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Abstract. In this paper, we present the results of the digital competence as-
sessment survey for language teachers. The survey assessed how language
teachers use digital technologies, their attitude towards these technologies, their
related skills and competencies, their satisfaction and trainingneeds, and the in-
stitutional support they receive. In total, 283 language teachers from 43 coun-
tries participated in the survey. The data were collected in 2019. The results in-
dicate that language teachers use various computer-assisted language learning
instructional methods. They generally consider that digital technologies are
beneficial for the classroom. The lack of training prevents them from using spe-
cific technology-based methodologies, in contrast to the lack of technical infra-
structure. The majority of the participants are not satisfied with their level of
digital language teaching expertise. Two-thirds of those who receive digital
competency trainingat their organizations, report that the training sessions hap-
pen irregularly or rarely. Atthe same time, the majority of the teachers confirm
these training to be effective and the skills they received are applied in practice.
We discuss the results of the survey in relation to the previous research, policies
and practical challenges of the digitalization of language education. The major
contribution of the paper is a representation of the teacher’s perspective on the
role of digital technologies in their practice. We assume that the new realia of
teaching in the context of COVID-19 have changed the overall need in digital
language teaching skills amongthe teachers, as well as the share of the teaching
staff who teach online on aregular basis. The future work includes a new sur-
vey in order to evaluate the scope of this change.
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1 Introduction

Digital skills and competencies are widely acknowledged as essential for modern
citizens. Digitalliteracy was also highlighted as one of thekey competencies forlife-
longleaming formore than a decade, for example, in the Digital Agenda for Europe
in 2010 [1],and thePartnership for 2 1st Century Skills [2]. However, there is still a
longway to integrate digital technologies or Information and Communication Tech-
nologies (ICT) to their full potential in language classrooms. The key findings of a
large survey of schools in Europe were that the biggest percentage of European
schools lacked the appropriate infrastructure, had low-frequency useof digital tech-
nologies in the classroom, and 70% ofthe teachers did not consider themselves as
'digitally’ confident orable to teach digitalskills effectively [3].

Furthermore, one ofthe major outcomes of the same survey was theurgentneedto
invest in training teachers, in additionto theinvestmentin the digitalinfrastructure.
The results of the same survey, publishedin 2019, indicated thataround 60% of Eu-
ropeanstudents are taught by teachers that engage in professional development activi-
ties aboutdigitaltechnologies in their own time. The pandemic that started in 2020
has strongly influenced the teaching practices in a very short time. Learning shifted to
an emergency mode, while the teachers had to quickly acquire new skills, especially
in effectivelyusingdigitaltechnologies. Duringtheseevents, theresults of studies
and strategic recommendations toinvestin trainingteachers can be seen in a new
light.

Language proficiencyis a key tool forcommonunderstandingbetween citizens,
especially in culturally diverse regions, such as Europe. Language teachers need to
acquire new skill sets regularly in order to become digitally competent. Those who
aim to organize online language courses, need different skills than those trained to
teachin a face-to-face classroom [4]. This modern educationalreality even prior to
the pandemic required innovative pedagogies, open digital learning environments, and
open educational resources.

The application of technologies to language learning, and particularly the use of
computers in language teachinghas a history of half a century [5]. In his critical ex-
amination of the history and future of Computer Assisted Language Learning
(CALL),Bax envisaged that CALL was goingto be truly integrated into the class-
room and intoteachers’ practices. He posited that theend goal for CALL should be
‘normalisation’ defined by the author as “thestage whenthe technology becomes
invisible,embedded in everyday practiceand hence normalised” [6]. Despite the pro -
gression observedin the last twenty years towards technology integrationin language
teaching, Bax’s vision for CALL stillremains an illusion. The present study aims to
understand key factors thatmightplaya role in technology integration, focusing on
the language teachers and their digital skills. For this purpose, the research objectives
of'the study presented in this paperare:

1. to identify to whatextent and how language teachers integrate noveltechnolo gies
and methodologies in theirteaching practices
2. tomaptheirlevel of digital competences and skills



3. to understand their training needs on digital technologies to later prepare adequate
and valuable training materials

Furthermore, the study presented in this paper was designed to support highereduca-
tion institutions and other private and public organizations that need to improve the
quality oftheir language study programs by providinga usefulset of recommenda-
tions for language teaching in the digitalera.

The survey presented in this paper was designed to providethe teachers’ perspec-
tive on the digital competences in language learning. In a context of a larger study, the
teachers’ perspective was complemented by employers’ expectations and a reflection
on the Europeanandnational policies [7-9].

The paperis structured as follows. Section2 describes thecontextof thestudyand
the background. Section 3 presents the questionnaire thatwas designed for the study,
the target groups, data collection process, and the data analysismethods. Section 4
presents theresults of the study, structured by eight sections of background, level of
teaching, instructional models, a ttitude towards digital technologies, competences in
digitalteaching, satisfaction with digital competences andneed fortraining, institu-
tionalsupport forenhancing digital competences, and institutional aid for personal
development. In Section 5, we discuss the results, analyzinghow they fulfill the ob-
jectives outlined above. In Section 6, we present thelimitations of the study, draw
conclusions, and outline future work directions.

2 Background

2.1 Integration of Technologies and Methodologies in Language
Teaching Practice

With the rapid development of technology in the last twenty years, the need for the
inclusion of digitaltools in second language practices has beenaddressed in several
studies [10-13]. Research onteachers’ integration oftechnologies started becoming
strongerin the 2000s. An example can be found in Lam’s qualitative study conducted
in the USA to explore teachers’ perceptions towards technological developments on
education [11]. Lamreported thatthe main reasons thatinfluence the adoption of
technology are related to teachers’ personal belief in benefits oftechnology, or lack
thereof, ratherthan toa resistanceto technology. She concludes statingthatteachers
should not beconsidered ‘technophobic’, and institutions, defined by Lam as ‘techno-
philic’, should notrush to obtain the latestinnovations without considering the needs
of teachers and students.

Albirini examined the attitudes of high school English as a foreign language teach-
ers in Syria toward digital technologies [10]. His quantitative study investigated the
relationship between computer attitudes and fiveindependent variables: computer
attributes, cultural perceptions, computer competence, computer access, and personal
characteristics (including computer training background). Albirini concludes claiming
that Syrian teachers havepositive attitudes toward digital technologies in education.
In particular, teachers' attitudes were predicted by computer attributes, cultural per-



ceptions and computer competence. His results pointed to theimportance ofteachers'
vision of technology itself, their experiences with it,and the cultural conditions that
surround its introduction into schools in shaping their attitudes toward technology and
its subsequent diffusion in their educational practice.

More recently, Sullivanand Bhattacharya carried out a qualitativestudy and ana-
lyzed howtechnology has beenperceived andused by a languageteacherin herspan
of twenty-year careeras a foreign language educator[13]. The results revealed a
complex negotiation process, a thoughtful reflection of advantages and disadvantages
of technology integration in foreign language classrooms,and the value of under-
standingthe cyclicalnature of technology integration in education.

The successful integration of technologies in the foreign and second language
classroom was and continues to be a very challengingtaskas it entails the selection of
the appropriate teaching methodologies which can address specific linguistic needs. In
fact, in order new educational technologies to be effective they needto be well sup-
ported by innovative pedagogical approaches which in turn could enable collabora-
tion, communication and mobility [14]. To thatend, there is a large bodyofresearch
that investigates theuse of computers and emerging technologies in the foreign and
second language classroom known forthe last 40 years as the field of CALL. What it
revealed, though, is that there areno prevailing CALL theories. It is clear that the
arrival of new technologies has driventhe use ofa "set" of theories which include a
blend of known learning theories, linguistic theories, Second Language Acquisition
theories, and human-computer interaction theories.

An effort to map the “CALLtheories” was done by Warschauerand Healey [15]
who divided 30+ years of history from 1960s to 1990s into three main phases: a) be-
havioristic CALL, b) communicative CALL, and c¢) integrative CALL matching dif-
ferent technologies to certain pedagogical approaches. The first phase stressed mostly
the importance of behavior and promoted behaviorist language learning a pproaches
such asdrillsand practicetasks. The second phase promoted mostly the communica-
tive approach and the cognitivist approaches in both education theory and second
language acquisition theories. Finally, in the third phaseprevailed mostly the im-
portance of the social contexts as preconditions for learmning a language promoting the
Computer Mediated Communication technologies along with Constructivist and So-
cio-Cultural Approaches and methods in foreign as wellas second language learning
such asthe situated learning theory, the activity theory, scaffolding learmning, collabo-
rative learning, project-based learning, etc.

The third phase defined by WarschauerandHealey led soon to a more recent
CALL phasewhich emphasisedthe use of web 2.0 tools, networking and the creation
of communities of practice promoting Connectivism, aninfluential contemporary
learning theory which “perceives learningas a process thatisnot entirely under the
controlof theindividual and occurs within complex and lacking definite form envi-
ronment knowledge needs to be connected with the right people in the right context in
orderto be classified as learning” [16]. A characteristic applicationof Connectivism
is the connectivist type of Massive Open Online Language Courses whichofferopen
access language courses to a massive number of language learners supporting interac-



tivity, peer-to-peer learning, autonomy, social networking, openness and emergent
knowledge [17].

During the last decade, CALL integrated manynoveltechnolo gies (i.e., virtual
learning environments, augmented reality, artificial intelligence, smartmobile apps,
advanced computer-mediated communication tools) in the language teaching process
and introduced various innovative teaching a pproaches such as problem-basedlea rn-
ing [18], webquests 2.0 [19], game-based learning [20,2 1] mobile assisted language
learning [22], virtualreality games in language learning [23 ], and tandem learning in
telecollaboration[24].

Language teachers need to be welland constantly informedandtrainedon how to
organize online, distance or hybrid language courses to be able to make best use ofall
these emergingtechnologies applying efficient and novelteaching a pproaches.

2.2 Language Teachers’ Digital Competences and Skills

Language teachingisa very challengingtaskas it requires a sound grounding in dis-
ciplinary and pedagogical contentknowledge as wellasin technology knowledge
obtained through constant professional development and practical experience. With
the advent oftechnologies, the need for hybrid, online or distant language learning
and for digitally competent language teachers has grown significantly. In fact, compe-
tency in the use of ICT isnowadays an integral partof a foreign language teachers’
professional competency’ [25].

Digital skills include technicaland pedagogicaluse of ICT in educationand train-
ing teachers with these skills contributes to improve the teaching-learning process
[26]. Since 2005, Hampel & Stickler stressed that “teaching language online requires
skills thatare different from those used to teach language in face-to-face classrooms.
Itis also different from teaching other subjects online” [27]. To that end, Hampeland
Stickler’s proposeda “skills pyramid” framework, which intended to identify thekey
competences ofanonline language tutor proposinga pyramid of skills with seven key
competences ranging from lower-level general skills (e.g., basic ICT competence) to
higherlevelskills (i.e. facilitation of communicative competence).

Many more researchers investigated language teachers’ distance trainingand tried
to define the digital competencies and skills thatlanguage teachers should acquire
[28-33]. Digital competence encompasses a set of skills thatare associated with sev-
eralareas ofknowledge. Forexample, Zhaoet al. proposed three knowledge areas
which must be integrated: a) technology proficiency, b) pedagogical compatibility and
c¢) social awareness [34]. Ferrari later defined digital competence as the “set of
knowledge, skills, and attitudes [ ...] required whenusingICT and digital media to
performtasks; [...]andbuild knowledge”[35].

Manyresearchers also discussed therole of distance language tutors emphasizing
that they should be able to provide a ccurate feedback, encouragement, and support in
such a way that the student feels 'reassured, valuedandrespected' [30, 31, 36]. A
recent study [32] has shown thatseveral factors suchas collaborative learning, linking
theories with practice, access to supportand resources, scaffoldinglearning experi-
ences, modeling ICT integration and assessment with ICT, practice through reflec-



tion-on-action, and collaborative learning canlead language teachers to obtain an
advancedlevel of digital competence. This study has also shown that language teach-
ers are “digitalrole models” andneedto reflect onthe ways theyuse digital technolo-
gies.

Even though digitally skilled language teachers are needed, thereis still a reluc-
tancetowards the useof ICT. This seems to be a majorbarrier forthe integration of
digitaltechnologies and theiruse in the language classroom [3 7]. In fact, in many
cases (e.g., [26]) teachers still use the traditional method where the teacher is the
transmitter of knowledge and the student is a mere passive recipient. Furtheranalysis
follows in the next section.

2.3 Language Teachers’ Training Needs on Digital Technologies

Language teachers’ integration of digital technologies in theirteaching practices can
beinfluenced by many factors [38]. Son and Windeattconsider teachers’ training on
theuse of digitaltechnologies as a keyelementin teachers’ attitudes towards their use
of'these technologies in the classroom [39].

Severalstudies investigated theimpact oftraining in digitaltechnolo gies on lan-
guage teaching practices from different perspectives [40-42], which include technolo-
gy workshops, lectures on CALL, online courses, face-to-facecourses specifically
designed fora CALL certificate, and CALL master’s degrees [43,44]. Despite the
wide range of language teacher training programs in digitaltechnologies, Hong criti-
cized thatthe number of courses and workshops are insufficient, and their quality is
inadequate[45]. In thesame line, Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich point out that even
though teachers receive training on the use oftechnology, they are oftenincapable o f
integrating it in theirteaching practices [46]. An explanation of this phenomenon was
provided by Guichon who proposes thatthe technologies discovered during digital
technology education programs become obsoletea fterteachers obtain certification
and have thepossibility to putinto practice whatthey learntduring training [47].

In his study conducted with 108 TESOL master’s degree graduates, Kessler found
that not only informaltraining in digital technology through conference workshops,
in-service training, personal reading and other forms of self-edification, butalso for-
malinstruction obtained duringundergraduate courses as wellas Masters’ courses on
theuse of digitaltechnologies do not servethe teachers’ pedagogicalneeds, specifi-
cally when theyneedto create their own digital educational materials [48].

More recently, Soulé and Papadima-Sophocleous investigated CALL practices in
the Cypriot Higher Education system and their relation to teachers’ education in
CALL and professional development [12]. Thestudy was designed to assess CALL
training, training for technology integration into the educational process,and CALL
practices among second language instructors from public and privateuniversities. The
analysis of thedata revealed a considerable variety in instructors’ training, which
ranged from in-service training, seminars, conferences, and lectures on CALL or
CALL trainingas part of master’s or doctorate programs. Despite this variety, the
perceptionofinstructors towards thetrainingreceived for technology integration was
generally positive, particularly in terms ofiits usefulness for the evaluation, selection,



and use of computer-based instructional material. However, statistically significant
differences were found among instructors according to their CALL trainingin terms
of their perception towards effectiveness of training, leadingto thecreation of com-
puterbased instructional materials. Similarly, differences were found in the frequency
of usage of mobile devices, website creators, wikis, and other social technologies.

The purposeof thepresentstudy is, therefore, to contributeto the description of the
current situation oflanguageteachers’ integration of technologies and methodologie s
in theirteachingpractices, language teachers’ digital competences and skills, and
language teachers’ trainingneeds.

3 Method

3.1 ResearchDesign

While designing the survey we pursued three main objectives, as described in the
introduction: to describe how teachers use digital technologies in their everyday prac-
tice, to learn what their digital literacy levelis,and what kind of training they need.
These three objectives were transformed into five main topics of the survey. We
aimed to find out the following:

e what instructional methods language teachers use in computer-supported language
learning

o whatattitude language teachers have towards the use of digitaltechnologies

o howlanguage teachers assess their digital competence level

o howsatisfied language teachers are with their level of digital competences, and
what theirtrainingneeds are

e what language teachers think oftheinstitutionalaid in personaland professional
development towards digital competences

3.2 ToolDesign

The survey was designed for two target groups: (a) language teachers and (b) ad min-
istrators and policymakers working in the area of language learning. Questions about
the personal and professional background were included for both target groupsin the
same form, butall other questions were formulated differently to make them more
relevantfortheprofessional background ofthe respondents.

The data were collected with the digital tool EnjoySurvey. The questionnaire con-
sisted of 48 anonymous closed multiple-choice questions. The logic of the question-
naire adjusted automatically with respect to the answers the participants gave.

Even though the survey addressed both language teachers and administrators work-
ing in the area of language learning, the number of respondents from the latter group
is not sufficient to analyze theobtained data qualitatively. Therefore, in this paper we
consider only data received from language teachers. The teachers answered in total 32
questions structured in eight topics (Table 1).



Table 1. Survey topics and question codes

Topics Question codes
1. Personal and professional background Q1,Q2,Q13

2. Level of teaching Q3a-c, Q4a-d

3. Language learning instructional models Q5a-k

4. Attitude towards digital tech in language teaching Q6a-c

5. Competencies in digital language teaching Q7,Q8

6. Satisfaction with digital competencies training & required improvement Q9,Q10,Q10a-c
7. Institutional support for enhancing digital competencies Q11

8. Institutional aid for personal development towards digital competencies Q12

3.3 Participants

Intotal, 283 language teachers answered the questions of thesurvey. Therespondents
were predominantly female (85%), while others were male (15%). Theage distribu-
tion of survey respondents changed through five age groups: age bracket17-25 year
(4% of respondents), 26-35 (24%), 36-45 (36%),46-55 (24%),and 56-65 (12%).

The majority of the teaching staff surveyed (46%) have indicated a master’s degree
astheirhighest level of educationattained. Another significantcohortof therespond-
ents (29%) have PhD-level education and other Doctoral degrees (9%). The nextlarg-
est cohort (8%) have bachelor-level education. The option Certified/licensed pro fes-
sionalwas selected by 7% of respondents. Other options were selected by less than
one percent.

The largerpart of theteaching sta ffsurveyed (40%) hasbeenin the profession for
11 to 20 years. The second-largest cohort ofthe respondents (22%) have beenteach -
ing for21 to 30 years. Close to thelatter, with 19% ofthe respondents, is the group
with 6 to 10 years in service. The respondents with 5 or fewer years in service repre-
sented 10%. And therespondents with more than 30 years in service - 9%.

The predominance of theteaching staffsurveyed (69%)works ata university. A
smallerbut still sizable group of the respondents (19%) work ata secondary, middle,
or primary school. Other respondents represent colleges (3 %), vocational educational
institutions (3 %), self-employed (3%), policy-making organizations (1 %), and life-
longlearning and distant/online education institutions (1%).

The respondents stated that their employment organizations are locatedin 43 dif-
ferent countries. The largestnumber of participants located in Russia (36.7%), Czech
Republic (8.1%), Cyprus (6.0%), Austria (4.9%), Italy (3.5%), Greece (2.8%), Serbia
(2.8%), Norway (2.8%), Lithuania (2.5%), Finland (2.5%), Spain (2.1%), Japan
(1.8%), Romania (1.4%),India (1.1%), Iran(1.1%), Portugal (1.1%), Turkey (1.1 %),
and in 26 other countries (less than 1% in each).

In this survey, we asked the language teachers aboutthe cohort of students they
teach (in respect of their language acquisition), and the majority of the teaching staff
surveyed (63%)are foreign languageteachers. Almost a quarterofthe participants



(24%)teach both students’ first language and foreign language cohorts. And 13% of
the respondents teach only students’ first language.

3.4 Data Collection and Analysis

The data were collected from Marchto July 2019. The survey waspromoted in the
professional networks of the study collaborators, at their universities, and on social
media.

The collected data were processed in R-programming software. The method ofde -
scriptive statistics was used for the data analysis.

4 Results

The results of the survey provide thelanguage teachers’ perspective on the digital
competences in language teaching. This sectionis structured by the sections of the
survey and refers to the codes of specific questions where necessary (Table 1).

4.1 Instructional Models

The majority (78%) of theteaching sta ffwho participatedin the survey teach their
students face-to-face. More than half (59%) of the respondents in this category prac-
tice the blended learningmodel of instruction. A third of this category’s respondents
use the online/distance instructionalmodel (Fig. 1). The participants could choose
multiple options.

Instructional models used in instruction
within the last two years, %
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Fig. 1. Instructional models used within the last two years (Q4)



4.2 Language Learning Instructional Methods

In section 3 of thesurvey (Table 1), we evaluated theinstructional methods that
language teachers use in their daily practice. Survey question Q5 included 10 instruc-
tional methods most commonly usedin CALL (Fig. 2). The response options included
two positive alternatives, formulated as follows: “Use as the core methodology” and
“Useasan auxiliary methodology”. Theresponse options also included three alterna-
tives fornot using the methods (see legend on Fig. 2).

The survey proved content-based learning and task-based learningto be the most
used as core language learning methodologies. Game-based learning and project-
based learning are themost used as auxiliary methodologies (Fig. 2).
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Collaborative Language Learning-

Game-Based Language Learning-
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[l Use as the core methodology

[_] Use as an auxiliary methodology
Never use - My institution lacks necessary infrastructure
Never use - It is irrelevant to my teaching goals
Never use - | need training

Fig. 2. Language learninginstructional models (QS5)

The largerpart of respondents has stated that they use allthe educational technologies
under consideration in their teaching practice, with eclecticism beingused theleast.

The lack of necessary infrastructure provedto have little influence on theteachers’
motivationto use language teaching methodologies.

4.3 Attitude Towards Digital Tech in Language Teaching

In section 4 of thesurvey (Table 1), the teachers were asked to state theiroverallatti-
tude towards digital technologies in language teaching, as wellas in the role these
technologies playin the students’ progress. The results showed that generally they
agree that digital technologies enhancelanguage learningandarebeneficial for the
classroom (Fig. 3, left). Nevertheless, the respondents rated the role of digital tech-
nologies in academic performance oftheir students as less positive (Fig. 3, right).
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Fig. 3. Attitude towards digital technologies in language teaching (Q6b, left) and The role
digital technologies play in students’ progress (Q6c, right)

44 Competencies and Satisfaction with Competencies

In section 5 of thesurvey (Table 1), languageteachers who responded to the survey
self-assessed their level of proficiency in using digitaltechnologies, choosing from
six levels (Fig. 4, left). A questionin section 6 of the survey (Table 1) about the kind
of training the participants are interested in contained the same six levels (Fig. 4,
right). Each of the six levels contained a detailed description for the participants (for
example, Intermediate: /am capable of using technically specific tools and devices
[...]. I also understand how to implement digital technologies in language teaching
[...]. I also try to enrich the variety of digital tools that [use in my language lessons
and to introduce innovative teaching methodologies).

The majority of the teaching staff surveyed (34%) identify themselves a s belonging
to the Intermediate group ofdigitallanguage teaching experts (Fig. 4, left). The sec-
ond-largest group ofrespondents (27 %) identify their digital language teaching exper-
tise as that ofthe Pre-Intermediate level, while the third-biggest percentage (22 %)
considerthemselves as belongingto the Advanced group. Only 5% describe them-
selves as Proficient digital language teaching experts.

A relatively smallnumber of language teachers identify themselves as complete
novices (4%) and beginners (8%). In addition, very few require training atthe begin -
nerlevel (5%)and pre-intermediate level (6%).

Assessingif the participants are satisfied with the level of digital language teaching
expertise, we suggested only two options in question Q9 (yes, satisfied and no, not
satisfied). More than two-thirds of theteachers (71%) responded notsatisfied to this
question. The survey also asked if the participants believethatthey canimprove their
digital language teaching expertise by participating in an external digital literacy
training program in question Q10. The questionsalso includedtwo answer alterna-



tives: yesandno. Themajority ofthe participants (95%) responded positively to this
question.

Amongthose who believe that they canimprove theirdigital language teaching
expertise by participating in an external digital literacy training program,a majority
(43%) are interested in Advanced-level trainingand 18% in Proficient, while almosta
third (29%) would opt for intermediate-level training (Fig. 4, right).

The teachers who highly value the role of technology in teaching (those who opted
to 8,9 or10 ona scale from 1 “negative” to 10 “positive”, Fig. 3, left), noted more
often that theyneed advanced training than those whobelieve thattechnology plays a
mediocre role in teaching (those who have chosen 6 and 7 on thesame scale).

The group of digital language

teaching experts you belong to, % Kind of training

partisipants are interested in, %
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Fig. 4. The groups of digital language teaching experts you belong to (Q7, left) and Kinds of
training participants are interested in (Q10a, right)

4.5 Institutional Supportand Aid

In section 7 of thesurvey (Table 1), we assessed the institutional support forenhanc-
ing digital competences of language teachers by askingabout the availability and
frequency of the digital literacy training provided by therespondents’ employers.

Sizable partof therespondents (27%) reported thattheir employers never organize
training for advancing digital skills, while approximately half of the participants
(47%) responded that they have access to suchkind of trainingin their workplace.
(Q11). However, two-thirds ofthe respondents, who receivesuch training at their
organizations, report thatthe training sessions happenirregularly (36%) orasrarely as
once peryear(29%). Only 21%of the teachers stated thattheiremployers organize
trainingregularly. At the sametime, 63% ofthe teachers describethe trainingheld at
theiremploying organizations as effectiveand the skills they received are applied in
practice.

Amongthe mostpreferable and effective ways to improve their level of digital lit-
eracy apart from the formaltraining, the language teachers named experience ex-
change sessions (34%). Other options included participationin CALL conferences



(23%), participation in special interest groups (22%), and mentoring programs orga-
nized by the educational institutions (21%).

In section 8 of thesurvey (Table 1), we studied the institutional aid for personal
development towards digital competencies thatthe participants expect from their
employing institutions.

The survey participants expressed their opinions on how theiremployment organi-
zation could contributeto improvement of their digitalliteracylevel, additionally to
training. The suggested means to facilitate theadvancementof digitalliteracy were
selected by theparticipants as follows. It was possible to select multiple answers:

Allocate working hours for language teacher digital literacy development 54%
Arrange a technical support service or equivalent 54%

Create a digitalliteracy mentoring program 52 %

Ensure there is an adequate quantity of modern, reliable digitaltools available 51%
Provide classrooms fully equipped with latesttechnological devices 50%

Allocate working hours for thedevelopment of digital courses and programs 50%
Grant unlimited access to the equipped classrooms 30%

The teachingstaffsurveyed tended to choose the additional methods forachieving a
higherlevel of digital language teaching expertise with approximately the same fre-
quency, where two means slightly ahead ofthe others (see the list above). The method
of grantingunlimited access to the equipped classrooms emergedas the only unpopu-
laroption. At the sametime, providing classrooms fully equipped with the latesttech-
nologicaldevices wasrated as high as othermethods.

5 Discussion

5.1 Use of Instructional Methods and Attitude Towards Digital
Technologies

Evaluating the instructional methods language teachers use in their daily practice, we
received rather positiveresults. The participants replied that they use(eitherasacore
or an auxiliary method) all 10 suggested instructional methods most commonly used
in CALL (Fig. 2). The answers varied from theleast used method Eclecticism (22%
of participants use it as a core methodand32% useit as an auxiliarymethod, Fig. 2)
to Task-basedlearning (43%of participants use it asa core methodand 51%useit as
an auxiliary method, Fig. 2). This means that language teachers use multiple and var-
ied CALL instructional methods.

The data confirm that the most common reason fornotusing specific instructional
methods was theneed for training. It varied from only 5% for Content-based language
leamingand Task-based learning to nearly one third —32% for Eclecticism. Out of
the ten instructional methods mostcommonly used in CALL, we identified four that
require more training: Collaborative knowledge building, Problem-based language
learning, Inquiry-based language learning, and Eclecticism.



The results might postulate a correlation between the data we collected and the
problem ofinadequate quality orlevel of courses and trainingthat might still exist
today, afterit has been identified in multiple studies as early asa decade ago Hong
[45]and even earlierby Kessler [48].

The results generally confirm the challenge of integrating digitaltechnologies into
language teaching practices thatwas identified earlier [46]and confirmed in multip le
studies [3].

We evaluatedthe integrationanduse of different instructionalmethods together
with the digital competences of language teachers. We followed the definition of digi-
talcompetences by Ferrari[35]and considered thatthis set of skills includes both
technicaland pedagogicaluse of ICT [26]. And yet, the previous researchshows that
the integration ofdigitaltechnologies and theiruse in the language classroom is a
longprocess where many teachers are still reluctant to use digitaltechnologies, which
seems to be a majorbarrier [37]. Needless to say, theintegration of digitaltechnolo-
gies into language teachers’ praxis canbe influenced by many factors [38].

In the past, the lack of digital infrastructure and services has been considered a se-
rious challenge [3]. The data we collected did not confirm thatthis is an important
reason fornot using specific instructional methods. Accordingto the results of our
survey, language teachers do not consider this obstacle to be essential, hence only 5%
or fewer participants choosing it (Fig. 2). This discrepancy canpossibly berelated to
the factthatthe predominant majority of our survey participants (69%) were em-
ployed at universities, and only 19% worked at a secondary, middle, or primary
school. In general, universities might havebetter digital infrastructure than schools,
and thus overallresults did not reflect lack of infrastructure asanimportant barrier.
Accordingto the data, the needfor trainingis a muchmore commonmotive for not
using specific instructional methods.

Exploringthe attitudes of language teachers towards the use of digital technolo-
gies, we evaluated two main constituents: the frequency of use and the perceived
effectiveness.

In a general question: “Your attitude towards digital technologies in language
teaching”, the responses were very positive —80%in the most positive end of the
Likert-scale (steps 8,9,and 10 on Fig. 3, left). Language teachers generally see digital
technologies as something that enhances learning andis beneficial for the language
classroom. On this background, theresults from a more specific question “The role
digitaltechnologies playin yourstudents’ progress”, provide further insights. The
respondents are still optimistic, butmuch lower than in the previous question: 60%
answering in the most positive end of the Likert-scale (steps 8, 9, and 10, Fig. 3,
right). Therefore, theseresults may point thatlanguage teachers did not use digital
technology to its full potential. This can also meanthat there is a gap between the
current use andthe potential that teachers believe that digital technologies should
have forteachingandleaming purposes. This confirmsthe need for training as a
means to unitize the full potential of digitaltechnologies.

The results of the survey presented in this paper (Fig. 3 and 4) correspond to the
findings of Son and Windeatt[39], who perceive teachers’ training in the use of digi-
taltechnologies as a key element in teachers’ attitude towards their use of these tech-



nologies in the classroom. The respondents who confirmed the high value of technol-
ogy in teachingalso were more certain that they want to advance theirlevel of digita |
literacy, thanthose whose general attitudetowards technology was less positive.

5.2 Language Teachers’ Training Needs on Digital Technologies

The key finding that contributes to defining the training needs of language teachers is
the level of required training. The analysis of the results of two survey questions: the
proficiency level the respondents identify themselves with andthelevel of training
the respondents are interested in (section 4.3), bothindicate that mostlanguageteach-
ers haveallbasic digital competencies. This means that the demand for the basic
CALL ordigitalliteracy trainingis low among language teachers.

A recommendationon thelevel of digital competence trainingthat is in demand
among language teachers canbe derived from the same results. The majority of the
respondents identify themselves with the pre-intermediate and intermediate level,
while the levels of training the majority of respondents are interested in are intermedi-
ate and advanced. Theselevels of digitallanguage teaching expertise were defined as:

o Intermediate: /am capable of using technically specific tools and devices, i.e.
technical aspects and uses of interactive whiteboards, sofiware for creating media,
audio/video files andimages, main uses of digital equipment, mobiledevices, soft-
ware for language learning, etc. [ also understand howto implement digital tec h-
nologies in language teaching using the right teaching methodology for every lan-
guageneed, i.e. collaborative tools like Padlet to enhance writing skills, video edit-
ing tools like Toondoo to enhance oral and writing skills, etc. I also try to enrich
the varietyof digital tools that Iuse in my language lessons and to introduce inno-
vative teaching methodologies.

e Advanced: Ifeel confidentusing moreadvanceddigitaltechnologies, i.e. learning
management systems (LMS), web 2.0 tools, mobilelearning devices and applica-
tions for languages learning, etc. following the right language teaching methodol -
ogy, e.g. I canindependently create a blended LMS-based module on Moodle,
Canvas, edX; etc. platform and train my students and colleagues in usingthe pro-
posed technology.

By lookingatthe level of satisfaction thatlanguage teachers show towards digital
tools and the associated learning approaches (section 4.4) and the improvement they
considernecessary (section 4.5), we can get further insight into the level of demand
and charnacteristics ofthe required training,

In particular, mostof the language teachers reportthatthey are notsatisfied with
theirlevel of digitallanguage teaching expertise. At the same time, the majority of
teachers believethatthey canimprove their digitallanguage teaching expertise by
participating in an external digital literacy training program. This result confirms
previous findings by Soulé and Papadima-Sophocleous [12], who different training
modes are seenas useful by language teachers (not only formal certified programs).

The result thatthe respondents, although generally positive towardsusing digital
technologies in teaching, are not fully convincedabouttheirusefulness for the pro-



gress of students (section4.3), indicates that they have not reachedthe full potential
in usingthese technologies, as was previously reported [4]. These indicators correlate
with the results forthe training needs ofthe teachers (section4.4), from which we can
concludethatorganizing digital competence training for language teachersis poten-
tially in high demand.

Furthermore, language teachers show interest (Section4.5) in taking part in differ-
ent training activities apart from formal training, specifically in experience exchange
sessions. This indicates that language teachers need to have access to various kinds of
training in order to implement novel technology-enhanced learning methodologies.

6 Conclusions

The major contribution of study presented in this paperis the description of theteach-
ers’ perspective on the use of digitaltechnologies in language teaching.

Forthe objective ofidentifyingto what extentand how language teachers integrate
noveltechnologies and methodologies in their tea ching practices, ourresults demon -
strate (a) that language teachers use multiple and varied instructionalmodels and (b)
provide details on the use and challenges relatedto 10 CALLmethods.

Forthe objective to mapthe level of digital competences and skills of language
teachers, ourresults show that(a) most language teachers have all basic digital skills
and (b) language teachers are positivetowards using digital technologies in general
butare less certainaboutthe role of digital technologies in studentprogress, which
indicates a gap between the current use andthepotential thatteachers see for digital
technologies.

Forthe objective to understand the trainingneeds oflanguage teachers on digital
technologies, our data show that (a) most language teachers are not satisfied with their
level of digitallanguage teaching expertise, which is most often pre-intermediateand
intermediate and (b) the greatest majority of theteachers believe that they can im-
prove their digital language teaching expertise, requiring mostoften intermediate and
advanced-level training.

The limitations of the study includea relatively lownumber of participants. Alt-
hough the participants represented 43 countries, morethana third of all responses
camefroma single country, while 26 countries were represented by only one or two
respondents. Inaddition, many ofthe survey questions were asking the respondents to
self-assess their skills, needs and practices. This should be considered when interpret-
ing the results.

The study was designed and conducted before the start ofthe COVID-19 pandem-
ic. We assume that the new realia of teaching in the context of COVID-19 have
changed the overallneed in digitallanguage teaching skillsamong the teachers, as
well asthe share of the teaching staffwhoteachonlineon a regular basis. Future
work should evaluate the scope of this change, investigatinghow language teachers
use digitaltechnologies in the new context, theirupdated attitude towards thesetech-
nologies, and status of therelated skills and competencies they have. We also propose
to use qualitative methods to get a deeperunderstanding of the factors thatfacilitate



and the challenges thathinder and ultimately prevent language teachers from integrat-
ing digitaltechnology in their day-to-day practice. We propose conducting a com-
parativestudy of pre- and post-pandemic use of digital technologies by language
teachers and their attitude towards technologies, analyzinghow the globallockdown
affected the use of digitaltechnologies and the development of digital competencies.
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