because these are most relevant to 

the course and provide a reliable diagnosis of overall language ability (although students 

are warned that scores for more complex productive tasks may be lower than those given 

by DIALANG). An example of the instructions given to students taking the test can be 

found in Table 48 below.  
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During this Nestor Week, write a reflective summary (one page A4), in which you: 
 
 - Reflect upon your strengths and weaknesses in English, making specific 

reference to the feedback given by DIALANG. The following 
questions will help you: 

1. What are your linguistic strengths (what can you do) according to 
DIALANG? 

2. What are your linguistic limitations (what do you find difficult?) 
according to DIALANG? 

3. To what extent does the feedback provided by DIALANG fit in 
with your image of your English language ability? Is it consistent 
with your previous experiences of learning English?  

4. On the basis of the DIALANG test and your previous experience 
with English, what learning objectives do you set yourself (in 
order to improve your reading, writing and listening)? 

5. How will you achieve these objectives? Be as specific as possible 
about what you plan to do and when you plan to do it. 

 
 

Make sure that all the above materials are included in your portfolio with the reflective 
report. 

Table 48: Instruction provided to students using DIALANG 
at the University of Groningen 

To facilitate use, DIALANG is available on any PC in the university network. In 

addition, a special module has been developed in Blackboard for use by students at the 

time of taking the test. This module comprises general information on the program and 

how it is to be used. It provides students with pre-test, test and post-test instructions, 

implemented as “learning units” in Blackboard, which take students step-by-step through 

the test-taking process. The test instructions include information on how to make screen 

captures and save them for later reference. In addition, the information from the advisory 

feedback screens in DIALANG is made available as MS Word-documents. On the basis 

of the results in DIALANG, students are referred to the corresponding sections in the 

documents, which they can copy to their personal portfolios for ease of reference on 

subsequent use. The opening screen of the DIALANG Plus module is shown in Figure 

28 below:  
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Figure 28: Dialang Plus: Introductory screen 

During the piloting phase, test-taking was arranged in the form of scheduled test 

sessions. Approximately 350 students participated in the test thus arranged.  As indicated 

in Comadina et al. (2007), questionnaires administered to this group revealed that 

students responded positively to the way in which DIALANG was embedded in the 

course. Although the test procedures and instructions needed improvement on some 

points, students generally agreed that DIALANG had given them a better insight into 

their level of English and had increased their understanding of the CEFR and provided 

them with appropriate feedback on moving to a higher level.  

Similar results were obtained in other universities where DIALANG was introduced for 

self-assessment, awareness building and familiarisation with the CEFR. It was also found 

that if DIALANG is supported by the supplementary instructions and delivery method 

described, scheduled supervised use is not strictly necessary. This has led to the program 
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being used by students independently at home or in self-access in the participating 

institutions (including the University of Groningen). This is obviously in line with the 

rationale underlying the original design and capitalises on the potential of ICT for 

supporting independent learning more generally. To facilitate use in other institutions, the 

Groningen Blackboard module comprising the instructions and additional 

documentation was exchanged through a simple export and import system set up in the 

context of the INTUIT project. The module is now generally available from the INTUIT 

project site (http://www.intuitproject.nl) to prospective users in any institution.  

 

The description in Example 6 above illustrates how DIALANG, in spite of a 

number of inherent limitations, may be used true to its pedagogical purpose in 

the institutional setting and how VLEs may be instrumental in supporting this 

use in the ways described in section 7.2 above.  

It should also be noted, however, that the arrangements described cannot deal 

with some other obstacles hindering widespread acceptance of DIALANG in 

the institutional environment. The most serious of these is the fact that 6 

years after its release, the program is still only available in a beta version and 

has suffered from extended periods of server downtime over the past few 

years. Institutions firmly committed to using the CEFR as a basis for syllabus 

and curriculum design may not be inclined to use DIALANG on these 

grounds. The strong commitment of the Council of Europe and the 

European Union to the program expressed by its inclusion in the main 

document describing the CEFR and substantial funding during the 

development  phase of the program have proved insufficient for securing a 

permanent basis for implementation of the program in educational 

institutions across Europe. In addition to the other aspects of the institutional 

environment highlighted in this section, this is yet another illustration of the 

vital importance of the environmental component for integration.  

http://www.intuitproject.nl/�
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7.3.3 Use of the digital ELPs 

The European Language Portfolio, or ELP for short, 

(http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/portfolio/) is another potentially useful 

instrument in support of task-based curricula referenced by the CEFR.  It was 

developed under the aegis of the Council of Europe as a tool to help learners 

record and reflect on their language learning and cultural experiences. It may 

be used to support users, theoretically at least, throughout their lives as 

language learners in both formal and informal language learning situations. 

Portfolios modeled on the ELP consist of three distinct parts: 

 Passport: The passport gives an overview of the owner’s proficiency 

expressed in terms of the CEFR, including statements of formal 

qualifications and certificates. 

 Biography: This part describes the owner’s experience in different 

languages and has been specifically included to assist them in 

reflecting on current abilities and planning further progress.  

 Dossier: This part consists of personal work (documents, audio or 

video recordings, etc.) which is used to demonstrate the achievement 

documented in the Passport or Biography sections of the ELP.  

Models of the ELP, validated by the Council of Europe, have been developed 

for different languages and different educational settings. Currently almost 

100 accredited models of the ELP are listed on the Council of Europe 

portfolio site. Most of these have been designed to be used in print format, 

but digital versions are now becoming available.  

As Baten and De Sweemer (2006) point out, in portfolios pedagogical 

functions and reporting (or documenting) functions are combined and 

portfolios may be used for purposes of presentation, reflection and 

evaluation. The ELP covers aspects of each of these functions and uses. 

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/portfolio/�
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Primarily designed as a tool for the learner, it meets general requirements of 

independent, life-long learning, but in the institutional setting the reporting 

and evaluation functions also give it particular relevance as a tool for teachers. 

It may provide teachers with useful information on the background and 

language learning experience of students, thereby contributing to needs-based, 

individualised forms instruction. Similarly, students’ reflection reports and 

work submitted may be the basis for interaction with and feedback by the 

teachers as courses unfold.  

These aspects make portfolios fit in well with task-based pedagogy, which 

encourages needs-based approaches to language learning, promotes the 

assessment of language development over time, fosters learner independence, 

learner reflection and awareness raising, but also establishes the crucial role of 

the teacher in assisting the learner in the language learning process.  Both 

Willis and Willis (2007: 222) and Nunan (2004: 160-161) argue for the use of 

portfolios in giving students a sense of their own progress. Nunan (2004) 

states that portfolios should contain a “self-introduction”, “samples of both 

spoken and written language”, “evidence of growth and development” and 

“evidence of reflective learning” (p. 160).  All these aspects are covered by the 

ELP, which, by being modeled on the CEFR, helps to establish a link 

between personal development and the performance-based language learning 

curriculum.  

Digital implementations of the ELP seek to capture these pedagogical and 

reporting functions of portfolios in electronic format, as e-portfolios which 

offer distinct advantages to their paper-based counterparts. They offer several 

types of flexibility argued by the Flexibility-Activity Framework to be 

important for the acceptance of technology for learning-related purposes. 

First and foremost perhaps they save students and teachers the trouble of 

carrying around piles of paper-based dossiers. But they are associated with a 

number of other advantages as well. A second advantage is in greater 

versatility with regard to spoken language. By recording and storing audio and 
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video files, portfolio owners can also present evidence of spoken language 

achievement. This makes it possible to cover a greater range of skills and 

communication aspects (in the case of video, this may include aspects of non-

verbal communication) in one integrated archive. It also affords a way of 

integrating CMC recordings (section 6.9 above) into the portfolio. A third 

advantage is in the facility of sharing the portfolio with others (teachers or 

peers), which may be essential if the portfolio is used for evaluation purposes. 

The same portfolio may be shared with more people at the same time, which 

is more difficult to achieve with traditional portfolios. A final advantage is that 

the digital portfolio can include features not available in analog formats, such 

as automatic calculation of self-assessment scores and linking to CEFR levels, 

or integration with learning resources appropriate to the levels and skills of 

the portfolio owners. Once again, most of these advantages of using e-

portfolios rather than paper-based portfolios relate to logistic (‘utilitarian’) 

aspects of technology, but the point of departure is language innovation on 

the basis of the ELP, which technology can help to carry further.   

Digital versions of portfolios modeled on the ELP are now being developed 

across Europe, and beyond. These include:  DiLaPort 

(http://www.dilaport.utu.fi), EAQUALS-ALTE e-ELP 

(http://www.eelp.org/eportfolio/), eELP (http://eelp.gap.it), e-Pel 

(http://langues.u-bordeaux4.fr/e-pel), Europeestaalportfolio.nl 

(http://www.europeestaalportfolio.nl) and LOLIPOP (http://www.lolipop-

portfolio.eu). Another e-portfolio modeled on the ELP, used in a Business 

English context, is documented in Baten and De Sweemer (2006). And an 

American e-portfolio based on the ELP, LinguaFolio, is described in 

Cummins (2007).  

The development of e-portfolios modelled on the ELP is still very much 

work in progress. Currently, only two digital models have been officially 

accredited by the Council of Europe (out of almost 100 validated models). 

These are the EAQUALS-ALTE ePortfolio, developed jointly by the 

http://www.dilaport.utu.fi/�
http://www.eelp.org/eportfolio/�
http://eelp.gap.it/�
http://langues.u-bordeaux4.fr/e-pel�
http://www.europeestaalportfolio.nl/�
http://www.lolipop-portfolio.eu/�
http://www.lolipop-portfolio.eu/�
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European Association for Quality Language Services and the Association of 

Language Testers in Europe, and Europeestaalportfolio.nl, developed by the 

Dutch National Bureau for Modern Languages. This does not necessarily 

mean, however, that these are the options of choice for institutions seeking to 

introduce digital portfolios in a CEFR-based curriculum. Like the paper-based 

models listed on the Council of Europe site, these portfolios have been 

designed for specific educational settings and levels. The validated model of 

Europeestaalportfolio.nl, for instance, was designed for “adult second 

language learners”. This makes it suitable for our target group of HE 

students. However, following the CEFR line of thinking that reflection about 

learning the L2 is best supported by using the L1, Europeestaalportfolio.nl 

originally provided only support for Dutch as the language of the user 

interface and Can-Do statements. This made it less useful in a HE climate of 

growing internationalisation, where English is used as the language of 

communication and teaching. This is yet another aspect of the institutional 

environment which has been argued to be essential for implementation. In 

the case of Europeestaalportfolio.nl, this situation was remedied when an 

English language interface was added to the site later on. Similar 

considerations no doubt apply to the usability of any of the other digital 

versions of the ELP, both accredited and not (yet) accredited.  

Another aspect worth noting relates to the technology component of our 

model of integration. The technologies used for implementing the digital 

ELPs are widely divergent and based on designs which may not necessarily 

meet the pedagogical requirements of educational institutions not originally 

involved in the development of the e-portfolios concerned. Some digital 

implementations of the ELP have been designed as stand-alone applications 

(DiLaPort, EAQUALS-ALTE e-ELP, and eELP), others have been set up as 

dedicated portfolio websites (e-Pel and Europeestaalportfolio.nl), and yet 

others have been integrated into the VLEs used in the educational institutions 

(LOLIPOP, the eportfolio described in Baten and De Sweemer (2006), and 

LinguaFolio documented in Cummins (2007)). These designs have been 
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implemented with typical learners (and teachers) in mind in each of the 

settings in which the portfolios are used.  

Which technology works best for which group cannot readily be decided on 

general grounds. Since only part of the portfolio owner’s language learning 

career will be spent in the same institutional environment, there may be 

distinct advantages in positioning the portfolio outside a specific institutional 

setting as a stand-alone tool or separate website. But web access may be 

preferred if easy access of teachers to the portfolios is prioritised. Integration 

with a VLE may be the preferred option if close links with the language 

learning course are targeted (Baten & de Sweemer, 2006). In fact, many VLEs 

have built-in portfolio functionality, which students may also use for other 

disciplines. This may promote their use for language learning. These 

implementation issues are essentially aspects of the “horizontal” and 

“vertical” dimensions of integration (Levy & Stockwell, 2006) in which 

portfolios, as tools owned by independent learners interacting with teachers in 

different teaching contexts, have to be situated. The selection of any one 

system is complicated by the fact that technology standards for portfolios (e.g.  

IMS ePortfolio, http://www.imsglobal.org/ep/epv1p0/imsep_bestv1p0.html; 

Open Source Portfolio, http://www.theospi.org/) are not yet applied as a 

basis for digital ELPs, although some publications and presentations made in 

the wake of development projects point to plans for implementing technology 

standards in the future (Landone, Vrasidas, Christodoulou, & Retalis, 2004; 

Stevens & Lawrence, 2004). The adoption of such standards would benefit 

the prospect of long-term sustained use of portfolios. In this respect, the 

technology used is not yet capable of fulfilling the role of a transversal tool 

spanning the user’s entire language learning career.  

For the time being, however, digital ELPs appear to be used primarily as 

pedagogy tools in the context of individual courses. This is evidenced by 

reports at the project web sites listed above and the ELP section of the site of 

the European Confederation of Language Centres in Higher Education 

http://www.imsglobal.org/ep/epv1p0/imsep_bestv1p0.html�
http://www.theospi.org/�
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(CercleS, http://www.cercles.org/en/main.html). A judicious approach to 

promoting their use as life-long learning tools is to establish their pedagogical 

use at this level and develop strategies for wider acceptance at the same time. 

In addition to addressing the issues of technology pointed to above, this 

would also involve developing policies which help to establish the ELP as a 

language learning tool across courses and beyond educational institutions.  

7.4 Summary 

A summary is given in Table 49 below of the main aspects of implementation 

for the technology tools discussed in this chapter: 

VLE  Facilitative of innovation (not necessarily 
innovation itself); 

 Key tool in providing teaching presence in 
learning, e.g. by options for communication 
and information in the learning context;  

 Single course entry point, providing access to 
task descriptions, tools and resources;  

 May be used for promotion of learner 
autonomy and differentiated learning content; 

 Allows for multiple pathways through learning 
content; this may provide an option for 
integrating communicative and form-focused 
aspects of language learning (combining 
communicative module with code-based 
module (Ellis, 2003; Willis and Willis, 2007);  

 Potential for incorporating re-usable, 
searchable pedagogic corpus (Willis, 1996; 
Willis and Willis 2007);  

Pedagogy: 

 

DIALANG  Combination of self-assessment and objective 
testing on the basis of CEFR scales;  

 Encourages awareness-raising of CEFR and 
personal proficiency levels;  and provides 
suggestions for improvement;  

 Assessment of listening, writing, reading, 
structures and vocabulary; calibrated for 
communicative skills;  

 May contribute to a needs-based curriculum 
(differentiation) and makes curriculum 
outcomes meaningful to learner;  

http://www.cercles.org/en/main.html�
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Digital ELP  Encourages awareness-raising of CEFR and 
personal proficiency levels; 

 Documents formal and informal learning 
experiences; 

 Useful for presentation, reflection and 
evaluation purposes;  

 May contribute to a needs-based curriculum 
(differentiation) and makes curriculum 
outcomes meaningful to learner; 

VLE  Standardised technology;  

 Easy-to-use, flexible course management tool;  

 Incorporation of different functionalities in 
single program;  

 Easy springboard to other technologies; 

DIALANG  Local Java client with online database; 

 No compliancy with learning technology 
standards; 

 Extended down time in past; service more 
reliable now; 

 Beta version,no further program development; 

 No printing of saving or printing of results; 
resumption of sessions not possible; no 
storing of user results; 

Technology: 

Digital ELP  Enhanced flexibility: multiple copies, shared 
access, ease of access / use; 

 Inclusion of multimedia content in portfolio;  

 Incompatible with portfolios for other 
domains; 

 Different implementations, mutually 
incompatible at data level and code level; 
technology standards announced, not yet 
implemented; 

 Integration of technology features, supporting 
algorithms and links to tools, resources for 
further learning;  
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VLE  Flexibility of use: primary tool for time, place, 
teacher independent learning (e-learning) 
across institution; 

 Focus for teacher training and support;  

 May be helpful in emphasising design relative 
to all elements of learning environment;  

 Medium for collective design and 
consolidation of learning content;  

 Facilitate re-using the same learning resources 
(e.g. dictionaries, references on grammar and 
writing) in different task contexts;  

DIALANG  Support of CEFR across languages; CEFR 
used in educational environment; 

 Intended for personal rather than institutional 
use; no teacher access to student performance; 

 Used on substantial scale across Europe 
(vested interest);  

 May be used in institution and at home;  

 Insufficient guarantuee for continued support;  

Environment: 

Digital ELP  Life long learning tool, often restricted to 
single course context; 

 Validated by CoE; competences targeted well-
defined;  

 Tailor-made to institution needs, intended for 
specific levels/domains; general use may be 
restricted as a result. 

Table 49: Aspects of implementation for 
curriculum-related technology tools 



 

 



 

 

C h a p t e r  8   

MAKING IT WORK 

8.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the observations and findings from the previous chapters will 

be used to present guidelines which will assist institutions further in 

implementing IILL. As discussed in chapter 2, the implementation of 

technology concerns the strategies developed and actions taken to make sure 

that technologies are actually used and pedagogical principles applied. Getting 

more staff to use technology in pedagogically innovative ways is the key to 

bridging the potential-practice gap in the use of ICT for language learning 

purposes. In this chapter, we will consider some ways in which this may be 

accomplished.  

8.2 From existing practice towards more innovative practice 

It is essential for implementers to remember that any type of innovation starts 

from existing practice and may take several steps or cycles to complete. 

Pennington (2004), in an adapted version of Rogers’ (1995) innovation-

adoption model of change, describes innovation in terms of three innovation-

adoption cycles, in which the innovation gradually proceeds from novel 

addition to existing forms, through evolution and extension of new forms,  to 

replacement or reconstruction of earlier forms. This process is described in 

Table 50 below: 
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Phase 1 cycle 
[continuity cycle] 
1. Innovation step 
Novel Addition to Existing Forms 
2. Adoption step 
Accommodation to Existing Forms 

Expansion of old forms 
 
Introduction 
 
Familiarization 

Phase 2 cycle 
[creativity cycle] 
1. Innovation step 
Evolution of New Forms 
2. Adoption step 
Extension of New Forms 

Expansion of innovation 
 
Development 
 
Normalization 

Phase 3 cycle 
[discontinuity cycle] 
1. Innovation step 
Conflict/Merger of Old and New Forms 
2. Adoption step 
Replacement/Reconstruction of Forms 

Transformation of forms 
 
Contrast 
 
Recalibration 

Table 50: Innovation-Adoption Cycles, based 
on Pennington (2004: 11) 

She observes that during the innovation process, “there is a decreasing 

influence of the context of introduction and an increasing influence of the 

innovation itself, which also gradually changes the context” (p. 12). Proposals 

like this suggest that there may be a gradual progression of innovation from 

add-on to add-in uses, which may be accompanied by phases of resistance or 

rejection. But many innovations do not make it to the final stage, i.e. they fail 

to become fully integrated. Implementation can be seen as the effort of 

orchestrating change in the face of these progressive cycles of innovation. It is 

intended to bring the process full cycle.  

Collis and Moonen (2001) acknowledge these dynamics of innovation in their 

implementation guidelines intended to maximise the chances for future 

acceptance of educational technology in the institution. They recommend that 

early on in the implementation process the focus should be on “personally 

relevant educational problems” and providing “support for the existing 

curriculum” (p. 55). Simultaneously, however, there should be room for “new 

forms of learning experiences” (p. 55). These are crucial aspects of 

pedagogical effectiveness, one of the key factors (4 Es) for the acceptance of 

technology for learning-related purposes. If teachers cannot relate the use of 
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technology to how they teach and to the current curriculum, it will be hard to 

achieve a basis for successful implementation. But, at the same time, 

providing them with new experiences (rather than dwelling exclusively on 

existing problems and the status quo of the curriculum) is important for the 

innovation to become integrated into teaching and learning practices. In order 

to proceed from the teachers’ present perspectives, they should be made 

aware of the potential that lies beyond their current horizons.  

First and foremost, this requires a reconsideration of current beliefs and 

convictions about what effective and efficient language learning and teaching 

is all about. In the preceding chapters, teaching-oriented accounts of TBLT 

have been used as a guiding methodological framework for assessing the 

technology options available to teachers and learners. A key aspect of 

selecting TBLT as the leading pedagogical framework is that TBLT is not 

widely accepted by teachers as a methodology for language teaching. In 

acknowledging this problem, the TBLT frameworks that have been used in 

the previous chapters to outline the scope for technology in a task-based 

language teaching context have put forward proposals for winning over 

teachers accustomed to more traditional form-focused, teacher-centred 

methods. Nunan (2004), Willis (1996) and Willis and Willis (2007) give many 

illustrations of how traditional materials can be used or adapted as a starting 

point for task-based work. Similarly, in the treatment of focus on form, 

differences as well as parallels with more traditional approaches are 

highlighted. Nunan (2004), for instance, remarks: 

Note that in the more traditional synthetic approach, this language 

focus work would probably occur as step 1. In the task-based 

procedure being presented here, it occurs relatively late in the 

instructional sequence. Before analyzing elements of the linguistic 

system, they [students] have seen, heard and spoken the target 

language within a communicative context. Hopefully, this will make it 

easier for the learner to see the relationship between communicative 
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meaning and linguistic form than when linguistic elements are isolated 

and presented out of context as is often the case in more traditional 

approaches. 

(Nunan, 2004: 32) 

Such strategies are similar to Collis and Moonen’s recommendations on 

establishing links with existing practice. For instance, in pointing to the need 

of establishing connections with current methods as an initial stage in the 

process of achieving new practices, they argue:  

Finally, reassuring instructors and students that not all is changing, 

that valuable continuity will still pertain in terms of core aspects of the 

study programmes in which they have invested time and effort is 

important. Not everything should change; the technology initiative 

should emphasize that things that are popular and work well are not 

the (initial) candidates for change, unless it is to extend their benefits 

even further. This can help reduce much of the predictable resistance 

to technology-mediated learning that has been seen so often in the 

past.  

(Collis & Moonen, 2001: 55) 

There is thus strong convergence in the ways in which new pedagogy and new 

technology may be made acceptable to users.   

This strategy of linking up with and extending existing practices can be used 

to indicate ways for gradually integrating the technologies described in the 

previous chapters. The observations that the classroom and the classroom 

teacher should continue to play a central role (since they are valued resources 

in the setting targeted by this study) fit in well with this perspective of 

achieving continuity with existing practices. Furthermore, applications that 

many teachers can readily relate to (e.g. web as resource for input and access 
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to reference materials, tutorial programs for focused practice) may serve as 

good stepping stones to more innovative practices. Focusing on these types 

of applications early on in the implementation process may be a good starting 

point for innovation. However, to work towards transformation, it is essential 

to uphold the afforded pedagogical potential from the beginning. If task-

based language learning is aimed at, an awareness should be created of the use 

of these technologies in the context of tasks and the curriculum, as outlined in 

the previous chapters. The function of the web in providing opportunities for 

working with authentic sources and participating in target language 

communities, the use of online reference programs in support of autonomous 

learning, and the positioning of tutorial programs at the end of the 

pedagogical cycle offer promising perspectives for proceeding from existing 

practice to innovative, task-based practice. A key role in bringing these 

technologies together is for VLEs which offer many practical benefits in 

supporting the existing curriculum, but also provide a basis for pedagogically 

more innovative uses.  

In this perspective on creating favourable conditions for implementing IILL, 

CMC has great potential for offering “new learning experiences”. However, 

teachers operating in non-distance settings may find it harder to relate it to 

their present needs and circumstances. The classroom is the default locus of 

instructed language learning in communicative, task-based teaching 

approaches. Using CMC to enhance interaction between students in the same 

classroom (intraclass CMC) will not be very high on many teachers’ priority 

lists if it means giving up valuable face-to-face interaction in the classroom. 

Methodological frameworks, such as TBLT, offer many suggestions for 

creating cognitively and socially effective classroom interaction for which no 

technology is required. In view of the limited time available for classroom 

interaction, they may, however, be looking for ways to increase the 

opportunities for interaction by using CMC in out-of-class activities. The 

IILL Survey results suggest that computer-mediated activities in which 

students communicate with each other and work together outside the 
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classroom are less frequently considered by teachers than computer-

interactive activities in which students work on their own at tasks in which the 

computer fulfills the role of provider of input, reference resources and 

feedback. For many students and teachers, more communication outside the 

classroom provides interesting new learning experiences to which they may 

find it easier to relate than to CMC as an alternative mode of communication 

between students in the same classroom.  

Great potential for offering new learning experiences would be in intercultural 

CMC. By establishing direct connections with the foreign culture and 

language, intercultural CMC addresses a commonly perceived need for 

language learning which may be hard to implement within the confines of the 

classroom. Blake (2008a) discusses the added value of such virtual exchanges 

in the context of problems in realising real exchanges “as the next best 

alternative to actually going abroad” (p. 4). These aspects make intercultural 

CMC a particularly apt candidate for realising the new forms of learning that 

are needed to get innovative technology-enhanced language pedagogy off the 

ground. As with intraclass CMC, the fact that such forms of intracultural 

CMC can be realised as out-of-class activities is likely to enhance teachers’ 

appreciation of the pedagogical effectiveness even more.   

In this respect, it should be noted that the more recent CMC tools wiki and 

blog offer alternative modes of writing rather than speaking. This puts them 

less in competition with classroom-based interaction than CMC forms such as 

text-based or voice-based chatting and discussion. Writing is already 

traditionally established as an out-of-class activity (i.e. the writing work itself, 

not necessarily instruction and feedback). This makes it easy to accommodate 

wikis and blogs into existing practice, and to create “new learning 

experiences” at the same time, such as writing for real audiences, participating 

in or contributing to the target language communities, and collaborating with 

others in a collective writing process. This would seem to make wikis and 

weblogs another promising point of departure for providing teachers and 
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students with new perspectives on learning and teaching when their overall 

focus is still on classroom-based interaction in which technology is only used 

sparingly.  

8.3 Towards a realistic perception of TBLT  

One of the most elusive aspects of the potential-practice debate concerns the 

problem of what constitutes pedagogically innovative practice. Our research 

has used TBLT as a target for innovation, but the point was made that the 

projects, or the study programmes and curricula in which they were 

implemented, could not be said to be characteristic of TBLT in all respects. 

Although tasks were generally one of the elements, the curricula could not be 

regarded as “fully TBLT”.  

As pointed out in chapter 4, this is a problem addressed by Samuda and 

Bygate’s (2008) extensive study of the use of tasks in second language 

education.  They argue that researcher and practitioner perspectives on the 

use of tasks as a leading construct in language pedagogy are radically different. 

Together with teachers’ perspectives of tasks as being imposed on them top-

down (through national or institutional policies) without adequate concern for 

everyday teaching needs, this makes the use of tasks “highly controversial” 

and the subject of “heated debate” between researchers and practitioners 

(Samuda & Bygate, 2008: 192). In assessing the pedagogical perspectives on 

tasks they conclude that a reinterpretation of the role of tasks in the 

curriculum is necessary in which tasks are “unhooked” from methodologies in 

which TBLT is promoted as the single basis for the curriculum. They contend 

that it is questionable to uphold task-based curricula as the optimal solution 

for language teaching in all cases, as somehow superior to task-supported 

pedagogy (as an “incomplete version of the real thing, or a kind of TBLT 

‘lite’” (p. 219)), and doubt whether TBLT is a realistic goal for language 

teaching more generally.  In this context, they re-assess the potential of the 

pedagogical framework used as a primary reference for this study, Willis 

(1996) and Willis and Willis (2007). Commenting on the sparing evidence of 
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fully task-based pedagogical practices in Willis’s own publications, they make 

the following claim: 

This suggests that Willis’s framework may be more influential in 

introducing the use of tasks to supplement and extend current 

practices than in promoting the fully-fledged task-based learning that 

Willis herself advocates… 

(Samuda & Bygate, 2008: 207-208) 

Tasks should be regarded as valuable constructs in their own right, rather than 

be prescribed as the basis for the entire curriculum. They propose to regard 

tasks as “pedagogic tools” to be called upon as the need arises. Comparing the 

use of tasks to the use of tools more generally, they argue:  

Similarly with tasks:  appraising fitness for purpose involves decisions 

about whether to use a task over an exercise at a particular point in a 

lesson, the selection of one task or type over another, adapting or 

varying the task to respond to local needs, ways of implementing it 

with a particular group of individuals and ways of enabling 

connections with previous work. Such decisions come into play 

regardless of whether the teacher is ‘doing TBLT’ or using tasks on an 

occasional basis, but the outcomes of those decisions will be shaped 

by how the potential of the ‘tool’ is understood and how it is actually 

used.  

(Samuda & Bygate, 2008: 207-208) 

In view of the current problems in the acceptance of TBLT which may 

exacerbate potential problems in the adoption of technology, such a 

conception in which the role of tasks as an overarching methodology for the 

curriculum is re-interpreted may be essential for establishing the pre-requisite 

links with existing practice. The comments on the role of Willis’s framework 
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should not be regarded negatively, but as an opportunity for using this 

framework for making task-based pedagogy acceptable. As Samuda and 

Bygate (2008) suggest, this does not imply that this “represents a necessary 

‘halfway step’ towards full implementation of TBLT” (p. 207-208). There is 

great potential for task-as-tool in language pedagogy when not each and every 

single aspect of learning and teaching has to be task-based. This 

reconceptualisation may help institutions looking at task-based language 

pedagogy as a basis for implementing ICT to make language innovation 

programmes acceptable – perhaps even appealing – to teachers struggling 

with the question of how to integrate technology and take note of new ways 

of doing teaching at the same time.  

On the basis of this more realistic conception of the role of tasks in the 

curriculum, the focus in the next sections will be on provisions for 

institutional vision building, support and teacher training, and project 

management that must be made to create conditions in which innovative 

language teaching and learning practices may continually evolve in the face of 

new educational challenges and technological opportunities.  

8.4 Building an institutional vision 

Collis and Moonen (2001) argue that building an institutional vision is an 

essential component of technology implementation for learning-related 

purposes. Ideally, the vision should be established at the initiation stages of 

implementation, so that project activities aimed at achieving the technology-

supported innovation can be related to it.  In the institutional vision, they 

argue, expectations about the use of technology in the institution should be 

clearly articulated and other issues, such as the technology infrastructure and 

readiness to change among staff should also be addressed. They comment 

that the institutional vision on the use of technology often remains 

underspecified, thus failing to meet their Lesson 1 “Be specific”, which makes 

it hard to assess successful implementation in measurable terms. As indicated 

in chapter 5, teachers in the IILL Survey (who make use of ICT in their 
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teaching practice already) awarded the lowest scores to institutional vision 

when they were asked how satisfied they were about forms of institutional 

support for technology-supported language learning and teaching. This 

suggests that Collis and Moonen’s observations about the lack or 

incompleteness of institutional visions also apply to the use of technology in 

language learning and teaching.  

It was demonstrated in chapter 4 how specific project requirements made by 

the funding organisation SURF helped to draw out aspects of the institutional 

environment that can make the vision more specific. The aspects mentioned 

included the role of e-learning, the importance of internationalisation and the 

relevance of the CEFR. We now come back to these aspects and place them 

in the context of establishing an effective institutional infrastructure for 

integrating these aspects successfully in the curriculum.  

One of the key aspects of developing an institutional vision on technology use 

for educational purposes is that it should identify possible roles of technology 

in relation to pedagogy. General frameworks, such as the Flexibility-Activity 

Framework (section 2.6) which we have used for overall guidance, can be 

applied across the institution to suggest ways in which technology may be 

deployed to gradually introduce more flexible, active forms of learning. HE 

teaching is often acquisition-oriented and inflexible (see Laurillard, 2002 for 

similar arguments) and institutions should encourage flexible ways of teaching 

and learning with active student involvement. Since more specific language-

oriented accounts such as TBLT were used as primary point of departure for 

spelling out the pedagogical options for making language learning more 

(inter)active, no specific reference was made in the preceding chapters to how 

this progression from inflexible, acquisition-oriented to more flexible, 

participatory or contributory learning arrangements might be achieved in 

terms of the Flexibility-Activity Framework. But at the institutional level, such 

an overarching framework may be extremely useful for bringing out essential 

aspects of learning and teaching that apply to the institution as a whole, 
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regardless of the discipline concerned. This provides a valuable pedagogical 

perspective on the use of VLEs, which are also typically introduced at the 

institutional level and which, without proper guidance, would otherwise often 

be implemented by staff relative to their existing beliefs and teaching practices 

(frequently based on knowledge-transmission, acquisition-oriented models). 

Such principled approaches to e-learning, integrated into the institutional 

vision on the use of learning technology, may stimulate “[f]ar-reaching, novel 

ways of teaching and learning, facilitated by ICT” across the institution, which 

large-scale educational studies, such as OECD (2005), have found to “remain 

nascent or still to be invented” in technology-enhanced HE to date (OECD, 

2005: 13-14).  

In relation to the role of technology in language teaching and learning, the 

vision must be augmented with perspectives on the importance of teaching 

and learning languages in the institution. Such perspectives, as has been 

demonstrated in the context of the INTUIT project, are closely intertwined 

with views on internationalisation, and should include considerations on the 

role of language teaching in accommodating foreign students in the institution 

and of preparing resident students for international exchanges and careers. 

This may involve more than resorting to English as the sole target for 

language education. Frameworks such as the CEFR help to express language 

learning outcomes by using descriptors that facilitate comparisons between 

languages and across borders. The institutional vision should integrate the 

role of this framework. In relation to the CEFR, the vision might consider, 

for instance: 

 for students entering the institution, the implications of the use of the 

CEFR as a basis for pre-university secondary school exams (e.g. in the 

Netherlands, cf. CEVO (2008)); 

or: 
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 for students studying at the institution (not just language students), 

the consequences of describing curriculum modules in terms of 

CEFR-based proficiency levels (e.g. how are these levels related to the 

institutional practice of assigning marks (grades) for academic 

achievement);  

or: 

 for students leaving the institution, the role of the CEFR in defining 

and documenting competences relevant for future employment.  

The vision might also consider a place for instruments such as the European 

Language Portfolio in the context of general assessment and evaluation 

procedures in the institution (including the use of portfolios for other 

disciplines). Much work in establishing the prerequisite institutional language 

policies is already in progress, as is evidenced by the activities of the Language 

Policy Division of the Council of Europe 

(http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/) and related professional 

organisations, such as the European Language Council (ELC, 

http://www.celelc.org/). Institutions need to take heed of such developments 

and integrate them into their overall vision and strategies on education. In 

doing so, it is essential that they also take into consideration critical 

perspectives on the implementation of the CEFR, particularly in regard of the 

crucial aspect of integrating the Framework at the level of the curriculum by 

changing educational practices (see section 7.3.1 above).  They should also 

consider the implications of the CEFR for teacher training (section 8.6.2).  

It stands to reason that for outlining the required elements of an institutional 

vision close cooperation is necessary with administrators, management and 

policy makers working at the institutional level at which language provision is 

offered. Collis and Moonen (2001) emphasise that involvement of decision 

makers at the appropriate institutional levels in building the vision and 

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/�
http://www.celelc.org/�
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commitment to that vision throughout the implementation process is 

essential for successful integration. This requires working with language 

centres, language departments or other groups and individuals who can 

contribute to developing an institutional vision on language learning and 

teaching and the role that technology may fulfill in it.  

Another crucial aspect to be addressed in the institutional vision, according to 

Collis and Moonen (2001), is the readiness to change among staff. Personal 

engagement, one of the key factors (4 Es) for effecting successful change, 

relates to the individual’s response to technology and change. Personal 

engagement can be enhanced by rewards such as “extra financial support, 

released time, incorporation of participation [in technology innovation 

projects] in staff evaluation procedures that relate to promotion, and other 

forms of pay-off such as funding for conference attendance” (p. 62). The 

relevance of such reward mechanisms is acknowledged more generally as an 

aspect of the technology integration process  (Laurillard, 2002; Levy & 

Stockwell, 2006), but it has particular relevance for language teaching, which 

has relatively low academic prestige, especially in university contexts (Liddell 

& Garrett, 2004), where professional development is primarily measured in 

terms of research performance.  

Collis and Moonen (2001) conclude that such reward mechanisms are not 

often utilised as instruments in the change process. The projects discussed in 

chapters 3 and 4 indicate that releasing staff from regular tasks to involve 

them in developing pedagogically innovative materials and tasks can be well 

established by setting up strategic innovation projects in which teachers are 

given a key role.  
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8.5 Setting up teacher training 

8.5.1 Teacher training as an institutional process 

Teacher training is a vital component in the successful implementation of ICT 

for language learning and teaching. Whereas pioneers will largely determine 

their own agendas, discover new forms of teaching and learning with 

technology of their own accord, and find ways of integrating these 

successfully into their own teaching with minimal support, familiarising larger 

groups of teachers, whole language sections, departments, or faculties with 

technology applications and actually getting them to use these on a more 

permanent basis requires setting up strategies and making provisions for 

teacher support and teacher training within the institution.  

Recent publications on teacher training, such as Hubbard and Levy (2006a) 

and Kassen, Lavine, Murphy-Judy, and Peters (2007), discuss many different 

options and critical aspects of setting up teacher training in a wide range of 

educational settings. From the institutional perspective, an important focus of 

attention is the way in which teachers already employed at the institution can 

be trained and supported. As Collis and Moonen (2001) indicate teacher 

training in technology integration is best provided by offering just-in-time 

support rather than short courses or workshops, since this provides the best 

opportunities for linking training and support to the context that is 

“meaningful to the instructor” (p. 63).  

8.5.2 Teacher training and professional development 

This perspective places teacher training and support in the broader context of 

staff development. Regarding teacher training as an aspect of staff 

development is essential since learning about technology is an ongoing 

process, which in spite of Bax’s views on normalisation (Bax, 2003; Chambers 

& Bax, 2006) will never reach an end state where it becomes completely 

invisible, at least not for technology as a whole. Technology is not a 
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monolithic tool (Blake, 2008a), and although individual technologies may 

become normalised at some point, there will always be new technologies on 

the horizon, put into focus by pioneers and ready to be considered by larger 

groups of users at a later stage.  

Drawing teacher training (or teacher learning) into the perspective of staff 

development is also necessary to establish the prerequisite links with personal 

rewards and promotion schemes, which have been shown to be generally 

lacking in relation to technology use and which are also frequently absent for 

language teachers in academic environments, where research performance is a 

prime indicator of personal achievement. As indicated above, personal 

rewards are vital in promoting personal engagement, which is a key predictor 

of successful implementation. Linking teacher training to professional 

development also helps in establishing the culture change needed to create 

favourable conditions for the long term use of innovative technology-

supported practices (Oxford & Jung, 2007). Therefore, providing teacher 

training and support from this wider perspective of professional development 

in the institution is one of the keys to the sustained use of technology for 

learning-related purposes. Although teachers are to be made responsible for 

their own professional development, it is the institution’s responsibility to 

make sure that appropriate conditions for such development are created.  

8.5.3 Situated teacher learning 

A critical aspect of teacher training is that it must be linked to real teaching 

and learning conditions. According to Hubbard and Levy (2006a), one of the 

recurring themes in teacher training is “the need to connect CALL education 

to authentic teaching settings, especially one where software, hardware, and 

technical support differ from the ideal” (Hubbard & Levy, 2006a: xi). This is 

what Egbert et al.  (2002) and Egbert (2006) refer to as creating opportunities 

for “situated learning”. Egbert et al. (2002) argue that teachers need ample 

opportunities for practicing what they learn, for “coursework alone, devoid of 
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the opportunities to practice, apply, and see evidence of student 

improvement, may lead to technology learning but not necessarily to its use” 

(p.  111).  

In the institutional context it is relatively easy to link teacher training in the 

use of technology to the courses that teachers teach, particularly when 

(project) funding is available which temporarily releases them from other 

duties, so that they can be given sufficient time for preparation and 

experimentation. Most of the projects that have been described in this study 

involved the use of ICT in the context of actual course work, in which 

teachers engaged students in piloting and evaluating new forms of learning 

supported by technology. An added benefit of this approach is that it involves 

the real technology and support infrastructure available at the institution as 

recommended by Hubbard and Levy (2006a). Situating teacher learning in 

authentic learning contexts raises the stakes for providing adequate levels of 

technology and support. This may serve to put the institutional vision on 

technology provision and support to the test, and if problems occur, put 

ownership of such problems with the organisation rather than with the 

individual teacher.  

8.5.4 Designing for use 

One of the most commonly applied strategies in the Dutch HE context for 

linking technology to real teaching involves the use of VLEs. Teachers are 

typically asked to redesign their courses and implement the new design (the 

course syllabus, the actual tasks and exercises to be completed by students, 

the links with various resources and technologies) in the institutional VLE 

(usually Blackboard). Not only does this emphasise aspects of design relative 

to the entire language learning environment and not just the classroom, it also 

helps to make the design more transparent and open to inspection by others 

(cf section 7.2.2). This allows teacher trainers to provide advice on consistent 

designs (between different courses and between different teachers teaching 
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the same language), but it also makes it possible for teachers to work on 

course design collectively. In many institutions, particularly with the more 

“popular” languages (e.g. English and Spanish in our context), teaching a 

single course is the joint responsibility of a group of teachers, who are 

required by internal and external evaluation and quality control schemes to 

provide comparable teaching and equal opportunities to all. As indicated, 

VLEs may help to create a common core of language learning materials, 

supported by a common set of tools, to which each teacher can contribute 

and which may be a basis for greater uniformity and continuity in the 

provision of language learning than traditionally prepared materials and 

methods residing to a considerable extent in the PCs, filing cabinets and heads 

of individual teachers. In terms of Willis and Willis’s Japanese teacher, getting 

teachers “to work out of the same box” remains one of the important 

challenges for implementation.  

8.5.5 Communities of practice 

This opportunity to work with and learn from colleagues is of particular 

importance in professional development. Colleagues are one of the primary 

sources of information and inspiration for teachers interested in applying new 

technologies (Egbert et al., 2002; Kessler, 2006; cf. also IILL Survey results 

above). Implementation can build on this by facilitating exchanges between 

teachers. As argued above, such exchanges are essential for developing joint 

courses with fellow teachers, but interaction between teachers should not 

remain restricted to teachers working on the same course. For establishing a 

common pedagogy (see section 8.4 above), it is essential that teachers of the 

same language or across languages regularly meet and exchange ideas about 

the use of technology in supporting innovative teaching and learning 

practices. Such exchanges across languages are further encouraged when 

language-independent frameworks such as the CEFR are applied.  
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As pointed out in the discussion of the INTUIT project, setting up contacts, 

collaborative tasks and information exchanges may be a first step towards 

establishing communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). 

The foundation for such communities may be laid by regular meetings, and 

formal and informal contacts “on the ground”, while continued support by 

colleagues and experts may be offered through online communication and 

collaboration tools.  Hanson-Smith (2006) points out that setting up online 

communities of practice (CoPs) locally (i.e. as part of an institutional 

implementation strategy) “may well become an important feature of an 

institution’s total program” (p. 313). Although she discusses CoPs from the 

perspective of teacher-training institutes, such local CoPs would be a valuable 

instrument in support of professional development in the institutional 

environment too. From the perspective of institution-wide implementation, 

global CoPs for language teachers, such as Webheads-in-Action 

(http://www.wiaoc.org/), documented in Hanson-Smith (2006), Franklin 

(2007) and Stevens (2004), might be too far removed from many language 

teachers’ present concerns and contexts of use. From the perspective of 

implementation, many participants in these global CoPs would be regarded as 

pioneers, or at least as language teachers needing support that is not available 

in the institutional environment (Stevens (2004) explicitly describes Webheads-

in-Action as serving that function). So there is great potential in 

complementing these global CoPs with local CoPs in the context of 

technology implementation projects. This may help to create a basis for 

sustained peer and expert contacts and collaboration after the projects have 

come to a close. Hanson-Smith (2006) offers practical advice on how the 

social fabric of such communities may be established and on the technology 

tools available for supporting them. Arnold, Ducate and Lomicka (2007), who 

investigated the cognitive and social aspects of interaction in CoPs for 

language teacher education, found that teacher perceptions of cognitive 

benefits (helping them to understand new perspectives and learning activities 

better) were generally higher than their perceptions of social benefits. The 

http://www.wiaoc.org/�
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researchers attribute this to the fact “that online exchanges were the only 

channel for communication” (p. 126). This may be all the more reason for 

combining online CoPs with face-to-face exchanges in the institutional setting 

where opportunities for such contacts in the form of project meetings, 

teacher presentations and conferences are not too difficult to organise, 

particularly in a project context.   

8.5.6 Differentiation and blended teacher learning 

The need for differentiation is a key aspect of teacher training and support. 

Language teachers are likely to have disparate levels of technological expertise 

or familiarity in applying innovative pedagogical concepts. This calls for 

setting up forms of teacher training and support that can meet these different 

requirements effectively. In many respects, this requirement for offering 

language teachers diversified opportunities for learning resembles the need for 

offering such opportunities to language students. It should therefore come as 

no surprise that many of the solutions that have been proposed for language 

teachers mirror those put forward for language students. Several chapters in 

Hubbard and Levy (2006a) and Kassen, Lavine, Murphy-Judy, and Peters 

(2007) testify to that. Debski (2006), for instance, argues that having teacher 

trainees set up their own self-defined projects may be an important element in 

CALL teacher education. Cummins (2007) and Van Olphen (2007) make a 

case for using digital teacher portfolios, Franklin (2007) promotes the use of 

online resources (including communities of practice) as an important element 

in teacher education. Robb (2006) emphasises the importance of teachers 

learning to assess and use such resources independently. And Bauer-Ramazani 

(2006) deals with the potential and challenges of offering CALL teacher 

training online.  

The benefits of technology in enhancing the flexibility of learning that we 

have seen to be associated with the use of CALL also apply to the use of 

technology in CALL teacher education. Just as with technology use in the 
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context of language learning by students, ICT in teacher education must be 

matched by pedagogical principles which will help language teachers use 

technology to maximum effect. A task-based approach and fostering learner 

autonomy may be as important in teacher education as they are in student 

education. As indicated in the context of language learning by students, this 

does not mean that we must forego the opportunities for face-to-face 

interaction and collaboration in the classroom. The importance of face-to-

face exchanges in making teachers learn from each other was already 

commented on above. Face-to-face meetings in the classroom may also be 

valuable for situating certain forms of expert-novice teaching, e.g. sessions in 

the computer lab for hands-on training in the use of a particular program. As 

Hegelheimer (2006) emphasises, such technology training remains necessary, 

also if methodological aspects of CALL teacher training are covered in 

broader educational programmes.  

By and large, the advantages of combining these opportunities for learning in 

the classroom with options for learning online in teacher education 

correspond to the benefits of making such combinations in student 

education. Needless to say there is also a role for the teacher trainer in the 

process, not only to provide guidance and feedback in the classroom, but also 

as a designer of tasks in teacher education, a provider of resources and an 

assessor of competences that must be met.  

8.6 Topics in teacher training 

8.6.1 Focus on pedagogy 

The focus in professional development should be on developing sound 

pedagogical practices rather than on promoting the use of technology as such. 

Blake (2008a) underscores this aspect by emphasising “that how any given 

technological tool is used far outweighs the importance of which tool is 

selected to carry out a particular activity” (p. 133). If task-based pedagogical 

practices are found to be lacking in current manifestations of CALL, this may 
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signal problems in applying tasks rather than in applying technology. Such 

problems need to be addressed by setting up professional development 

programmes in which establishing contemporary language pedagogy is a 

major component. In our discussion of using TBLT in this context, a 

gradualist approach was proposed in which connections with and departures 

from more traditional approaches were central points of attention and in 

which a realistic conception of the role of tasks in the curriculum was 

advocated. The teaching-oriented TBLT-textbooks used in this study suggest 

natural points of contact with the use of technology and may therefore be 

suitable points of departure for introducing task-based pedagogy and praxis. 

Alternatively, more comprehensive resources on professional language 

teacher development, such as the University of Birmingham’s online Delphi 

course (http://www.delphi.bham.ac.uk/), which has a strong task-based 

orientation, may serve the same function.  

8.6.2 Learning to use the CEFR 

A core component in teacher development in the proposals we have made 

would be the CEFR. As critical evaluations of this framework have pointed 

out (e.g. Little, 2007; Stoks, 2009; Westhoff, 2007), integration of this 

framework at the level of the curriculum remains one of the greatest 

challenges to date. The CEFR is resonant of TBLT principles at several 

points, and linking the CEFR to TBLT as Nunan (2004) and Willis and Willis 

(2007) have suggested may not only add an outcome-based dimension to 

TBLT, which is essential in the institutional, instructed language learning 

environment, but it may also complement the action-oriented CEFR 

approach with procedures for pedagogy, which are only succinctly covered by 

the CEFR (which tries to be as pedagogically neutral as possible). These 

mutually reinforcing aspects are an important target for teacher education. A 

solid foundation in TBLT will make it easier for teachers to relate to tools 

such as DIALANG and the ELP, in which student self-reflection and learner 

autonomy are guiding principles. In the context of the American LinguaFolio 

http://www.delphi.bham.ac.uk/�
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project, Cummins (2007) demonstrates how tools such as the ELP and 

Europass (http://europass.cedefop.europa.eu/) may be used in teacher 

training to raise a critical awareness with teacher trainees on how to interpret 

essential aspects of the CEFR. In a similar fashion, during CEFR workshops 

at the University of Groningen teachers are made to use DIALANG in 

assessing their proficiency in a foreign language other than the language they 

teach. This approach helps them to get accustomed to the language level 

descriptions and interpret the advisory feedback as learners rather than 

teachers, offering them first-hand experience as students of the utility of the 

program. A daunting challenge, however, remains to help teachers interpret 

student performance in terms of the CEFR descriptive mechanism. For 

examination purposes an extensive manual on relating language examinations 

to the CEFR, recently updated to a new version 

(http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Linguistic/Manuel1_EN.asp), is available. As 

North (2007) points out, this will help educational institutions and testing 

institutes in setting up adequate procedures for achieving common reference 

points in language examinations. This will give institutions a sense of direction 

to introducing the CEFR for testing purposes. The Manual can be used as a 

reference in teacher training programmes, but it is not a teaching tool itself.  

Individual teachers may be better served by the sample materials available on 

DVD and the Council of Europe website 

(http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Illustrations_EN.asp)  Of particular 

relevance for acquainting teachers with the actual assessment procedures are 

European initiatives such as CEFTrain (http://www.ceftrain.net) and 

WebCEF (http://www.webcef.eu). A brief description of these is given in 

Example 7:  

EXAMPLE 7: CEFTRAIN AND WEBCEF 

CEFTrain provides an online introduction to the CEFR for different groups of user 

groups (language teachers, student teachers, language learners, textbook writers, test 

writers and educational planners and administrators) and guides them to the full text of 

http://europass.cedefop.europa.eu/�
http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Linguistic/Manuel1_EN.asp�
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Illustrations_EN.asp�
http://www.ceftrain.net/�
http://www.webcef.eu/�
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the Framework. It also has a fairly extensive familiarisation section, which guides readers 

through various aspects of the CEFR, particularly the use of the illustrative scales. While 

this presentation of the CEFR is useful for making the CEFR more accessible to 

prospective users, the interactive training area is particularly convenient for use in teacher 

education. It provides users with sample tasks, which they are asked to rate according to 

different CEFR scales. Immediate feedback is provided on whether the scales selected 

match the judgment of the group of experts who originally designed the training 

materials. An example of interactive training in learning to apply the CEFR illustrative 

scales is shown in Figure 29 below.  

Figure 29: CEFTrain: Interactive training in applying scales 
for communicative activities 

WebCEF, a project involving partly the same participants as in the CEFTrain project, 

takes authentic assessment and learning to use the CEFR scales for reference one step 

further. WebCEF leverages the potential of collaborative evaluation. It allows evaluators 

to assess oral language proficiency in a community of users. Video and audio can be 
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uploaded and rated according to the CEFR scales in collaboration with peers across 

Europe, using a tool specifically developed for this purpose. The tool may be used for 

real assessment of spoken production and spoken interaction tasks, but the database of 

samples rated collectively may also be used for realistic practice in using the CEFR scales 

in oral assessment, since it allows users to compare their ratings with ratings made by 

others.   

 

8.6.3 Developing language learner autonomy 

Fostering learner autonomy is another crucial element in professional 

language teacher development. It has been argued above that the potential of 

ICT for flexible, time, place and teacher independent learning will not be 

harvested unless students are effectively equipped in taking responsibility for 

the learning that the technology affords. In view of the vital importance of 

offering students learning opportunities outside the traditional classroom 

space, this is a key aspect of the successful application of technology for 

language learning. Achieving a balance between letting go and taking control 

(the former is often more difficult for teachers than the latter) is an important 

point of attention. Publications such as Benson and Voller (1997), Little 

(1991), Little et al. (2003), Oxford (1990), O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and 

Scharle and Szabó (2000) may assist teacher learners in understanding 

essential principles of autonomous language learning and learning strategies. 

The Innovation in Teaching website, maintained by Hayo Reinders, contains a 

very extensive section on learner autonomy 

(http://www.innovationinteaching.org/autonomy_bibiliography.php) [sic]. 

The use of technology is now commonly associated with learner autonomy 

and  learning strategies (some examples are, for instance, Benson, 2005; 

Figura & Jarvis, 2007; Little, 2001; Littlemore, 2001; Mozzon-McPherson, 

2007; Ulitsky, 2000) From a somewhat broader perspective, Hubbard (2004) 

provides principled guidelines and practical suggestions on achieving effective 

http://www.innovationinteaching.org/autonomy_bibiliography.php�
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CALL learner training. It comprises aspects of general computer training, 

training for specific applications, learner control, learner strategy training, 

training for learner autonomy and develops principles that teachers may apply 

in setting up learner training. This makes it one of the most useful 

introductions to learner training in teacher education. 

8.6.4 Instructional design 

One of the most important aspects of successful integration of technology is 

an effective learning design. In HE the types of learning activities offered to 

students are largely determined by teachers themselves. Levy and Stockwell 

(2006) describe this pivotal role of teachers as designers as follows:  

In many respects, language teachers may be considered designers. Not 

only do many language teachers design or adapt materials, and 

develop tasks and courses to match the needs and goals of their 

students (online and offline), they are also designers in the way they 

organize and manage their classes, programs, time and resources. The 

role of the language teacher as designer is often underestimated or 

overlooked; […]  

(Levy & Stockwell, 2006: 10).  

The approach advocated in this study promotes an activity-based design, in 

which teachers integrate multiple technologies and techniques (including face-

to-face classroom teaching) into a coherent whole from the theory-based 

perspective of TBLT and related frameworks. The emphasis is less on 

creating multimedia materials than on using existing resources and tools in the 

context of the teaching they provide. To prepare teachers for this task, 

professional development and forms of training that are incorporated in it 

should involve a strong instructional design component in which TBLT is 

one of the guiding frameworks. It has been noted that current perspectives on 

TBLT have a strong emphasis on designing classroom tasks, whereas ICT 
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may be particularly effective in supporting tasks outside the classroom. This 

aspect of design merits special attention. It has also been suggested that 

focusing on VLEs as a tool for designing all the tasks pertinent to the course 

or curriculum (in and out of class, with or without technology) may be 

conducive to promoting this broader perspective on the use of tasks for 

language learning. Possibly, this may also link TBLT-based design to more 

general task-based instructional design approaches, such as 4C/ID model 

(Janssen-Noordman & Van Merrienboer, 2002; Van Merrienboer, Clark, & 

De Croock, 2002) which is used quite regularly as a basis for competence-

oriented learning in the Netherlands. Task-based design proposals for 

language learning seem to have been developed largely independently of such 

general educational approaches to task-based instructional design. Linking 

such proposals might also shed more light on the difficult issue of sequencing 

tasks on the basis of task complexity (for a summary, see Ellis, 2003: 220-

229). The great importance of instructional design for developing effective 

language learning activities strongly suggests that language teachers would 

profit from being offered these more general educational perspectives on 

instructional design as they seek to develop their expertise and skills in 

designing effective learning tasks. An interesting avenue of exploration would 

also be to examine the role that the newly developed LAMS methodology and 

tools might play in this context (Dalziel, 2008). One of the primary functions 

of LAMS (Learning Activity Management System, 

http://www.lamsfoundation.org) is to assist teachers (individually or 

collaboratively) in laying out learning activities for students in the overarching 

VLEs. The learning activities supported may consist of combinations of 

online and offline activities, supported by technology or relying on non-

technology-supported forms of human interaction, as the situation requires.  

http://www.lamsfoundation.org/�
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8.7 Technology provision 

8.7.1 VLEs as basis 

A leading argument in the preceding discussion has been that combinations 

of technology are needed to enhance the flexibility of learning and teaching 

and to implement principles associated with TBLT and related frameworks. 

This highlights the question of which technologies must be supported in the 

institution and how. As Levy and Stockwell (2006) point out, there are strong 

restrictions to the level of “individual choice and variation” that educational 

institutions may be able to support in terms of hardware and software (p. 

231). As has been argued in Jager (2004b), this has strengthened the case for 

general-purpose VLEs rather than individual tools for each of the 

functionalities present in VLEs. In the present study, the use of VLEs was 

more closely examined from the perspective of achieving institution-wide 

implementation on the basis of a task-based approach to language teaching. 

Although they are no guarantee for innovative pedagogy, VLEs may enhance 

aspects of flexibility and design, provide a convenient springboard to other 

applications, and meet various other critical aspects of implementation of 

technology for learning-related purposes. This suggests that VLEs are a key 

technology that institutions should (continue to) support. This would most 

likely imply releasing permanent budget, installing and maintaining the 

required server infrastructure, and making provisions for technological and 

pedagogical support.  

8.7.2 Support of other applications 

As to the other applications that must be supported by the institution, the 

technology-enhanced activities that have been described in the context of the 

technology-innovation projects demonstrate that much can be accomplished 

by resorting to externally available applications and resources (often available 

for free). The current trend toward Web 2.0 technologies and open software 

and content initiatives will reinforce this tendency to rely on externally 
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provided applications. The support for such technologies will be less in terms 

of technology provision as in terms of guidance in how to use them. There is 

greater need for pedagogical support than for technology support. This is an 

important aspect of technology-enhanced learning and teaching more 

generally, as was also evidenced by the outcomes of the IILL Survey.  

As some of these applications become more fully integrated into pedagogical 

practices, the need for integration at the administrative levels may increase as 

well. Using wikis as part of the institutional learning environment may be 

more convenient than relying on external sites, when the number of students 

using them is increasing and wikis are becoming part of institutional 

assessment schemes. For organisational and strategic purposes, institutions 

will continue to develop this vertical dimension of integration. Provided this 

type of organisational efficiency is not at the expense of pedagogical 

effectiveness (e.g. allowing external participants, such as native speakers, to 

contribute), teachers’ general perceptions of the benefits of  technology and 

the overall importance of ease-of-use suggest that heightening such types of 

institutional efficiency will also be rated positively by individual teachers.  In 

discussing this issue in relation to the role of VLEs in sections 4.3.4 and 7.2.2, 

it was argued that integrating ICT along this vertical dimension need not be at 

the expense of horizontal integration, which offers a particularly convenient 

way for pioneers to explore new modes of technology-supported learning, 

while the vertical line gives them (and larger groups of less technology-

minded staff) a relatively stable institutional base to work from.  

8.7.3 Technology standards and open software 

An essential requirement for technology integration by institutions is the use 

of technology standards. In the discussion above, this has been shown to be a 

critical aspect of applications such as Ellips and digital language portfolios. If 

particular applications are crucial to realising specific aspects of the learning 

process and there is a need for providing ongoing institutional support for 
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them (or facilitating their use across institutions), it is essential that technology 

standards, such as IMS or SCORM are met. This is important for institutions 

to ensure continued use of such applications in the future. Increasingly, the 

use of open software standards is regarded as vital for achieving sustained use 

of such applications and making technological integration into the 

institutional infrastructure possible.  

8.7.4 Towards open learning 

It should also be noted that a strong reliance on external applications and 

resources makes teachers and institutions vulnerable to websites disappearing, 

changing ownership, or revising licensing policies. This may be an additional 

reason to establish a basis for technology-supported learning and teaching in 

the institutions. It may also call for negotiated or shared uses of applications 

that are considered particularly valuable for language pedagogy. A case in 

point, as we have seen, is DIALANG, an indispensable resource for many 

language teachers across Europe. It is through close contacts with the owners 

and developers that a basis for sustained use of this program has been 

accomplished. This may be another area where institutions can work together 

to establish a more secure future for the use of the applications and resources 

concerned. This may even take the form of joint development or 

maintenance. In fact, the very ability to fashion a great deal of learning on the 

basis of resources provided for free by others would almost seem to oblige 

educational institutions to make the resources that they develop themselves 

(often in the context of government-funded projects) available to others at no 

cost. Open learning initiatives, such as the Openlearn website of the British 

Open University (http://openlearn.open.ac.uk/) or the MIT Open 

Courseware site (http://ocw.mit.edu/), both of which also contain valuable 

language learning materials, offer promising models that institutions might 

want to aspire to in this context. 

http://openlearn.open.ac.uk/�
http://ocw.mit.edu/�
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8.8 From project to institutionalisation 

In making their proposals for implementation of technology for learning-

related purposes, Collis and Moonen (2001) particularly consider the role of 

setting up projects for accomplishing the required changes. Implementation is 

a concerted effort at introducing new technologies for learning, and projects 

are a proven method of orchestrating this. Projects provide a goal-directed 

approach or methodology to specifying the point of departure and need for 

the innovation process, defining the scope and envisaged results, and 

describing the action plan, budget and anticipated time frames for achieving 

those results. The relevance of a project-based approach for placing the 

innovation in the institutional context and for planning and tracking 

anticipated results was already commented on in the description of the SURF 

innovation projects in chapter 4. Different levels of expertise may be 

leveraged in the composition of the project team and a leader may be 

appointed to make sure that the project will actually keep on track. Such 

leadership is regarded as vital for the successful integration of technology 

(Collis & Moonen, 2001; Laurillard, 2002; Oxford & Jung, 2007). This is a 

role, for which, as Collis and Moonen (2001) emphasise, pioneers may not be 

optimally equipped (see also section 3.3.4). 

The project team should take on the task of effecting the desired changes 

step-by-step, following the recommendations on linking up with existing 

practice and gradually moving towards new practices (section 8.2) as closely as 

possible. They should operate on the basis of a clearly articulated vision on 

language learning and teaching (section 8.4), in which realistic expectations 

and attainable targets for the innovation are set (section 8.3) and in which 

options for staff development (section 8.5) are outlined.  

Of great relevance for achieving the successful transformation is a keen 

awareneness with the project team of essential differences between the project 

phase (implementation) and the phase after the project has come to a close 

(institutionalisation). Of particular concern is the hand-over to units not 
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originally involved in the project and achieving continuity of the project 

results after the special funding has ended. This requires taking into account 

models of change, such as that presented in section 8.2, which invariably 

predict phases of opposition and rejection by parties not originally involved in 

the project.  

The importance of looking forward to the institutionalisation phase and the 

problems that may be encountered even when many provisions for future use 

have been made will be illustrated by making one more excursion to a project 

that the author has been involved in. This concerns the Taal Vaardig project, 

conducted at the University of Groningen between 2006 and 2008. Although 

the project was based on largely the same principles as the projects described 

in chapter 4, the description of this local project helps to bring out the 

complexity of transfer to the institutional setting and the difficulties in 

attuning factors of technology, pedagogy and the institutional environment in 

such a way that true integration becomes possible.  

EXAMPLE 8: TAAL VAARDIG 

Taal Vaardig, the Dutch term for ‘language proficient’ with a secondary meaning ‘ready 

for language’, was an internal project of the Faculty of Arts, University of Groningen. It 

aimed to change language learning in the entire university by: 

 Restructuring language learning programmes (courses/modules); 

 Re-thinking teaching practices; 

 Reinforcing the use of technology. 

The project involved over 30 teachers from the university language centre and academic 

language departments, teaching 12 different languages. The project was conducted in two 

different phases. In the first year, 2006-2007, the focus was on English, Spanish, French, 

Italian and German. In the second year, 2007-2008, the languages involved were Finnish, 

Russian, Swedish, Danish, Norwegian, Hebrew and Arabic. The project was motivated 
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by the following considerations, ordered by the key dimensions for integration used in 

this study:  

Institutional environment: 

 The need to strengthen collaboration between language centre and language 
departments; 

 The desire to offer new language modules as part of the introduction of a flexible 
Ba-programme (30 ECTS credits); 

 The need for staff development in the use of ICT in support of innovative 
language teaching. 

Pedagogy: 

 The application of the CEFR in all language programmes, not only at the level of 
course descriptions but as an element in the curriculum; 

 The establishment of more task-based, communicative language learning 
practices; 

 The need to encourage independent learning (or self-study), primarily to achieve 
more time-on-task for language students. 

Technology:  

 The use of Blackboard for all language modules; 

 The use of Blackboard for exchanging and consolidating materials;  

 The integration of newly established multimedia language labs.  

Several provisions were made to enhance the chances of successful progression from 

project initiation, through implementation to the eventual institutionalisation of the 

redesigned language teaching practices. There was strong commitment from the Faculty 

Board from the start, participating teachers were released from regular duties for one day 

a week during one year and the required technological infrastructure was available from 

the start of the project. Participation of the language departments and language centre in 

the project was mandatory and commitment was obtained from the departments to 
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implement the redesigned teaching modules during the year following the project. The 

teachers participating in the project were predominantly permanent staff.  

Regular meetings (weekly during the first half year, once a month during the second) 

were organised during which exchanges of perspectives on teaching practice and a cross-

fertilisation of ideas took place. This procedure worked particularly well during the first 

year, when for most languages more than one teacher participated in the project and 

when the languages represented in the project had more aspects in common than the 

languages focused on in the second year. The subjects dealt with during the project 

meetings were negotiated with the teachers and included thorny issues such as the role of 

explicit grammar and vocabulary instruction. As predicted by the models of innovation 

discussed above, the project met with resistance particularly from staff not involved in 

the project. This focused particularly on the project emphasis on communicative 

language teaching, which in its most extreme form may involve the absence of any 

attention to formal language aspects. Although there was no support for this stance with 

the project team, and the need for attention to grammar, vocabulary and other formal 

language aspects found general acclaim with the project members, dealing with this issue 

was one of the most tenacious aspects of project management. It should be noted that 

the TBLT-frameworks used for this study where focus on form(s) is addressed from a 

communicative, task-based perspective were only referenced in the reading material 

provided for the course. No explicit mention was made to these frameworks during the 

teacher exchanges in which teachers primarily taught and learned from each other.  

The CEFR was used to define module outcomes in terms of the CEFR levels for 

communicative activities (previously such levels had been made explicit mainly in the 

outcome level at the end of the curriculum (Ba-Phase)). The level-descriptions were also 

attached to the module titles, so that they would appear on the supplements to the 

Bachelor degree certificate. Finally, teachers were asked to assess which CEFR 

communicative activities were covered by the curriculum at which levels and to make 

adjustments in the redesign of course modules if needed.  

Thus aspects of institutional organisation and language pedagogy were prominent in the 
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design of the project. Technology played a supporting role and was promoted as a means, 

never as a goal of the project. By and large the project produced the intended results. 

More than 50 renewed language learning modules were delivered, although some of these 

did not cover the tasks and assignments for the entire module when the project closed. 

The usefulness of the project was confirmed during come-back sessions for teachers after 

formal participation had ended.  

Nevertheless, three years after the project was initiated, the institutionalisation of the 

innovations is insecure in several respects. Student access to the multimedia labs 

specifically set up for language learning, a critical factor for integration (Levy & Stockwell, 

2006: 233-234), had been arranged in principle, but could not be guaranteed in practice. 

A key aspect of the design, a PC booking system which would allow language students 

privileged access to the multimedia labs in the university library, could not be integrated 

into the university infrastructure. Although the design was based on realising flexible, 

time and place independent learning facilitated through the use of Blackboard for all the 

modules, the lack of a booking facility impeded the use of the newly established 

multimedia labs for private study and joint work by students in the institution.  

A more serious problem for the hand-over to the institution of the project results was 

caused by changes of staff. Staff changes were caused by:  

 Policies disallowing non-research staff to take permanent positions in academic 

departments;  

 Financial obstacles or unwillingness to hire language centre teachers to teach on 

these programs;  

 Low academic prestige, which makes language teaching unattractive to 

permanent staff doing research, while providing a convenient stopover for non-

permanent staff aspiring to do research.  

While the project had anticipated the importance of these aspects for successful 

integration of the innovation, these problems could not be addressed at the project level 
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and the faculty commitment to the project to date has not resulted in changes in staff 

policies which would provide a more solid base for continuity of the project results. The 

severity of these problems is different for each of the departments involved and seems to 

have left the language centre largely unaffected.   

The hand-over to staff not originally involved in the project turned out to be particularly 

problematic in cases where the teacher(s) who had taken part in the project had left the 

institution. The teachers involved were meant to be the coordinators of the renewed 

programmes in their departments and to serve as bridgeheads for further innovation. In 

some cases, their departure has led to different uses of technology than anticipated and 

planned for in the context of the project. For instance, some departments allocated more 

time for teacher-supervised sessions in the language lab than the project had anticipated 

(since the focus was on promoting individual or joint use by students of technology 

outside the classroom). Since the project had envisaged only a modest role for teacher-

supervised sessions in the language lab, innovative language learning tasks for supervised 

technology use in this context were generally lacking.  

Another factor which disfavoured the institutionalisation of innovative teaching practices 

was related to insufficient financial compensation for providing teaching to students 

from other degree programmes. Dealing with this influx of new groups of learners had 

been one of the main reasons for developing flexible and pedagogically innovative 

language learning modules. When it turned out that departments would not be fully 

compensated for teaching these groups, they were less inclined to implement the 

innovation. In addition, it had the effect that fewer new staff were needed, which may 

also be negative for the speed of innovation.  

 

The Taal Vaardig project took into account critical factors of the 4-E model 

and yielded satisfactory results in terms of project outcomes. Nevertheless, 

these results have not become fully embedded in the organisation to date. 

Problems of continuity can be attributed to insufficient staff permanence in 

key positions for implementation, with additional issues arising from technical 
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difficulties and planning problems. It should be noted that these problems of 

institutionalisation are due to factors at the institutional level (inadequate 

policies, technologies, etc.), which Collis and Moonen (2001) argue should 

have been taken into account early on in the implementation process (see 

section 8.4). If such institutional problems cannot be adequately addressed, it 

will be more difficult to deal effectively with resistance at the grassroots level 

that the innovation-adoption models of change predict will almost inevitably 

occur as innovations proceed beyond the original circle of users. As Collis and 

Moonen (2001) point out it is essential to establish a sense of ownership of 

the innovation with staff not originally involved in the project (p. 65). The 

institution has not yet been successful in establishing such ownership with 

teachers outside the original project, particularly in cases where the linchpin 

between the project and the institution has disappeared.   

In view of the time needed for innovations of this kind to become fully 

embedded (estimated by Collis and Moonen (2001) to be a process of 

approximately 5 years), it is too early to make predictions about the likelihood 

of successful integration of the results of this particular project. But the 

chances of success will be enhanced if any outstanding problems of 

implementation at the institutional and individual levels can be addressed by 

an appropriate balance of top-down and bottom-up strategies. Some 

suggestions on how this may be achieved have been given in this chapter.  



 

 

C h a p t e r  9   

CONCLUSION 

The gap between the potential and practice in CALL is mainly due to 

problems of implementation. This study has tried to shed light on this 

distance between the promise of use and the reality of use by confronting the 

implementation of ICT for language learning and teaching with principles of 

TBLT, as a contemporary framework of learning, together with the CEFR, as 

an influential framework of reference for language teaching, and the 

Flexibility-Activity Framework, as a more general learning technology 

implementation framework with specific focus on implementation within the 

institution.  

The framework was used to assess both previous and current technology-

enhanced practices in the Netherlands (as evident from language teaching 

innovation projects) and elsewhere (as evident from a survey administered 

world wide) and to consider in greater detail the attested potential by 

discussing critical aspects (in terms of technology, pedagogy and institutional 

environment) of various technologies used in support of language learning 

tasks and the task-based curriculum.  

The discussion demonstrated that there are considerable advantages to the 

use of technology irrespective of the pedagogical model embraced. This was 

also confirmed in the survey administered to language teachers world wide, 

who appeared to appreciate the use of technology both for general benefits 

and for its potential for realising innovative pedagogical practices. The survey 

also revealed that language teachers today typically use many combinations of 

technology applications, including tutorial applications often associated with 

traditional teaching practices. This confirmed the patterns of use observed in 

the projects discussed in this study.  
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The historical account showed a stronger emphasis on innovative practice and 

broad implementation in the use of technology today than in the past, at least 

in the Netherlands. This trend toward large-scale implementation and 

innovation is reinforced by growing standardisation of technology in 

institutions and the use of overarching pedagogical frameworks such as TBLT 

and the CEFR. At the same time, there is a rapid increase in the availability on 

the web of all kinds of resources and tools that may be used for (language) 

learning (exemplified e.g. by the growing number of Web 2.0 technologies).  

Our analysis of these tools and the pedagogic functions that they may serve in 

the language learning process indicates that it is possible to design effective 

language tasks by combining institution-based and externally available tools 

and resources along the vertical and horizontal axes of integration. Our 

analysis also suggests that the overarching pedagogical frameworks are best 

regarded as reference points, not as standards for learning and teaching. A 

realistic conception of the CEFR and TBLT is to regard them as offering 

guidance, not as imposing externally determined standards for language 

pedagogy. This is the true purpose of the CEFR and as, Samuda and Bygate 

(2008) have suggested, the most viable conception of TBLT. Our examples 

have shown how these frameworks and the technology used in support of 

them may be used in assisting teachers in task and curriculum design and 

helping students understand essential principles of language learning better.  

It is not the technology that makes teaching innovative but the ideas and 

philosophies that support it. The innovative practices developed in the 

context of the projects reported on were initiated by teachers and 

departments open to reconsidering the ways in which they teach and in which 

their students learn languages. Some guidelines were provided, based on 

consultation of the Flexibility-Activity Framework and related insights by 

TBLT researchers and practitioners, on how institutions may go about getting 

innovative pedagogical practice off the ground and sustaining it by instituting 

appropriate technology infrastructure and support.  
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The second part of this study confronted the use of technologies more 

directly with principles from TBLT and the supporting frameworks CEFR 

and Flexibility-Activity Framework. This revealed that the use of many 

technologies (including tutorial software) falls in readily with teaching-

oriented frameworks of TBLT, but that critical aspects of language learning 

must be addressed by a careful design of the tasks in which these technologies 

are integrated. The actual design of the task is much more critical for language 

learning than specific properties of the technology itself.  

The web is commonly applied as a source for (multimodal) input in language 

learning, but it is essential to design tasks in which attention to formal 

language aspects is built in, both at the time when students explore the web 

during meaning-focused activities and after exploration when a stage should 

be planned for explicit focus on language. There is considerable potential for 

using technology here, e.g. in the form of online reference tools and tutorial 

programs, or in applications which combine aspects of both.  

CMC, the technology that is most directly related to interaction, a defining 

process in TBLT, offers alternative modes of discourse which appear to be 

used less frequently in contexts where face-to-face interaction in the 

classroom is the default mode for language learning. Nevertheless, CMC 

holds great potential for realising interaction outside the classroom, not only 

for extra, potentially enhanced practice between students from the same class, 

but particularly for interaction with or participation in the target language and 

culture. The potential of second-generation CMC applications in this context 

is currently being explored by CALL pioneers (as evidenced by the current 

focus at conferences on virtual worlds, gaming, and Web 2.0 technologies 

more generally). Of these, weblogs and wikis seem to be well positioned to 

make it into implementation more generally, while, for the time being at least,  

key factors for implementation bode less well for large-scale application of 

multi-user virtual environments (virtual worlds).   
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Of crucial importance for language learning in the HE setting targeted by our 

study is the fact that online interaction, no matter which form, is best 

regarded as a complement, not a full replacement of real interaction in the 

classroom. Few teachers and students would be willing to forego the 

opportunities for face-to-face exchanges in the classroom, if only because of 

the opportunities for ‘social presence’ that the classroom provides. And there 

is strong support from TBLT that classroom interaction offers unique 

potential for student performance and teacher guidance and intervention. The 

strong restrictions on classroom time will, however, motivate more and more 

teachers to investigate how they can engage students in activities for learning 

outside the classroom. It is clear that this need not be a solitary experience if 

supported by ICT, although unfortunately many forms of out-of-class 

technology use appear to be still focused on individual interaction with the 

computer.  

Learner autonomy is one of the most critical factors for successful out-of-

class learning. The affordances of technology for making place, time and 

teacher independent learning possible will not be used fully if students are not 

encouraged to take responsibility for their own learning. This requires an 

active role of teachers in making such learning possible. Simply making a 

range of links available to students will not do. These materials have to be 

integrated into contextualised language learning tasks that are meaningful and 

relevant to students. Students will have to be guided in learning how to use 

these materials. This requires them to understand their roles and capacities as 

language learners, to which the CEFR, and instruments such as DIALANG 

and the ELP, can make a contribution. But CALL also encompasses a whole 

range of other, often more mundane aspects, such as knowing how to use a 

specific feature of a computer program. Although instruction in such aspects 

can be delegated to supporting technology (e.g. an instructional video or 

online help system), teachers who have designed tasks involving the use of 

technology should be prepared to provide guidance in such aspects of 

technology too (even if they cannot always offer the required assistance 
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themselves). This may well require demonstrations or hands-on practice in the 

classroom, which is one of the many reasons to integrate regular classroom 

encounters into the design – provided of course such encounters are possible 

in the institutional setting of teaching and learning.  

An important role for teachers is to design the language learning activities and 

integrate the various forms of technology as the situation requires. In order to 

perform this role successfully, teachers should be equipped with appropriate 

instructional design skills, possibly beyond the language-focused TBLT 

framework outlined here. VLEs, supplemented with other tools, as has been 

argued, may be a valuable tool in supporting such activity-based designs, 

providing linkages with the many supporting resources, not as lists of random 

links, but as pedagogically integrated tools which are indispensable for 

carrying out well-defined and well-designed language learning tasks. VLEs 

may also be of great value in supporting the actual design of such tasks by 

allowing teachers to work together and to consolidate the materials in a 

medium that is accessible and easily modified, so that further contributions to 

developing learning tasks can readily be made. 

This study has offered suggestions for developing a comprehensive 

framework for implementation of IILL in which aspects of technology, 

pedagogy and the institutional environment are considered. The framework is 

based on the insights gathered from the literature, a survey conducted among 

language teaching professionals world wide, and past and present experiences 

with technology-supported language learning and teaching (often in the 

context of projects). The need for such a framework was suggested because 

current practices of CALL often seem to be out of tune with the attested 

potential of CALL. On the  basis of recommendations made by Willis (1996) 

and Willis and Willis (2007), it has been shown that in an area where this 

disconnection comes most to the fore, the use of tutorial applications, there is 

considerable leeway for endorsing the use of tutorial software by principles 

from TBLT. Following proposals made by Samuda and Bygate (2008), it was 
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suggested that a fruitful way forward for getting TBLT accepted is by 

reconceptualising the role of tasks in the language learning curriculum. And 

on the basis of Collis and Moonen (2001), guidelines for implementation in 

the institution were given which can be used for enhancing chances of 

eventual acceptance.  Several of these suggestions were made on the basis of 

the empirical support they found in the related theory and research findings 

and in the survey administered as part of this study, while some suggestions 

were more tentative or intuitive and not based on empirical evidence. It was 

indicated that none of the projects reported on in this study, although 

encompassing elements of the framework, were grounded in the 

implementation framework proposed here. The most important suggestion 

that we can make at the end of this study is therefore to follow it up with 

research in which implementation of the IILL framework proposed here is 

put to the test. Some topics that suggest themselves for further study in this 

context would be:  

1. To what extent can the pedagogical task cycle due to Willis (1996) 

stand the test of encompassing all aspects of technology in task-based 

work? Which modifications are needed or desirable?  

2. How does this use of technology relate to factors of task complexity? 

Can general instructional design frameworks assist in sequencing 

language learning tasks on the basis of complexity?  

3. With a view to implementation in the institution, what are essential 

differences between language pedagogy and pedagogy for other 

disciplines? What are the implications for technology support?  

4. If TBLT does not necessarily mean that tasks are used as a basis for 

all the activities that students perform in the learning context, how 

can a mix of task-based work and other work (presumably including 

form-focused work) be achieved? Has a role for technology already 

been identified in the proposal for using it in combining a meaning-
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focused module with a form-focused module? What other options are 

there for providing multiple entry points to the same activity?  

5. Which combinations of tools and resources do students use during 

autonomous task-based work? How can technology assist in 

discovering the frequencies and patterns of use? 

6. Does the focus on designing for activity and computer-mediated 

interaction (rather than content and computer-interactive work) not 

shift the problem of insufficient time for development to the problem 

of insufficient time for feedback?  

7. In view of the importance of autonomous learning, how can VLEs be 

used as a basis for individual learning paths, in which diagnostic 

testing (i.e. based on the CEFR) is linked to the provision of language 

learning materials appropriate to the level (possibly learning style) of 

the students tested?  

This study has shown the complexity of achieving ICT-Integrated Language 

Learning. Hopefully, it has also provided some direction for developing a 

framework of implementation in greater detail and conducting studies that are 

needed to make claims about aspects of the framework with greater 

confidence.  
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SAMENVATTING 

ICT biedt veel mogelijkheden om het taalonderwijs didactisch te vernieuwen, 

maar uit onderzoek komt naar voren dat het innovatief gebruik in de praktijk 

achterblijft bij de verwachtingen. Deze dissertatie benadert dit verschil tussen 

potentieel en reëel gebruik als een vraagstuk van implementatie. Verdergaande 

integratie van ICT in het taalonderwijs vereist een goede afstemming van 

factoren op het gebied van didactiek, technologie en de institutionele 

omgeving. De studie beschrijft het gebruik van ICT in het taalonderwijs in de 

praktijk aan de hand van de uitvoering van onderwijsinnovatieprojecten en 

aan de hand van een internationale enquête. De ervaringen en 

enquêteresultaten worden geïnterpreteerd op basis van onderwijs- en 

onderzoekliteratuur op het gebied van computer-ondersteund taalonderwijs, 

onderwijstechnologie en toegepaste taalwetenschappen. Vervolgens wordt 

een uitgebreide analyse gegeven van de geschiktheid van verschillende ICT-

toepassingen voor implementatie binnen taakgericht, op het Common 

European Framework of Reference (CEFR) afgestemd, taalonderwijs. 

Tenslotte worden richtlijnen gegeven om de slaagkansen voor brede 

implementatie van didactisch innovatieve toepassingen met ICT binnen de 

instelling te vergroten.  

Het onderzoek richt zich specifiek op het leren van vreemde/tweede talen 

binnen het Hoger Onderwijs. De typische uitgangssituatie is een 

onderwijscontext waarin klassikale instructie en interactie worden 

gecombineerd met het leren buiten de klas, ondersteund door technologie.  

De opties voor het gebruik van technologie en keuzes die docenten in dit 

verband maken vormen een belangrijk onderdeel van deze studie.  

Het conceptueel kader voor de studie berust op drie onderdelen: 
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 Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT): Deze taakgerichte, 

communicatieve onderwijsmethode wordt ondersteund door 

cognitieve en socioculturele richtingen binnen het 

tweedetaalverwervingsonderzoek en begint, hoewel nog niet breed 

geaccepteerd, opgang te maken in de onderwijspraktijk.  

 Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR): 

Het CEFR kan worden beschouwd als aanvulling op TBLT. Het 

vormt een belangrijk richtsnoer voor het specificeren van de vereiste 

competenties en beoogde leeruitkomsten in het taalonderwijs. Het 

CEFR wint snel terrein in Europa als een overkoepelend kader 

waaraan onderwijsprogramma’s en toetsing worden gerelateerd.  

 Flexibility-Activity Framework: Dit kader wordt beschreven in Collis 

en Moonen (2001). Het Flexibility-Activity Framework ziet een 

centrale rol voor technologie in het vergroten van de flexibiliteit van 

het onderwijs en het bevorderen van actieve participatie door 

studenten. Hoewel niet specifiek toegesneden op het taalonderwijs, 

geeft het Flexibility-Activity Framework zeer bruikbare, door 

empirisch onderzoek ondersteunde, aangrijpingspunten met 

betrekking tot de implementatie van technologie in het Hoger 

Onderwijs.  

De onderwijsinnovatieprojecten Hologram, Digitalenklas en INTUIT, 

uitgevoerd in Nederland in de afgelopen 15 jaar, laten een verschuiving zien 

van gerichtheid op één of enkele applicaties voor het oplossen van een 

specifiek probleem naar het gebruik van een veelheid aan applicaties ter 

ondersteuning van verschillende facetten van het taalonderwijs. Enerzijds 

hangt deze verschuiving samen met een ruimer aanbod aan programmatuur, 

vooral via het Internet; anderzijds met gewijzigde onderwijskundige inzichten 

waarin het ontwerpen van leeractiviteiten (taken voor de leerder) een hogere 

prioriteit heeft dan het ontwikkelen van specifieke leerinhouden (materialen). 
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Tegelijkertijd is de toepassing van technologie in het onderwijs sterker een 

aangelegenheid van de instelling geworden en worden onderwijsinnovaties 

steeds vaker geïnitieerd door ontwikkelingen op instellingsniveau. Onder 

andere de sterke opkomst van digitale leeromgevingen is hiervan een 

uitvloeisel. Ook de promotie van het CEFR past binnen deze ontwikkelingen. 

Hierbij wordt, onder andere door de subsidieverstrekkers, een sterker accent 

gelegd op het doorvoeren van pedagogisch-didactische vernieuwingen, waarin 

heersende opvattingen over leren en doceren ter discussie worden gesteld en 

verregaande transformatie van het onderwijsproces wordt beoogd. Via 

projecten kunnen voorwaarden worden geschapen voor succesvolle 

implementatie (financiering, vrijstelling docenten, samenwerking, uitgewerkt 

implementatietraject), maar een kernvraagstuk blijft hoe de behaalde 

resultaten na afloop van het project kunnen worden behouden en verbreed.  

Het historisch overzicht laat zien hoe in taalinnovatieprojecten wordt 

ingespeeld op deze ontwikkelingen. Door gebruik te maken van de standaard 

leeromgevingen van de instellingen en deze te combineren met taalspecifieke 

applicaties wordt zowel verticale als horizontale integratie van ICT in het 

taalonderwijs bereikt. Een concrete uitwerking hiervan is de zgn. Language 

Tool Box (LTB), ontwikkeld in het kader van het INTUIT project. De LTB is 

onder andere bedoeld om de autonomie van studenten in het leerproces te 

verhogen: tijdens de vaak kortlopende taalcursussen worden studenten 

vertrouwd gemaakt met tools die ze na afloop van de cursussen kunnen 

blijven gebruiken. Daarnaast is de LTB een belangrijk instrument in de 

samenwerking tussen docenten en draagt op die manier bij aan verdere 

integratie van ICT in het taalonderwijs. Het toenemend belang van het CEFR 

als overkoepelend didactisch kader komt uit de ontwikkeling van de projecten 

naar voren. Van invloed op het welslagen van de projecten was dat de 

uitvoerende docenten openstonden voor de toepassing van ICT en 

vernieuwende didactische benaderingen. Verschillende elementen van CLT, 

TBLT en het CEFR werden al toegepast in de onderwijspraktijk.  
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Een internationale enquête onder taaldocenten die ICT gebruiken in het 

onderwijs wijst uit dat tutorial programma’s, webbronnen en email het meest 

worden toegepast. Er wordt betrekkelijk weinig gebruik gemaakt van andere 

communicatietoepassingen (Computer-Mediated Communication, kortweg CMC); 

asynchrone vormen van CMC worden het minst gebruikt. Weblogs en wiki’s 

nemen een middenpositie in. Ondersteunende technologieën zoals digitale 

leeromgevingen en PC plus beamer worden veelvuldig gebruikt. Docenten 

zetten ICT vooral in ter ondersteuning van leeractiviteiten buiten de klas. Een 

mogelijke reden hiervoor is dat gemiddeld 60% van de totale studielast buiten 

de contactmomenten in de klas moet worden ingevuld. Deze 

zelfwerkzaamheid bestaat overigens grotendeels uit individueel werk aan de 

computer, niet uit samenwerking met anderen via de computer. ICT wordt 

vooral gewaardeerd vanwege de mogelijkheden om plaats- en 

tijdonafhankelijk onderwijs te realiseren, een logistiek voordeel dat nauw 

aansluit bij didactische overwegingen om de autonomie van de studenten in 

het leerproces te verhogen. Docenten die deelnamen aan de enquête hadden 

overwegend moderne opvattingen over de didactiek van het taalonderwijs. Ze 

hechtten het meest aan het vergroten van de verantwoordelijkheid van 

studenten voor het eigen leren en hun eigen taak in het ondersteunen van dit 

proces. Ook stonden ze overwegend een communicatieve aanpak voor, 

waarin aandacht voor de vorm van de taal (grammatica, uitspraak, 

vocabulaire) geïntegreerd wordt aangeboden. Niettemin vond een 

meerderheid dat taalstructuur en woordenschat belangrijke structurerende 

elementen dienen te zijn binnen de syllabus. Het veelvuldig gebruik van 

tutorial programma’s, die onder andere worden gewaardeerd vanwege de 

mogelijkheden tot herhaald oefenen en controle op de voortgang, en het zeer 

beperkte gebruik van communicatietoepassingen door deze overwegend 

vooruitstrevende groep wijzen erop dat een strikte associatie van tutorial 

applicaties met traditionele, op behavioristische uitgangspunten gebaseerde, 

instructie en van CMC met innovatief, op communicatieve en taakgerichte 

principes gestoeld onderwijs, geen recht doet aan de onderwijspraktijk waarin 
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de verschillende vormen naast en door elkaar worden gebruikt om de 

logistieke en didactische voordelen van ICT optimaal te benutten.  

Pedagogisch-didactische uitwerkingen van TBLT zijn traditioneel sterk gericht 

op het bevorderen van interactie in de klas en besteden slechts summier 

aandacht aan de rol van ICT. Ook binnen de meer onderzoekgerichte 

benaderingen van TBLT bestaat er geen eenduidig beeld over de 

toepassingsmogelijkheden van ICT ter ondersteuning van het taakgericht 

onderwijs. Om de mogelijkheden van verschillende ICT-toepassingen bij een 

taakgerichte aanpak binnen de doelcontext op hun waarde te beoordelen is 

een nadere analyse uitgevoerd aan de hand van bekende 

implementatieraamwerken voor TBLT, vooral Willis (1996) en Willis en Willis 

(2007), ondersteund door Ellis (2003), Nunan (2004), en Samuda en Bygate 

(2008).  

Uit de analyse, waarbij ook de andere raamwerken uit het conceptueel kader 

worden betrokken, komt naar voren dat het gebruik van het web als input 

voor het taalleren – een van de meest gebruikte toepassingen in de praktijk – 

goed past in een op TBLT uitgangspunten gebaseerd taakontwerp, maar dat 

TBLT inzichten ten aanzien van het belang van klassikale interactie en 

docentinterventie er sterk voor pleiten dat webgebaseerde taken worden 

ondersteund door pre- en post-taak activiteiten in de klas. Aan het aanbieden 

van authentieke webbronnen aan studenten zijn voordelen en nadelen 

verbonden. Een belangrijk uitgangspunt in interactionistische benaderingen 

van TBLT is dat input toegankelijk moet worden gemaakt voor de leerder. 

Dit houdt onder andere in dat input gemodificeerd (verrijkt) aan leerders 

wordt aangeboden. Bewerkingen zijn echter tijdrovend voor docenten. Dit 

nadeel kan worden ondervangen doordat bewerkingen (gedeeltelijk) 

geautomatiseerd kunnen worden, uitgevoerd door studenten of door 

docenten binnen samenwerkingsverbanden, of door gebruik te maken van 

bestaand (commercieel) materiaal. Hiertegenover staat dat gebruik van 

authentieke webbronnen minder bewerkelijk is (in ieder geval tijdens de 
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onderwijsontwikkelfase) en goed past in een benadering waarbij het ontwerp 

van leeractiviteiten, eerder dan leerinhouden, centraal staat. Het sluit 

bovendien aan bij het uitgangspunt om de autonomie van de studenten te 

verhogen. Dergelijke overwegingen spelen onder andere een rol in het gebruik 

van zgn. webquests. In de praktijk zijn taalleerders en docenten het meest 

gebaat bij een combinatie van mogelijkheden waarbij enerzijds gebruik wordt 

gemaakt van gemodificeerd materiaal, anderzijds van authentiek materiaal 

beschikbaar op het web. In alle gevallen is het voor het leren van de taal van 

het grootste belang dat het gebruik van webgebaseerde bronnen wordt 

vergezeld van opdrachten waarin aandacht wordt geschonken aan de 

vormkenmerken van de taal.  

Online referentiebronnen zijn inzetbaar in verschillende fasen van de 

taakcyclus. Naast het begrijpelijk maken van input, kunnen ze bijdragen aan 

bewustwording van, en oefening in, vormaspecten van de taal na uitvoering 

van de taak. Directe ontsluiting van referentiebronnen vanuit de brontekst 

biedt, naast snelheidswinst, mogelijk hogere leeropbrengsten, vooral op het 

gebied van vocabulaire. Dit biedt kansen voor het gebruik van 

(semi-)automatische referentietools en/of tools die zijn gebaseerd op door 

gebruikers aangebrachte annotaties. Hierbij moeten, waar mogelijk, ook de 

voordelen voor het leerproces van multimediale annotaties worden benut. 

Taalleerders moeten overigens wel geïnstrueerd worden in het optimaal 

gebruik van dergelijke annotaties.  

In tegenstelling tot wat soms gedacht wordt, passen tutorial programma’s 

uitstekend in een taakgerichte benadering. Er zijn goede mogelijkheden om ze 

in te zetten voor bewustwording van, en oefening in, vormaspecten van de 

taal. Ze lenen zich bij uitstek voor het leren van grammatica, vocabulaire en 

uitspraak. Binnen TBLT wordt oefening in juist deze onderdelen vaak buiten 

de klas geprogrammeerd. Dit vereenvoudigt de inpassing van tutorial 

programma’s voor het leren van vormgerichte vaardigheden binnen een op 

TBLT geënte onderwijspraktijk. TBLT raadt aan om expliciete analyse en 
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oefening van vormaspecten van de taal aan te bieden aan het eind van de 

taaksequentie, na uitvoering van de taak door de studenten. Uiteraard is het 

van belang dat bij het gebruik van tutorial programma’s deze volgorde, waarin 

betekenis vóór vorm aan bod komt, niet wordt doorbroken.  

CMC kan zowel worden toegepast in interactie van leerders met andere 

leerders (en docent) binnen eenzelfde klas als in interactie van leerders met 

personen buiten de klas. In de typische uitgangssituatie van de studie (een 

setting waarin face-to-face interactie mogelijk is) is minder behoefte aan CMC als 

vervanging van klassikale interactie, maar veel meer aan het gebruik van CMC 

als aanvulling op interactie in de klas. Op die manier worden de 

mogelijkheden voor communicatie uitgebreid (meer tijd, meer modi) en 

kunnen eventuele cognitieve, affectieve en sociale voordelen van online 

interactie optimaal worden benut. Een zeer kansrijke toepassing, want 

moeilijk te realiseren in de klassikale context, is het gebruik van CMC voor 

communicatie met L2 sprekers (schrijvers) buiten de klas. Dit is een vorm van 

interactie met, en participatie, in de L2 cultuur, die aansluit bij uitgangspunten 

in TBLT ten aanzien van authentiek, taakgericht leren. Het gebruik van 

tweede-generatie CMC-toepassingen, zoals weblogs, wiki’s en ‘virtuele 

werelden’, sluit goed aan bij deze uitgangspunten. Omdat ze eenvoudig zijn in 

gebruik en voornamelijk buiten de klas en asynchroon kunnen worden ingezet 

binnen eigentijdse vormen van schrijfonderwijs, lijken weblogs en wiki’s beter 

gepositioneerd voor brede implementatie dan virtuele werelden, die over het 

algemeen moeilijker zijn te bedienen, voornamelijk berusten op synchrone 

communicatie, en veelal gelijktijdige online aanwezigheid vereisen onder 

begeleiding van een docent.  

Digitale leeromgevingen worden wereldwijd ingezet om didactisch 

innovatieve, flexibele vormen van onderwijs aan te bieden. In relatie tot 

taakgericht taalonderwijs vormen ze een belangrijke schakel in het ordenen en 

presenteren van alle leertaken, in de klas en daarbuiten, al dan niet 

ondersteund door technologie. Dit kan bijdragen aan het besef dat er, naast 
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leren in de klas, verschillende andere opties zijn om het taalleren, individueel 

of  in interactie met anderen, vorm te geven. Digitale leeromgevingen zijn 

onmisbaar voor de ontsluiting van het online onderwijsmateriaal waarvan in 

de taken gebruik wordt gemaakt. Ook zijn ze door eenvoudige bediening, 

online toegang en samenwerkingsmogelijkheden van belang voor de 

consolidatie en uitbreiding van leermaterialen door docenten. Door de 

mogelijkheid om meerdere ingangen tot de leerstof te realiseren kunnen 

digitale leeromgevingen bovendien worden gebruikt om een syllabus vorm te 

geven die enerzijds bestaat uit een communicatieve module en anderzijds uit 

een op taalstructuur gebaseerde module, conform voorstellen van Ellis (2003) 

en Willis en Willis (2007).  

De ordening van taken op het niveau van de cursus of het curriculum is een 

ingewikkeld vraagstuk, waarbij het CEFR ondersteuning kan bieden. 

Programma’s die specifiek op basis van het CEFR zijn ontwikkeld, zoals 

Dialang en digitale versies van het Europees Taalportfolio, kunnen worden 

ingezet binnen het curriculum om studenten te leren wat het CEFR inhoudt 

en hen bewust te maken van de taalcompetenties die ze beheersen en de 

taalleerdoelen die ze zichzelf kunnen stellen. Hierdoor zijn ze uitstekend 

inzetbaar ter ondersteuning van de competentie- en leerdoelgerichte dimensie 

die het CEFR toevoegt aan TBLT. Door bevordering van reflectie op het 

eigen leerproces dragen ze bovendien bij aan versterking van de autonomie 

van de taalleerder, een grondbeginsel van TBLT en het CEFR en een 

belangrijke voorwaarde voor succesvol gebruik van ICT in het taalonderwijs. 

Brede implementatie van genoemde technologieën wordt echter belemmerd 

doordat het ontwerp van de applicaties niet optimaal is afgestemd op gebruik 

binnen de institutionele context; doordat er onzekerheden bestaan over 

ondersteuning op termijn; en doordat leertechnologiestandaarden nog niet 

worden ondersteund. Hierdoor is het bijvoorbeeld onduidelijk in hoeverre 

digitale portfolio’s, gemodelleerd volgens het Europees Taalportfolio, kunnen 

beantwoorden aan een van de primaire doelen, ondersteuning van de 
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gebruikers in een levenslang taalleerproces binnen en buiten 

onderwijsinstellingen.  

Om taalonderwijsinnovatie met ICT breed te implementeren in de organisatie 

moet rekening worden gehouden met een meerjarig invoeringstraject, waarbij 

weerstand zal zijn tegen de beoogde vernieuwing. Het is van belang dat de 

vernieuwing aansluiting vindt bij een reëel vraagstuk in de onderwijssituatie, 

maar tegelijkertijd een vernieuwing van dat onderwijs mogelijk maakt. 

Onderwijsinnovatie komt voort uit verandering van opvattingen over leren en 

doceren, niet uit de toepassing van ICT als zodanig. Door aan te geven hoe 

traditionele vorm- en docentgerichte methoden en materialen met betrekkelijk 

kleine wijzigingen aangepast kunnen worden voor gebruik binnen een 

taakgericht curriculum, effenen de genoemde implementatieraamwerken van 

TBLT de weg naar geleidelijke, bredere acceptatie van taakgericht onderwijs. 

De inzet van ICT kan in een dergelijke strategie worden ingepast. Door 

veelgebruikte ICT-toepassingen, zoals webbronnen, online 

referentiematerialen en tutorial programma’s, als uitgangspunt te nemen en 

aan te geven hoe ze in een taakgerichte aanpak kunnen worden ingezet kan 

een brug worden geslagen tussen traditioneel en innovatief gebruik. Van 

CMC, als uitbreiding van de communicatiemogelijkheden buiten de klas, 

kunnen hierbij belangrijke impulsen uitgaan bij het initiëren van nieuwe 

leerervaringen. Weblogs en wiki’s kunnen goed worden ingepast in de 

bestaande onderwijssituatie en bieden niettemin vernieuwende elementen 

(individueel of samen schrijven in interactie met een echt publiek).  

Om taakgericht onderwijs werkelijk van de grond te krijgen is het aan te raden 

om niet krampachtig vast te houden aan de uitvoering van taken als basis 

voor alle leeractiviteiten door studenten. Krachtige argumenten hiervoor 

worden aangedragen door Samuda en Bygate (2008). Een heroriëntatie op de 

rol van taken, waarbij de taak gezien wordt als een pedagogisch instrument 

dat kan worden ingezet naargelang de situatie dit vraagt, zal bijdragen aan 

bredere acceptatie van taakgericht onderwijs. Voor kansrijke implementatie 
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van innovatief onderwijs is het verder vereist dat onderwijsinstellingen een 

visie op onderwijs in relatie tot ICT ontwikkelen. Deze visie kan gestoeld zijn 

op algemene onderwijskundige uitgangspunten, maar het is van belang dat in 

de visie ook aandacht is voor specifieke ontwikkelingen met betrekking tot 

het taalonderwijs (internationalisering, invoering CEFR) en voor het draagvlak 

voor veranderingen onder docenten.  

Docenttraining dient bij deze visie aan te sluiten en te worden ingekaderd 

binnen een breder professionaliseringsbeleid. Dit biedt ook de mogelijkheid 

om de training aan te laten sluiten bij de onderwijscontext waarbinnen de 

docenten werkzaam zijn en om de resultaten direct in de praktijk toe te 

passen. Op instellingsniveau zijn samenwerkingsverbanden van docenten 

mogelijk in de vorm van communities of practice. Deze voorzien in een andere 

behoefte dan de bekende online gemeenschappen, die vaak gericht zijn op 

pioniers die binnen de instelling geen aansluiting vinden. In de 

instellingscontext is het van belang om juist ook de mogelijkheden voor face-to-

face contacten en ontmoetingen te benutten. Verder is het essentieel om 

rekening te houden met onderlinge verschillen bij de betreffende docenten in 

kennis en vaardigheden met betrekking tot techniek en didactiek. Hierbij kan 

gebruik worden gemaakt van opties voor differentiatie die vergelijkbaar zijn 

met de mogelijkheden voor differentiatie in het taalonderwijs aan studenten 

(projectonderwijs, portfolio’s, online leermaterialen, etc.).  

In de opleiding van docenten moet het accent worden gelegd op de didactiek 

van het taalleren. Van groot belang is een goed begrip van het CEFR, dat 

lastig is te implementeren binnen het curriculum. Er zijn digitale 

hulpmiddelen beschikbaar waarmee docenten de CEFR descriptoren voor 

verschillende vaardigheden en competenties kunnen leren toepassen. Een 

belangrijk onderdeel is ook hoe docenten de autonomie van de taalleerder 

verder kunnen bevorderen. Indien eigen verantwoordelijkheid voor het 

leerproces bij studenten onvoldoende is ontwikkeld zijn de mogelijkheden 

voor succesvol gebruik van ICT namelijk zeer beperkt. Tenslotte staat of valt 
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succesvolle inzet van ICT met een goed ontwerp van het onderwijs. In de 

opleiding van docenten moet hierop sterk worden ingespeeld, onder andere 

door algemene, taakgerichte ontwerpprincipes en methodieken te betrekken 

in het onderwijs.  

Hoewel er meer behoefte is aan didactische dan technische ondersteuning is 

het van belang dat instellingen blijven zorgen voor een adequate 

technologische infrastructuur. Digitale leeromgevingen zijn hierbij van belang 

vanwege de flexibiliteit en vernieuwing die ze binnen het onderwijs mogelijk 

maken en de bijdrage die ze kunnen leveren aan de verbreding van de 

toepassing van ICT binnen de instelling. Voor het overige zal in toenemende 

mate gebruik worden gemaakt van aanvullende applicaties die zonder 

licentiekosten via het web beschikbaar zijn. De ondersteuning van dergelijke 

applicaties zal primair gericht zijn op welke programma’s beschikbaar zijn en 

hoe ze didactisch kunnen worden ingezet. Voor verdere inbedding in de 

instelling (institutionalisering) van bepaalde technologieën is het vereist dat ze 

beantwoorden aan technologiestandaarden. Bij de ontwikkeling van specifieke 

applicaties verdient het, met het oog op continuïteit, aanbeveling dat 

instellingen samenwerken en de ontwikkelde programma’s en inhouden 

beschikbaar stellen via open source en open courseware initiatieven.  

Verschillende elementen van het in deze studie voorgestelde 

implementatieraamwerk zijn al toegepast in de praktijk. Hierbij zijn 

innovatieve vormen van onderwijs gerealiseerd, maar er kwamen ook 

problemen aan het licht, onder andere door onvoldoende continuïteit in de 

bemensing van het betreffende onderwijs. Implementatie op basis van de 

voorgestelde, geïntegreerde aanpak, waarbij rekening wordt gehouden met 

factoren van techniek, didactiek en de institutionele omgeving, ontleend aan 

de leidende kaders van TBLT, het CEFR en het Flexibility-Activity 

Framework, moet nader in de praktijk worden beproefd en door aanvullend 

onderzoek op bruikbaarheid worden getoetst.  
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APPENDIX B: IILL SURVEY - SAMPLE EMAIL INVITATION 

Dear colleague, 
  
In spite of an increased use of computers in language learning and teaching, we 
still know relatively little about the extent to which they have become embedded 
into regular teaching practice.  
  
-Which kinds of technologies (ICT) are used on a regular basis? 
-Which linguistic skills are supported by them? 
-What is the educational setting in which the use takes place? 
-Which factors may have contributed to the choice of specific forms of ICT? 
  
The survey below addresses some of these questions in detail. The survey is 
intended for foreign /second language teachers in Higher Education who make 
use of ICT for language learning. If you are a language teacher belonging to this 
group, you are kindly invited to take part in the survey.  
  
The survey can be found at:  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=lE8H6TyWdliAyZPndD10vA_3d_3d 

The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete. If you do not belong to 
the target group, you may wish to bring the survey to the attention of teachers 
for whom it is intended. (You can still take a look at the survey, if you like).  

The survey is part of a larger research programme on ICT-Integrated Language 
Learning which focuses on didactic and organizational aspects of the 
implementation of ICT for language learning and teaching.  
  
Some additional information can be found at: 
http://www.rug.nl/staff/s.jager/research. This information will be extended as the 
survey progresses.  
  
I'm trying to get responses also from teachers not subscribing to this list, so 
please feel free to forward this message to teachers in the target group who might 
be interested in taking the survey.  
  
Thank you very much for your co-operation. 
  
With kind regards, 
  
Sake Jager 
Project manager, teacher trainer and researcher in ICT for language learning 
University of Groningen 
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