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1. Title
Integrating Information Technology in a TEFL Syllabus: A small-scale evaluation of how planned digital tools shape learner engagement, interaction, and perceived learning outcomes in an adult EFL/ESOL course.
2. Aims of the investigation
This practical, small-scale investigation aims to:
1. Map how information technology (IT) is currently embedded in a TEFL course syllabus (e.g., VLE use, mobile apps, digital assessment, online collaboration tasks).
2. Evaluate the impact of syllabus-integrated IT on:
· learner engagement and participation,
· classroom interaction (learner–learner and learner–teacher),
· learners’ perceptions of progress and confidence.
3. Explore teacher decision-making about IT integration (e.g., purposes, perceived value, constraints, and alignment with learning aims).
4. Identify actionable improvements to the syllabus (what to keep, change, or remove) that are realistic for a TEFL setting with limited time and resources.
Indicative research questions:
· RQ1: What types of IT are embedded in the current TEFL syllabus, and for what stated learning purposes?
· RQ2: How do learners perceive the usefulness of syllabus-integrated IT for language learning (skills, confidence, motivation)?
· RQ3: What observable differences (if any) appear in engagement and interaction during technology-integrated lessons compared with low-tech lessons?
· RQ4: How do teachers justify and evaluate their own IT choices, and what barriers/enablers shape implementation?
3. Rationale and main conceptual themes for the investigation
Why this topic? 
Digital tools are now routine in many learners’ daily lives, but routine use does not automatically translate into effective language learning. TEFL syllabi often include technology “because it’s available,” rather than because it is tightly aligned with language-learning processes. A focused investigation is useful because it can reveal whether technology is supporting interaction, noticing, feedback, and autonomy or whether it is mostly substituting older practices without clear added value.
This topic is also significant for professional development: teachers are expected to make informed technology choices, but constraints (time, access, institutional policy, learner preferences, privacy) can lead to inconsistent practice. A small-scale evaluation can therefore bridge theory and day-to-day syllabus design.
Key conceptual strands and module-linked EFL theory
The proposal is underpinned by four connected strands:
1. CALL and “normalisation”
Technology in language learning is often described through the lens of Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL). A central argument is that technology becomes truly effective when it is normalised—integrated meaningfully into everyday pedagogy rather than treated as an “extra” activity (Bax, 2003). This strand supports examining whether IT in the syllabus is integrated, purposeful, and sustainable.
2. SLA processes: interaction, feedback, and noticing
Technology can support conditions associated with language development: opportunities for interaction, feedback, and attention to form. For example, digital tools can provide immediate feedback, enable collaborative tasks, and create more exposure to comprehensible input (Long, 1996; Schmidt, 1990). The investigation will look for evidence that technology use in the syllabus actually creates these conditions, rather than simply delivering content.
3. Task-based learning and communicative purposes
If technology tasks are designed as meaningful communicative activities, they may support learner motivation and authentic language use. This aligns with communicative and task-based approaches where learners use language to achieve outcomes (Ellis, 2003). The evaluation will examine whether IT tasks in the syllabus have clear communicative goals, interaction patterns, and success criteria.
4. Teacher knowledge for technology integration (TPACK) and “levels” of integration
Teachers’ ability to integrate technology effectively is often explained through the interaction of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge—TPACK (Mishra and Koehler, 2006). In addition, models used in education (e.g., SAMR) encourage distinguishing between superficial substitution and deeper redesign of learning tasks (Puentedura, 2012). This strand helps structure analysis of the quality of syllabus IT integration, not just its presence.
Working conceptual focus:
The project treats “impact” as a combination of (a) what the syllabus intends, (b) what teachers implement, (c) what learners experience, and (d) what is observable in engagement and interaction. The emphasis is evaluation-for-improvement rather than attempting to prove causal learning gains in a small sample.
4. Description of the evidence to be collected
To answer the research questions within a small-scale timeframe, the project will collect four manageable evidence types:
1. Syllabus and course documents
· Scheme of work / weekly plan
· Materials that show intended IT use (links, app tasks, VLE activities, digital assessments)
· Any institutional guidance on technology use (if available)
2. Classroom observation evidence
· Structured observation notes from two technology-integrated lessons and two low-tech lessons (or lessons with minimal technology), focusing on engagement and interaction.
· Simple time-sampling counts (e.g., number of pair/group interaction episodes; minutes of learner talk; number of students participating).
3. Learner questionnaire
· 10–12 items (Likert + short open responses) on perceived usefulness, ease, motivation, anxiety, and perceived progress with the IT components.
· Optional items about access (device availability, data/Wi-Fi) and preferences.
4. Teacher interview (short, semi-structured) and/or reflective notes
· One 20–30-minute interview with the course teacher (or two shorter interviews if two teachers are involved).
· Focus: rationale for IT use, perceived impact, barriers/enablers, alignment with learning aims, and how the syllabus could be improved.
5. Methods planned to collect the evidence
This is a small-scale, mixed-methods evaluation. It is intentionally modest: it combines descriptive mapping (what is in the syllabus) with perceptions (learner/teacher views) and practice (observations).
Document analysis (RQ1)
A simple content analysis of the syllabus and materials will identify:
· what tools are used (e.g., VLE quizzes, video tasks, collaborative docs, pronunciation apps),
· where they appear in the course sequence,
· stated purposes (grammar practice, listening, homework, assessment, collaboration),
· required resources and teacher/learner workload.
Why it fits: It provides a concrete baseline of “planned” IT integration, which can then be compared with what actually happens.
Observations (RQ3)
Two lesson pairs will be observed using a structured template. The template will record:
· lesson stage (lead-in, input, practice, task, feedback),
· interaction type (T–S, S–S, group),
· engagement indicators (participation breadth, on-task behaviour, signs of confusion),
· how technology is used (tool, purpose, time spent, transitions),
· immediate issues (technical problems, access issues, time loss).
Why it fits: Observations provide direct evidence of classroom processes and help avoid relying only on self-report.
Learner questionnaire (RQ2)
Administered near the end of the observed cycle, with clear language and optional translation support if needed. It will gather:
· perceived usefulness by skill (speaking/listening/reading/writing/vocabulary/pronunciation),
· motivation and confidence,
· ease of use and access,
· whether IT activities feel connected to lesson aims,
· suggestions for improvement.
Why it fits: Questionnaires efficiently capture patterns across a whole class in limited time.
Teacher interview / reflective notes (RQ4)
Semi-structured prompts will explore:
· teacher goals for IT use (why those tools, why in those weeks),
· perceptions of what worked/failed and why,
· how IT affects differentiation and feedback,
· constraints (time, training, policy, safeguarding, learner access),
· what would be changed in the syllabus.
Why it fits: Teachers’ reasoning is crucial for syllabus change; TPACK provides a useful lens.
6. Description of the settings in which evidence will be collected
The investigation will take place in one adult TEFL/ESOL class (typical size 8–16 learners) delivered either in a language school, college ESOL context, community provision, or an online/blended TEFL course with synchronous sessions.
Assumed features (to be adapted to the actual class):
· Learners: adults with mixed proficiency (e.g., A2–B1)
· Course length: short course or module segment (4–8 weeks)
· Technology: at minimum, teacher laptop + projector/interactive screen; learner phones; possible VLE (e.g., Google Classroom/Moodle)
· The syllabus already contains some IT elements (online homework, quizzes, video-based listening, collaborative writing)
The project is designed so it can be completed even if the setting has limited technology, because the evaluation focuses on alignment and implementation rather than on advanced tools.
7. Ethical issues to consider
Ethics will be guided by current professional expectations for educational research, including respect, consent, privacy, and minimising harm (BERA, 2024).
Key issues and responses:
1. Informed consent and voluntary participation
· Provide an information sheet explaining purpose, activities, what data is collected, and that participation is voluntary.
· Obtain written or recorded consent from the teacher and learners as appropriate to the setting.
· Ensure learners know that non-participation will not affect their course experience or assessment.
2. Right to withdraw
· Participants can withdraw at any point without providing a reason.
· If a learner withdraws, their questionnaire data will be removed if it is identifiable; observation notes will be anonymised and not linked to individuals.
3. Confidentiality and anonymity
· Use pseudonyms for the institution, teacher, and learners.
· Do not include identifying details in write-ups (unique personal stories, rare languages, or small-group identifiers).
· Store data securely (password-protected files, minimal access).
4. Power relationships and coercion
If the researcher is also the teacher (insider research), additional care is needed:
· emphasise voluntariness repeatedly,
· consider having someone else collect questionnaires,
· avoid collecting data from learners who feel pressured.
If the researcher is not the teacher, ensure the teacher does not see individual learner responses.
5. Digital safeguarding and data protection
Because the topic is technology, the project will avoid collecting sensitive digital traces (e.g., screenshots of learner accounts, chat logs with names). The study will focus on perceptions and anonymised observations.
· If any online platforms are discussed, do not record usernames or collect platform analytics unless explicit consent and policy approval exist.
· Follow the setting’s safeguarding policies for any online learning spaces.
6. Minimising disruption and harm
Observations will be non-intrusive; interviews will be scheduled outside teaching time where possible. The project will not require extra graded tasks.
8. Methods expected to analyse the evidence collected
A small-scale, transparent analytic approach will be used:
(A) Syllabus/document analysis
Create a simple coding table to classify each syllabus IT component by:
· tool type (VLE quiz, video, collaborative doc, pronunciation app, etc.),
· intended skill focus (e.g., listening, vocabulary, writing),
· pedagogic purpose (practice, feedback, assessment, collaboration, autonomy),
· interaction pattern (individual, pair/group, whole class),
· level of integration (e.g., substitution vs task redesign—used cautiously as a heuristic) (Puentedura, 2012).
(B) Observation analysis
Use two layers:
1. Descriptive metrics (very simple counts)
· number of interaction episodes,
· approximate learner talk time vs teacher talk time,
· number of participation turns across learners,
· time lost to technical transitions (if any).
2. Thematic notes aligned with SLA/communicative principles
· where technology supported interaction/feedback/noticing,
· where it created barriers (cognitive overload, access issues, reduced talk),
· alignment between task design and communicative outcome.
(C) Questionnaire analysis
· Likert items: calculate basic frequencies/means (class-level trends).
· Open responses: light thematic coding (e.g., “useful for vocab,” “distracting,” “helps confidence,” “access problems,” “prefer teacher explanation”).
(D) Teacher interview analysis (TPACK-informed themes)
Code responses into:
· pedagogical intentions (why this tool, why this sequence),
· content focus (which language aims are targeted),
· technology constraints (training, reliability, policy),
· perceived learner impact (who benefits/struggles),
· proposed syllabus improvements.
TPACK will be used as an organising lens to interpret how technology choices intersect with pedagogy and language content (Mishra and Koehler, 2006).
Triangulation (small-scale):
Compare three perspectives on the same syllabus elements:
· planned (documents),
· enacted (observations),
· experienced (learner/teacher views).
This strengthens credibility without requiring a large dataset.
9. Timetable for the proposed project
A 6-week schedule is realistic for a module project, assuming access to one class.
Week 1 – Planning and approvals (3–5 hours)
· Confirm setting, class, and access permissions
· Draft participant information sheet, consent forms
· Draft observation template and questionnaire
· Pilot questionnaire with 1–2 colleagues for clarity
Week 2 – Baseline document mapping (2–3 hours)
· Collect syllabus/scheme of work and sample materials
· Create IT-integration map
Weeks 3–4 – Data collection (6–8 hours total)
· Observe 4 lessons total (2 tech-integrated + 2 low-tech/minimal tech)
· Administer learner questionnaire (10–15 minutes)
· Conduct teacher interview (20–30 minutes) and write reflective memo
Week 5 – Analysis (6–8 hours)
· Summarise observation metrics and themes
· Analyse questionnaire results (frequencies + thematic coding)
· Code interview themes (TPACK-informed)
· Triangulate findings across data sources
Week 6 – Writing up recommendations (6–10 hours)
· Write report section drafts: context, findings, discussion, recommendations
· Produce a practical syllabus improvement list (e.g., keep/modify/remove IT elements; support needed; risk management)
· Final edit for coherence and ethics/confidentiality checks
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