Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education-TOJDE October 2026 ISSN 1302-6488 Volume: 27 Number: 4 Article: 20

PEDAGOGICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL READINESS FOR
TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION IN ONLINE EFL TEACHING:
A QUALITATIVE STUDY AT TURKISH STATE UNIVERSITIES

Dr. Hacer KACAR

ORCID: 0000-0001-7755-5790
School of Foreign Languages

Cukurova University
Adana, TURKIYE

Received: 16/02/2026 Accepted: 08/04/2026

ABSTRACT

The transformation of educational environments by digital technologies has made technology integration
in online foreign language teaching a critical area of research. However, existing studies mostly focus on
technical competence or attitude variables; research that addresses pedagogical and institutional readiness
together remains limited. This study aims to examine the integration of technology in online foreign
language teaching by EFL instructors within the framework of pedagogical and institutional readiness. The
research was conducted using a qualitative case study design; data were collected from 42 instructors at
state universities in Turkiye through open-ended forms and four focus group interviews and analyzed using
thematic analysis. The findings indicate that technology integration is a multidimensional process shaped
by the interaction of perceived competence, professional development needs, institutional infrastructure,
support mechanisms, and psychological factors, rather than technical skills alone. The findings indicate that
technology integration is shaped not only by individual competencies but also by the interaction between
institutional conditions and individual perceptions. In particular, the sustainability of the institutional
infrastructure and the presence of managerial support mechanisms emerge as key factors determining the
continuity of technology use. Furthermore, instructors’ perceptions of self-efficacy and their motivation
levels are directly influenced by these organizational conditions, thereby shaping their decisions regarding
technology integration. Accordingly, the results reveal that effective technology integration in online foreign
language instruction requires holistic strategies that go beyond individual skill-development approaches to
strengthen institutional capacity and support pedagogical alignment.

Keywords: Technology-mediated teaching, foreign language teaching, technology integration, pedagogical
and institutional readiness, instructors’ experiences.

INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of digital technologies has fundamentally transformed educational environments,
evolving the traditional classroom model into more flexible, interactive, and learner-centered structures.
Particularly in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teaching, online platforms, mobile applications,
interactive software, and learning management systems offer significant pedagogical advantages due to their
potential to provide authentic input, offer collaborative learning opportunities, and generate personalized
feedback (Chapelle, 2010; Stockwell, 2012). Recent studies have shown that digital language learning tools
increase interaction, support students’ self-directed learning processes, and positively influence learning
outcomes with real-world inputs (Sari, 2024; Yang et al., 2025). These technologies contribute to making
teaching independent of time and place in line with 21st-century learning approaches and enable teaching
designs that can be adapted to different learner needs (Gruba & Hinkelman, 2012).
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However, despite the pedagogical potential of technology, the ability of instructors to use these tools
effectively and sustainably cannot be explained solely by technical competence. For this reason, the literature
emphasizes that technology integration is explained not only by individual skills but also by multi-layered
structures. Technology integration, especially in distance and blended learning contexts, is influenced by
multi-layered variables such as pedagogical readiness, institutional support mechanisms, and socio-cultural
conditions. Recent studies in particular have shown that these factors are not independent of one another
but interact with each other and collectively shape technology use. Indeed, the literature shows that the
difficulties encountered by EFL instructors in using technology are not only tool-based but also structural
and pedagogical in nature (Fernandez-Batanero et al., 2022; Foltyn & Polok, 2022). In this context, a
common thread among existing studies is that they highlight how technology integration is more than just
a technical issue; it is a process of organizational and pedagogical transformation. A recent study conducted
in a state university context revealed that even though the teachers were well-prepared for e-learning,
interaction, technology design, and teaching beliefs profoundly affected the integration processes (Gultekin
& Mede, 2024). Furthermore, it was determined that teachers engaged in distance English instruction
require specialized training and institutional governance mechanisms to effectively use technology, despite

the lack of pedagogical and institutional support (Chen, 2024).

The institutional dimension stands out as one of the most decisive components of technology integration.
Inadequate technical infrastructure, unstable internet connections, and limited access to digital resources are
among the key factors that make it difficult for instructors to integrate technology into teaching processes
(Hew & Brush, 2007; Pelgrum, 2001). Recent studies, particularly in the context of distance education,
have shown that institutional digital infrastructure is a prerequisite for sustainable technology integration
and that inadequate infrastructure directly limits the pedagogical practices of instructors (Bond et al., 2021).
Hardware deficiencies and software inadequacies reinforce this picture; the digital divide is seen to directly
affect teaching practices, particularly in economically disadvantaged regions (Albirini, 2006; Alfelaij, 2016).
Furthermore, recent studies reveal that in the absence of ongoing research, institutional technical support,
and systematic digital training opportunities, instructors are unable to maintain continuity in their use of
technology, and integration remains superficial (Konig et al., 2020). The transition to emergency distance
learning during the COVID-19 pandemic has made the inadequacy of infrastructure and support systems
more visible in many institutions (Foltyn & Polok, 2022).

Another element closely related to institutional support is professional development opportunities. The
inability of instructors to access systematic and practical training on digital pedagogies may lead them
to use technology only at a tool-based level (Kopcha, 2012). Recent studies have shown that continuous
and practice-based professional development programs, particularly in the context of distance education,
significantly increase instructors’ digital pedagogical competencies and self-efficacy perceptions regarding
technology integration (Trust & Whalen, 2020; Philipsen et al., 2019). Lack of training reduces confidence
in technology use and may limit the pedagogical alignment of digital tools in instructional design. However,
it is known that structured in-service training programs positively influence teachers’ attitudes toward
technology and increase their self-efficacy perceptions (Lam, 2000; Yildirim, 2000). However, given that
these studies are relatively older, it is necessary to reassess these relationships in the context of today’s digital
learning environments. Recent research indicates that digital pedagogical competencies and continuous
professional development practices, in particular, have become more decisive factors in teachers” technology
integration processes. Consequently, the impact of in-service training programs is not limited to individual
competencies; it is also evolving in line with changing technological and pedagogical requirements.

Another important dimension shaping technology integration is the pedagogical beliefs of instructors. Doubts
about the extent to which digital tools are compatible with language teaching objectives can limit technology
use (Bai & Lo, 2018). Some educators, particularly those with a communicative competence-based approach
to language teaching, may be concerned that technology could reduce face-to-face interaction. Related to
this, resistance to change can be fueled by concerns such as the time-consuming nature of learning new tools
and the perceived loss of classroom control (Khatoony & Nezhadmehr, 2020). Furthermore, recent studies
on distance learning experiences reveal that instructors’ perception of loss of pedagogical autonomy and
their self-efficacy levels regarding digital teaching design significantly shape their use of technology (Trust &
Whalen, 2020).
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Although sociocultural factors may indirectly influence technology use, they are addressed at a secondary
level in this study. In environments where traditional teaching approaches dominate, cautious attitudes
toward digital pedagogies can slow the adoption of innovative practices (Li & Walsh, 2010; Mumtaz, 2000).
However, digital inequality is not limited to technical access but is also related to differences in digital skills
and learning environments (Wang, 2025). Furthermore, differences in students’ levels of access to technology
can influence instructors’ decisions regarding the use of digital tools (Hakim, 2020). While these factors are
particularly significant in the context of distance education (Pierce et al., 2024), they have been placed in the
background in this study compared to pedagogical readiness and institutional support mechanisms.

The psychological dimension is also receiving increasing attention in the literature. The necessity to keep
up with constantly changing digital tools can cause burnout and occupational stress in some instructors
(Foltyn & Polok, 2022). The lack of adequate incentive mechanisms can reduce the motivation to invest
in technology (Fernandez-Batanero et al., 2022). Similarly, the lack of supportive leadership and incentive
policies at the institutional level can negatively affect instructors’ intrinsic motivation and professional
commitment toward technology integration (Scherer et al., 2019).

While the literature demonstrates that technology integration has a multidimensional structure, it is evident
that existing studies have focused on specific dimensions. In particular, while some studies address technology
integration within the framework of technical competencies, another group of studies focuses on teachers’
attitudes and perceptions. However, there are also studies that center on the pedagogical dimension; yet,
the vast majority of these studies do not comprehensively examine the institutional context and support
mechanisms. On the other hand, the limited number of studies addressing institutional factors fall far short
of examining the interaction between pedagogical preparation and these structural elements within a holistic
framework. Particularly in the context of distance foreign language instruction, it is notable that studies
examining pedagogical and institutional readiness together and in an interactive manner are quite limited.
This clearly demonstrates the need for more comprehensive studies that address the contextual and systemic
dimensions of technology integration and reveal the interrelationship between pedagogical and institutional
dynamics.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study is to examine the integration of technology by EFL instructors in distance
foreign language teaching within the framework of pedagogical and institutional readiness. In this regard,
the study aims to address the adaptation processes of instructors to digital pedagogies in the context of
distance and technology-mediated language teaching from a holistic readiness perspective. The research
aims to contribute to this gap in the literature by revealing the structural, pedagogical, and individual
dimensions that shape technology use based on the experiences of instructors. From this perspective, the
research aims to reveal the relationships between institutional policies that support the sustainability of
distance education applications, instructional design processes, and professional development requirements.
The findings are expected to shed light on policy development processes for distance language teaching, the
design of professional development programs, and the strengthening of institutional support mechanisms.
Furthermore, the findings are expected to contribute to the application, policy, and research areas related to
effective technology integration in distance foreign language teaching.

Therefore, the study tries to answer the following questions:

1. What are the key components of EFL instructors’ pedagogical readiness for technology integration?
2. How do institutional conditions and support mechanisms influence instructors” use of technology?

3. Based on the experiences of instructors, what are the individual factors (e.g., perception, self-efficacy,
motivation) that influence technology integration?
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METHOD
Research Design

This study was designed using a qualitative research approach to examine EFL instructors’ experiences
with technology integration in the context of distance foreign language teaching and the pedagogical and
institutional readiness dimensions that shape this process. Qualitative research aims to reveal in depth the
meanings individuals attach to a particular phenomenon within its natural context, thus providing an
appropriate method for understanding multidimensional and experience-based processes such as technology
integration (Creswell, 2014).

This study adopts an exploratory descriptive case study design. Case studies are preferred because they allow
for a holistic and in-depth examination of a specific phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin, 2018).
In this study, the “case” is defined as the examination of EFL instructors’ experiences with technology
integration in the context of online foreign language instruction at various state universities, within a
common pedagogical and institutional framework.

Although the research data were collected from multiple universities, no inter-institutional comparisons were
made; instead, the aim was to gain a holistic understanding of the pedagogical readiness and institutional
conditions related to technology integration. For this reason, while the study includes data from different
contexts, it was approached using a holistic analytical approach representing a single-case study. In this vein,
an inductive approach was adopted in the study, and the data analysis process was based on the systematic
interpretation of themes emerging from participants’ experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).

Participants

The participants in this study consist of a total of 42 instructors teaching English as a foreign language
(EFL) at six different state universities in Turkiye. Participants were selected using the snowball sampling
technique, one of the purposeful sampling methods. This method was chosen because it facilitates reaching
individuals with similar characteristics who possess knowledge and experience related to the research topic

(Parker et al., 2019).

The participants’ professional experience ranges from 5 to 21 years or more, representing different levels
of seniority. Additionally, an examination of the participants’ educational backgrounds reveals that they
hold bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral degrees. Moreover, the participants represent a variety of educational
contexts due to their roles in different organizational structures.

As part of the study, the data collection form was distributed to instructors accessible to the researcher, and
participants were asked to share the form with their colleagues at the foreign language colleges where they
work. The aim of this process was to increase the diversity of the sample by reaching out to participants from
different universities.

This study was conducted with the approval of the Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee in
the Field of Social and Humanities at Cukurova University, on 09.01.2025, with decision no. E. 1174688.
In addition, voluntary participation and informed consent were obtained from all participants. Table 1
shows the participants’ distribution by gender, age, and work experience.
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Table 1. Demographic information of the participants

f %
Male 6 14
Gender Female 36 86
Total 42 100
26-30 5 12
31-35 10 24
36-40 15 36
41-45 8 19
Age 46-50 3 7
50 and over 1 2
Total 42 100
5-10 15 36
11-20 24 57
Work Experience 21 and over 3 7
Total 42 100

Data Collection

In this study, the data collection process was structured in two phases in accordance with a qualitative
research design. In the first phase, a data collection form consisting of open-ended questions—developed
based on studies in the literature (Li & Walsh, 2010)—was used. The open-ended questions included in this
form are presented in Appendix A. When preparing the questions, not all dimensions proposed by Li and
Walsh (2010) were adopted directly; instead, dimensions related to pedagogical readiness and institutional
support were adapted in line with the purpose of the study, while some dimensions focusing on technical
infrastructure were excluded. This decision was made in accordance with the aim of the study to focus
on pedagogical and institutional variables. To ensure content validity, the data collection instrument was
reviewed by two academics specializing in the field of EFL and qualitative research methods; based on the
feedback received, some statements were revised for clarity and appropriateness within the Turkish context.
The final version was shared online with teachers via Google Forms, and data was collected from a total of
42 instructors. The use of open-ended questions allowed participants to describe their experiences in detail,
thereby facilitating the collection of in-depth data.

In the second phase, focus group discussions were conducted to delve deeper into the initial dataset and
examine the emerging themes more comprehensively. The discussions, planned as four separate sessions,
were conducted via the Zoom platform; ten instructors participated in each of the first three sessions, and
twelve in the final session. Each focus group discussion lasted an average of 70 minutes, allowing participants
to share their experiences in detail. Additionally, it was determined that thematic saturation had been reached
as the data collected during the discussions began to repeat.

A structured moderation approach was adopted in the sessions; the researcher ensured that the discussion
progressed within the scope of the topic, encouraged balanced participation, and increased data diversity
by directing questions directly to participants who spoke less. In qualitative research, data saturation is
determined by the absence of new themes or codes (Guest et al., 2006). The absence of a new theme at the
end of the fourth session indicated that data saturation had been reached. Informed consent was obtained
from all participants prior to the interviews, and it was clearly stated that participation was voluntary and
that they could leave at any time.
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Data Analysis

In this study, data analysis was conducted using a qualitative approach aimed at gaining an in-depth
understanding of EFL instructors’ experiences with technology integration in distance foreign language
teaching within the framework of pedagogical and institutional readiness. The data were analyzed using
inductive reasoning; responses to open-ended questions and focus group discussion transcripts were evaluated
together. The thematic analysis method was adopted in the analysis process, and the data underwent the
stages of coding, category creation, theme development, and interpretation of the relationships between
themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In this process, meaningful data units were first identified, similar contents
were grouped together to form subcategories, and then these categories were conceptually organized under
the dimensions of pedagogical and institutional readiness. MAXQDA qualitative data analysis software was
used to ensure that the analysis process was systematic and traceable.

To enhance the reliability and validity of the analysis, the coding process was conducted by two researchers.
In this context, a 30% portion of the dataset was selected to represent data diversity and was coded
independently by a second researcher. To determine inter-coder reliability, the method proposed by Miles
and Huberman (1994) was used, and agreement was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by
the sum of agreements and disagreements. As a result of this calculation, coding reliability was found to be
80%, which meets the acceptable reliability level for qualitative data analysis. Following the coding process,
the themes and subthemes were reviewed, and discrepancies among the coders were discussed and resolved
through consensus. During this process, some codes were merged, while others were redefined to make
them clearer and more representative. The findings were also submitted for evaluation by academic experts
specializing in the EFL field and qualitative research methods. The experts provided feedback specifically
on the clarity of the thematic structure, conceptual consistency, and the scope of certain codes; accordingly,
overlapping codes were merged, and the thematic structure was made clearer. To ensure transparency and
traceability throughout the research process, all stages of the analysis have been documented in detail.
Throughout the analytical process, data was continuously compared against the framework proposed by
Nowell et al. (2017), and care was taken to ensure that interpretations were supported by direct participant
statements. To protect participant confidentiality, instructors were coded using numbers in the quotations.

Researcher Role

Since this research was conducted within the framework of a qualitative research design, the researcher
played an active and decisive role in the data collection and analysis processes. The researcher was directly
involved in preparing the open-ended data collection form, conducting focus group interviews, coding the
data, and creating themes. During this process, the researcher took care not to influence the participants’
opinions; within the framework of the moderator role. It was ensured that the discussions progressed within
the scope of the research questions and encouraged all participants to participate in the process in a balanced
manner. During the data collection process, the researcher adopted a reflexive approach, being aware of
their preconceptions regarding the pedagogical and institutional readiness context, and structured their
interpretations based on the data.

In qualitative research, it is accepted that the researcher’s position can directly influence the interpretation
process. Therefore, the principle of reflexivity was observed in this study; codes and themes were reviewed
again during the data analysis process, opinions were sought from field experts, and care was taken to support
interpretations with participants’ statements. As emphasized in the current qualitative research literature,
the researcher’s adherence to the principles of transparency, self-reflection, and methodological consistency
increases the reliability of the study (Berger, 2013). In this regard, the researcher systematically documented
the decisions made during the data collection and analysis process and aimed to ensure the auditability of
the research.
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FINDINGS

In this section, the findings obtained in line with the research questions are presented in a systematic manner.
The themes emerging from the analysis process have been organized under three main headings: pedagogical
preparation, institutional conditions, and individual factors. The findings are presented with direct quotations
from participant statements, and relevant sub-dimensions are detailed under each theme. This structure aims
to present instructors experiences regarding technology integration within a comprehensive framework.

The Formation of Pedagogical Readiness in Remote Foreign Language Teaching

The first research question aims to reveal how EFL instructors’ pedagogical readiness for technology integration
in distance foreign language teaching is shaped. The findings show that pedagogical readiness is not merely a
matter of technical competence; it exhibits a multi-layered structure formed by the interaction of cognitive
(knowledge and skills), affective (self-confidence and attitudes), and developmental (professional learning
needs) dimensions. Table 2 presents the themes, sub-themes, codes, and frequency distributions identified
in the scope of the first research question.

Table 2. Themes on Pedagogical Readiness in Distance Foreign Language Teaching

Theme Sub-theme Codes Frequency (%)
Software and hardware Insufficient software knowledge N=18, %43
knowledge

Perceived Digital Pedagogy
Competence

Technical problem solving Limited troubleshooting and N=14, %33
hardware-related skills

In-service training Shortage of in-service training N=22, %52
requirement
Need for Professional Devel-
opment and Learning

Remote teaching experience Emerging development needs after N=16, %38
remote teaching practices

Self-confidence Low self-confidence in technology N=12, %29
integration
Emotional and Behavioural
Dimensions
Attitude Preference for traditional teaching and
low motivation toward digital tools N=10, 9624

The findings presented in Table 2 show that pedagogical readiness in distance foreign language teaching
is structured around three main dimensions: perceived digital pedagogical competence, professional
development and learning needs, and affective and behavioral dimensions. Insufhiciencies in software and
hardware knowledge and limitations in technical problem-solving skills under the first theme reveal that
instructors do not feel fully competent in the process of integrating technology for pedagogical purposes.
Participants’ statements show that there is a clear perception of deficiency, particularly in the effective use
of current software and in resolving technical problems that arise during class. “Although there are many
advanced digital tools available, I feel that I lack the necessary training to use them effectively in my teaching.”
(Instructor 5). This situation leads to technology use not being deeply integrated into the pedagogical design
dimension and to a more cautious approach to its use. “When technical issues arise during class, I struggle to

[find quick solutions, and this negatively affects the flow of the class.” (Instructor 25).
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The second theme, professional development and learning needs, points to the developmental nature of
pedagogical readiness. The lack of in-service training and the new competency requirements that emerged
after the pandemic show that the adaptation process of instructors to digital pedagogies is not sufficiently
supported by the institution. Participants stated that their distance learning experiences created awareness
among them; however, this awareness did not evolve into sustainable transformation when it was not
supported by systematic professional development programs. “I need more structured training opportunities
to effectively integrate new technologies into my classes.” (Instructor 6). This finding reveals that pedagogical
readiness is not a static level of competency but a dynamic capacity that requires continuous support. “7he
sudden shift to online teaching during the pandemic made me realize my shortcomings; however, without ongoing
support, it becomes difficult to turn this awareness into lasting improvement.” (Instructor 41).

The third theme, the affective and behavioral dimension, demonstrates that pedagogical readiness is based
not only on cognitive but also on psychological foundations. Instructors’ fear of appearing inadequate,
low motivation, and tendency toward traditional methods emerge as significant factors limiting technology
integration. “Sometimes I hesitate to use digital tools because I worry that I won't be able to use them effectively
enough in front of my students.” (Instructor 40). This situation demonstrates that technology integration
in distance foreign language teaching cannot be explained solely by technical infrastructure or educational
programs; it is also closely related to instructors’ perceptions of their professional identity and pedagogical
beliefs. “In some situations, especially when I don’t feel completely confident using digital technologies, I find
traditional teaching methods more reliable.” (Instructor 38). Therefore, the table analytically reveals that
pedagogical readiness is a multidimensional structure shaped by the interaction between individual
competence, institutional support, and affective positioning.

The Impact of Institutional Conditions on Technology Use

The second research question aims to examine how institutional conditions and support mechanisms
affect instructors” use of technology. The findings show that the institutional context plays a decisive role
in technology integration and directly shapes teaching practices, independent of individual pedagogical
readiness levels. The analysis grouped institutional effects under three main themes: infrastructural
sustainability, institutional support systems, and resource/budget structure. Table 3 shows the themes, sub-
themes, codes, and frequency distributions derived from the analysis.

Table 3. Themes Related to the Impact of Institutional Conditions on Technology Use

Theme Sub-theme Codes Frequency (%)

Technical infrastructure Low internet speed; Weak network N=20, %48

Infrastructural Sustainability
System continuity Power cuts; Hardware problems N=15, %36

Technical support Lack of technical personnel; Limited N=17, %40
access to support

Institutional Support Systems

Administrative support Insufficient administrative support N=13, %31
Equipment Current equipment shortage N=16, %38

Source and Budget Structure
Financial factors Budget constraints; High cost N=12, %29

The findings presented in Table 3 show that institutional conditions affect instructors’ use of technology
in a multidimensional way. Upon examining the table, it is seen that institutional effects are grouped
under three main themes: infrastructural sustainability, institutional support systems, and resource/budget
structure. These themes reveal that technology integration in distance foreign language teaching is not solely
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dependent on individual competencies; rather, it is shaped by the opportunities, limitations, and support
mechanisms offered by the institutional ecosystem. Therefore, the table shows that technology use is a
structural application area constrained by institutional conditions rather than a pedagogical preference.

The theme of infrastructural sustainability stands out as a fundamental prerequisite for technology use.
Technical issues such as slow internet speeds, weak network connections, power outages, and hardware
malfunctions are factors that directly affect instructors’ lesson plans. Participants’ statements show that such
disruptions interrupt the flow of lessons and weaken pedagogical continuity. “Due to slow internet speeds,
we either cannot access the course materials during class or experience constant interruptions, which negatively
affects the continuity of the class.” (Instructor 23). This situation reveals that technology integration is not
only possible with the availability of tools, but also with the technical infrastructure that ensures these tools
work consistently. “Sometimes unexpected power cuts or technical malfunctions can disrupt the entire teaching
process.” (Instructor 26). In other words, technological access and technological sustainability are distinct yet
complementary dimensions.

The theme of institutional support systems is a critical factor that affects instructors’ confidence and
motivation levels regarding technology use. Technical staff shortages and inadequate administrative support
can reduce instructors’ willingness to use digital tools. Participant views reveal that the inability to quickly
resolve technical issues reduces teaching efficiency and leads to time loss in the teaching process. “When we
encounter a technical issue and can’t get immediate support, it negatively affects the flow of the class.” (Instructor
4). In contrast, instructors who feel they have managerial support are seen to have a more positive attitude
toward technology use. “When I receive support from administration, 1 feel that both my performance and the
effectiveness of my classes improve.” (Instructor 30). This finding shows that institutional support structures
indirectly strengthen technology integration by providing not only technical but also psychological security.

Findings related to the resource and budget structure reveal the decisive role of institutional-level economic
planning in technology integration. Current equipment shortages and budget constraints limit instructors’
access to digital tools and their capacity to incorporate these tools into course design. “Because some of the
technological equipment we use hasnt been updated in years, there are limits to what we can do in class.” (Instructor
22). This situation shows that technology integration is not only a pedagogical innovation but also an
institutional investment area that requires financial sustainability. “Our limited budget makes it difficult for us
to plan for future technological developments.” (Instructor 8). Overall, the analytical assessment of the picture
reveals that the effective use of technology in distance foreign language teaching is determined more by the
structural interaction between institutional infrastructure, support mechanisms, and resource planning than
by individual motivation or skill level. This result indicates that policies aimed at developing technology
integration should go beyond individual education programs and include comprehensive strategies that
strengthen institutional capacity.

Individual Factors Affecting Technology Integration Based on the Experience of
Instructors

The third research question aims to identify the individual factors influencing technology integration
based on the instructors’ experiences. The findings indicate that individual factors have a multidimensional
structure that goes beyond a lack of technical skills. As a result of the analysis, individual influences were
grouped under three main themes: individual beliefs regarding technology, perceived professional self-
efficacy, and motivational-psychological factors. These themes reveal that technology use is closely related
not only to knowledge level but also to the individual’s perceptions of technology, openness to change,
perceived professional competence, and understanding of professional identity. Table 4 presents the themes,
subthemes, codes, and frequency distributions obtained from the analysis.
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Table 4. Individual Factors Affecting Technology Integration

Theme Sub-theme Codes Frequency (%)
Perception of technology The limited belief in the contribution of N=15, %36
Individual Beliefs About technology in teaching
Technology
Openness to change A cautious stance on innovation N=13, %31
Teaching self-efficacy Low confidence in the effectiveness of N=14, %33
Perception of Professional teaching in a digital environment
Self-Efficacy
Occupational compatibility Difficulty in adapting to new teaching N=12, %29
approaches
Occupational motivation Low intrinsic motivation toward digital N=11, %26
Motivational and teaching
Psychological Factors
Perception of professional Adherence to the traditional role of the N=10, %24
identity teacher

The findings presented in Table 4 indicate that individual factors based on instructors” experiences influence
technology integration in a multidimensional manner. Upon examining the table, it is evident that these
individual influences are organized under three main themes: individual beliefs regarding technology,
perceptions of professional self-efficacy, and motivational-psychological orientations. These themes reveal
that technology use cannot be explained solely by technical knowledge; rather, it is closely related to how an
individual perceives their own competence, adapts to change, and positions their professional identity. In this
context, the table demonstrates that technology integration is a complex process shaped at the intersection of
cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions.

The theme of individual beliefs regarding technology reflects instructors’ perceptions of technology and their
attitudes toward innovation. Participants’ tendency to attribute limited value to technology or to view innovation
with caution can lead to hesitant behavior in technology use. This situation demonstrates that individuals’
positive or negative beliefs about technology directly influence their behaviour in terms of its use. “/ think digital
tools can be useful, but Im not always sure they truly contribute to my lessons.” (Instructor 12). Such perceptions
emerge as a significant individual factor limiting the integration of technology into pedagogical processes.

The theme of perceived professional self-efficacy and adaptability highlights how instructors position
themselves professionally in the face of technological change. Participants expressed that they struggle to keep
up with rapidly changing technological developments and that this situation creates a need for continuous
development. In particular, the rapid emergence of new technologies creates a sense of inadequacy in some
instructors, leading them to adopt a more cautious approach to technology use. “Zechnology is changing very
quickly, and sometimes I feel like I can’t keep up with this change, which makes it difficult for me to try new tools.”
(Instructor 19). This finding demonstrates that technology integration is not merely a technical skill that can
be learned, but also a professional transformation process requiring continuous adaptation.

The theme of motivational and psychological factors reveals the emotional dimension of individual
characteristics. Participants’ low levels of motivation, tendency to rely on traditional methods, and psychological
concerns about using technology are among the factors that directly influence technology integration. In
particular, the fear of appearing inadequate in front of students stands out as a strong psychological barrier
limiting technology use. “Sometimes I avoid using technology because I'm afraid of appearing inadequate in
the eyes of students if something goes wrong during class.” (Instructor 27). This situation demonstrates that
instructors’ attitudes toward technology are closely linked to their professional self-confidence.

When evaluated as a whole, it is evident that the individual factors influencing technology integration do not
follow a linear structure but rather an interactive one. Perceived competence, professional self-confidence, and
psychological factors function as dynamic elements that mutually reinforce one another. Therefore, efforts to
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increase technology integration in online foreign language instruction cannot be limited to technical training
alone; they also need to include comprehensive professional support models that strengthen instructors’
perceptions of self-efficacy, support their adaptation to change, and enhance their motivation.

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

This study addresses a significant gap in the literature by examining the integration of technology in online
foreign language instruction among EFL instructors within the framework of the interaction between
pedagogical readiness, institutional conditions, and individual factors. The findings reveal that technology
integration is not merely a practice based on technical skills; rather, it is a multi-layered process in which
cognitive, affective, and structural dimensions mutually shape one another. While this finding aligns
with studies emphasizing that technology integration should be evaluated beyond technical proficiency
(Fernandez-Batanero et al., 2022; Hew & Brush, 2007), the primary contribution of this study lies in its
explanation of the interactive relationships among these dimensions. Therefore, it can be highlighted that
teachers’ levels of readiness for digital pedagogies depend not only on technical knowledge but also on
their capacity for pedagogical adaptation (Gultekin & Mede, 2024; Trust & Whalen, 2020). In particular,
participants’ feelings of inadequacy can trigger avoidance behavior in technology use. This finding also reveals
that teachers” perceived competence level determines their technology use behavior (Scherer et al., 2019).

Findings on pedagogical preparation can be directly linked to the Technological Pedagogical Content
Knowledge (TPACK) model, which provides a fundamental framework in the literature on technology
integration. The TPACK model emphasizes that teachers are required to integrate their technological,
pedagogical, and content knowledge for effective technology integration (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Recent
studies also indicate that this framework needs to be considered as a contextual and dynamic structure
(Koehler et al., 2013). The findings of this study indicate that technological knowledge alone is insufficient;
it is critical that this knowledge be contextualized and made applicable within a pedagogical framework.
However, this study expands the TPACK model in a significant way: instructors’ possession of these knowledge
domains is directly related to their self-efficacy beliefs regarding their ability to use this knowledge. In other
words, the presence of TPACK components is necessary but not sufficient for technology integration; these
components also need to be supported by perceived competence and affective factors. This finding expands
the literature by revealing that pedagogical readiness, particularly in the context of online teaching, is not
merely knowledge-based but also rooted in perceptions and beliefs.

When examining the developmental dimension of pedagogical readiness, it becomes evident that the lack
of in-service training alone is not sufficient to explain the findings; rather, the inadequacy of such training
in terms of continuity, practice-based structure, and contextual appropriateness is the determining factor.
This finding supports the need for continuous professional development frequently emphasized in the
literature (Philipsen et al., 2019; Kopcha, 2012), while also expanding the literature by revealing that this
relationship is context-dependent. In the Turkish context, this situation is directly related to the centralized
structure established by the Council of Higher Education (CoHE). Centrally designed and standardized
professional development practices fail to respond flexibly to the contextual needs of different universities
and instructors, resulting in pedagogical transformation remaining superficial. This structure can also limit
universities’ capacity to independently design their own digital pedagogical development strategies and
create a structural barrier to contextual adaptation.

Findings regarding institutional conditions reveal that technology integration is largely determined by
structural factors. Infrastructure issues directly limit the integration of technology into pedagogical processes
and disrupt continuity in teaching processes. While this finding aligns with studies in the literature that
emphasize the decisive role of infrastructure (Bond et al., 2021; Pelgrum, 2001), this study concretely
illustrates how this process operates within the context of state universities in Turkiye. State universities in
Turkiye are largely supported by central public funding, and budget allocation is determined in accordance
with central policies. This situation limits universities’ ability to plan digital infrastructure investments
independently and flexibly; it creates significant infrastructure inequalities, particularly in the context of
regional variations. Consequently, technology integration becomes a process determined not by individual
preferences but by the opportunities and constraints structured at the system level.
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Findings regarding institutional support mechanisms indicate that this support does not merely serve a
technical function, but also creates a “psychological safety zone” that shapes instructors’ motivation and
self-confidence regarding technology use. This finding expands the emphasis on technical support in the
literature by highlighting the emotional dimension of institutional support (Konig et al., 2020). Particularly
in systems with centralized and hierarchical management structures, the perception of support can directly
influence instructors’ tendency to adopt innovative practices. In this regard, the study demonstrates that
institutional support is not merely a technical resource but also a facilitating mechanism that enables
pedagogical transformation.

Economic and resource-based findings indicate that technology integration is not merely a pedagogical
choice but a process dependent on institutional investment capacity. This aligns with studies demonstrating
that digital inequality relates not only to access but also to usage capacity (Albirini, 2006; Wang, 2025).
However, this study adds contextual depth to this relationship by demonstrating that budget constraints
directly limit pedagogical practices at state universities in Turkiye. This finding indicates that the sustainability
of technology integration is not only pedagogical but also directly linked to economic planning.

Findings regarding individual factors indicate that technology integration is closely related to affective
variables such as perceived self-efficacy, motivation, and professional identity. These findings align
with studies in the literature that emphasize technology use as an identity-based process (Khatoony &
Nezhadmehr, 2020). However, one of the most significant contributions of this study is that it demonstrates
that individual, organizational, and structural factors form a structure that operates not linearly but through
mutual interaction. In particular, it has been established that self-efficacy is not merely an individual trait but
is shaped by organizational support and infrastructure conditions. This finding offers a new perspective to
the literature by demonstrating that technology integration is shaped through the dynamic tension between
individual capacity and structural conditions.

Based on these findings, this study proposes an ecosystem-based causal model to explain technology
integration. According to this model, pedagogical preparation directly shapes instructors’ perceptions of
self-efficacy, while self-efficacy and motivation determine behavioral decisions regarding technology use.
Institutional support mechanisms play a regulatory role in either strengthening or weakening this relationship,
while infrastructure and economic resources form a structural framework that defines the boundaries of
this process. In this model, infrastructure conditions act as a structural constraint, whereas institutional
support mechanisms assume the role of an enabler that strengthens these relationships. This framework
clearly demonstrates that technology integration cannot be explained through single-variable approaches
and must be addressed as a multidimensional, interactive system.

In this context, it is not sufficient for policies aimed at increasing technology integration in online foreign
language teaching to focus solely on the development of individual skills. Instead, it is necessary to develop
comprehensive strategies that support pedagogical competencies, strengthen institutional infrastructure,
reduce regional variations, and enhance the self-eflicacy and motivation of instructors. In the Turkish context,
it is of critical importance to establish more flexible, context-sensitive, and sustainable support mechanisms

within the central structure defined by the Council of Higher Education (CoHE).

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that technology integration is a process shaped by the interaction
of individual, pedagogical, and institutional dimensions, thereby making a significant contribution to the
literature from both theoretical and contextual perspectives. Developed specifically within the context of
online foreign language instruction, this ecosystem-based approach provides an explanatory framework
for future research while enabling the development of actionable and context-sensitive implications for
policymakers and higher education institutions.

Implications, Recommendations, and Limitations

The findings of this study reveal that technology integration in distance foreign language teaching cannot
be explained solely by individual instructor competencies; rather, it is determined by a holistic structure
consisting of the interaction of pedagogical readiness, institutional infrastructure, support mechanisms, and
individual psychological variables. This result indicates that applications for technology integration should be
planned at the system level rather than as fragmented interventions. In particular, the finding that instructors’
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perceived competency levels directly influence their decisions regarding technology use shows that professional
development programs for digital pedagogies should aim not only to impart technical skills but also to develop
self-efficacy and pedagogical confidence. In this context, the study reveals that distance education policies
should develop approaches that position teachers as active pedagogical designers rather than implementers.

In terms of application, the findings show that institutional support systems play a decisive role in technology
integration. It is understood that when the continuity of the technical infrastructure, accessible support
services, and up-to-date hardware facilities are not provided, the use of technology is not sustainable, even
if the pedagogical readiness level of teachers is high. Therefore, the main recommendation for institutions
might be to approach technology integration as an institutional capacity development process rather than
viewing it as an individual responsibility. In this context, it is recommended that regular technical support
units be established, application-oriented in-service training be planned, instructors be supported in digital
material development processes, and administrative policies that encourage technology use be created.
Furthermore, establishing professional learning communities that enable instructors to share experiences
will be supportive in terms of both motivation and application quality.

At the policy level, the results show that strategic planning for distance foreign language teaching should
not be limited to technology supply alone. For digital transformation processes to be effective, infrastructure
investments, human resource planning, and pedagogical design support must be carried out simultaneously.
Therefore, the fundamental approach recommended for higher education institutions and decision-makers
is to treat technology integration not as an innovation project but as a sustainable transformation of the
education ecosystem.

This study has some limitations. First, the study is based solely on the views of instructors working at
state universities, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to different institutional contexts.
Additionally, since the data is based on self-reports, there may be discrepancies between participants’
perceptions and actual practices. However, the fact that participants were selected using snowball sampling
may have resulted in a more homogeneous sample with similar institutional experiences. This suggests that
the diversity of universities with varying levels of infrastructure and institutional support may not have been
adequately reflected. Future research could more clearly demonstrate the impact of institutional factors on
technology integration by conducting comparative studies between universities with strong and weak digital
infrastructures. Furthermore, in line with the findings regarding self-efficacy and motivation highlighted
in this study, it is recommended that intervention studies be designed to enhance instructors’ digital
pedagogical competencies. Furthermore, by conducting action research in which instructors collaboratively
design technology-integrated courses with institutional support, the interaction between individual and
institutional factors can be examined in greater depth. In particular, experimental studies testing the
effectiveness of training programs developed based on the self-efficacy and institutional support themes
identified in this study could make significant contributions to the literature.
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APPENDIX A

Open-Ended Questions Used in the Data Collection Form

The open-ended questions in the data collection form were developed based on the dimensions of technology
integration proposed by Li and Walsh (2010); however, they were adapted to focus on pedagogical readiness,
institutional conditions, and individual factors in line with the purpose of the study. In this context,
some dimensions directly focused on technical infrastructure were excluded, while dimensions related to
pedagogical use, institutional support, and individual perceptions were emphasized.

Section 1: Pedagogical Readiness

1.

Can you explain how you integrate digital technologies into your lessons when teaching a
foreign language remotely?

To what extent do you feel confident in using digital tools for pedagogical purposes? Please
explain with examples.

What are the main challenges you face when integrating technology into the teaching process?

What types of in-service training or professional development opportunities do you need to use
technology more effectively?

Section 2: Institutional Conditions and Support

5.

How would you assess the technological infrastructure at your institution (internet, hardware,
software, etc.)?

What kind of technical or administrative support do you receive when encountering issues
during technology use? Is this support sufhicient?

How do your organization’s management philosophy and practices influence your use of
technology?

How do organizational resources (budget, equipment, etc.) influence technology integration?

Section 3: Individual Factors

9.

10.

11.
12.

How do your personal attitudes toward technology influence your use of technology in class?

To what extent do you feel confident in your ability to use digital technologies effectively? What
factors influence this confidence?

What motivational factors increase or decrease your use of technology?

How have your experiences with distance learning changed your perspective on technology use?

Section 4: Final Question

13.

Do you have any other opinions you would like to add regarding the use of technology in online
foreign language instruction?
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