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Abstract

In the modern era, digital technology and digital literacy have become major components of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teaching, including EFL writing context. This study aims
to investigate the impact of digital technology integration in enhancing third year EFL students’
writing performance and to determine the extent to which their digital literacy proficiency
supports the development of their writing skills. Additionally, the study attempts to examine the
level of digital literacy competence among EFL teachers and students, teachers’ attitudes towards
the use of technology tools in EFL writing instruction, and the current status of technology
integration in EFL writing class. Quasi-experimental research design was used with a mixed-
methods approach to collect data from one hundred fifty (150) EFL third year students and forty
(40) EFL instructors at the English department of M’sila University. Thirty five (35) students
participated in each of the control and experimental groups. The control group were taught the
writing course utilizing the traditional teaching method, while the experimental group received
technology-enhanced instruction. Quantitative data included survey responses from eighty (80)
students and forty (40) instructors, eighty (80) papers of a writing test related to students’
perceived level of digital competence, and seventy (70) pre- and post-test papers. Qualitative
data included students’ responses to the open-ended questionnaire and interviews with five (05)
teacher participants. The quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential
statistics, while the qualitative data were evaluated using content analysis method. The study
findings revealed that EFL teachers had a high level of digital literacy, although they were more
proficient with fundamental technologies than with advanced ones. EFL students had an
unsatisfactory level of digital literacy; they were proficient with social networking but lacked
expertise with sophisticated technologies. The findings indicated that despite EFL teachers’
positive attitudes towards new technologies, the adoption of technology in EFL writing
instruction remained restricted. The majority of EFL teachers utilized technology for low-level
tasks rather than high-level tasks. This limited utilization of technology in EFL writing
instruction was attributed to a variety of contextual variables. Additionally, the study findings
supported the research hypotheses, indicating that there is a statistically significant relationship
between digital literacy proficiency and EFL writing skills, and that digital technology
integration has a positive impact on the development of EFL students’ writing performance.
Based on these findings, relevant implications and suggestions were proposed, including the
appropriate integration of technology tools in EFL writing courses, the improvement of digital
literacy skills among EFL teachers and students, the provision of technology resources, the
recognition of digital literacy’s potential for enhancing writing abilities, and the comprehension
of teachers’ attitudes towards technology-enhanced writing instruction.

Keywords: Digital literacy; digital technology; EFL students; EFL teachers; writing skills.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

This introductory part provides a background for the study by presenting the current state of
knowledge on the viability of digital technology and digital literacy in EFL writing instruction and
by examining the most prominent studies conducted about the research issues. In addition, it
describes the research problem, which led to the formulation of research questions and hypotheses,

as well as the study’s objectives, significance, and organizational structure.

1. Background of the Study

Writing is usually recognized as the most important aspect of EFL proficiency because it helps
students to engage in effective communications in the real world (Rao, 2007; Richards &
Renandya, 2002). EFL students must grasp not only the language, but also the techniques of writing
skills in order to present their academic and professional works on a global stage, thereby
enhancing their competitiveness in the modern workforce (Craig, 2012). According to Melouk and
Merbouh (2014), writing is a complex activity that requires ample time to reflect on a topic,
examine relevant research, and organize one’s thoughts. EFL students who are taught to write
effectively can better grasp the language, think critically about it, and convey their thoughts
coherently. By contrast, those who are deficient in this area may experience academic problems or
possibly fail the writing courses (Rao, 2007). In this respect, a large number of studies have
indicated that the use of technology resources available in the modern age is an efficient strategy
to help students improve their EFL writing skills, especially given the fact that today’s students are
more likely to have grown up with digital technologies than with notes and books (Azmi, 2017,
Craig, 2012; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Goldberg, Russell, & Cook, 2003).

It is highlighted that the utilization of digital tools, such as blogs, wikis, interactive whiteboards

(IWBs), and PowerPoint presentations, has been a tremendous benefit for EFL writing classrooms
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(Chao & Huang, 2007; Godwin-Jones, 2008; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Richardson, 2010). The
increasing advancement of digital technology has drastically transformed the methods of EFL
writing instruction and the mechanisms by which students develop academic writing abilities
(Azmi, 2017; Craig, 2012). It promotes the use of authentic language learning materials (Craig,
2012; Warschauer & Kern, 2000), interactive multimedia resources (Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Zhang
& Barber, 2008), and collaborative writing tasks in online spaces (Burbules, 2006). It prompts EFL
teachers to embrace new pedagogical approaches, techniques, tools, materials, and equipment to
suit the needs of their learners as digital natives (Hampel, 2006). Additionally, the use of
technology in EFL writing classes offers a stimulating, creative, and learner-centered environment
that affects EFL teachers’ and students’ attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (Chen, 2016; Craig, 2012;
Peterson, 2012).

According to an extensive body of research, the successful adoption of technology in the EFL
writing program has enormous potential for the development of students’ writing skills (e.g., Adas
& Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Chen, 2016; Godwin-Jones, 2008; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010;
Thorne, 2005). It enables EFL students to practice situated writing in and outside of classroom
settings, access a plethora of web-based knowledge, engage in a variety of instructional writing
tasks and exercises, and interact with teachers, peers, or native English speakers from around the
world (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Sykes, Oskoz, & Thorne, 2008). As a
result of their ongoing exposure to authentic input and practice of online writing in a variety of
contexts, EFL students’ writing performance increases and they develop into more independent
English learners (Chen, 2016).

The use of Web 2.0 tools such as blogs and wikis in EFL writing course promotes the
development of writing performance by transforming students from passive learners to active and

productive participants in online assignments and discussions (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Miyazoe &
2



Anderson, 2010). They enhance the conventional instructional practices by shifting the teacher’s
role from a controller to a guider and facilitator, therefore allowing students to work more
autonomously in web-based writing environments (Kessler, 2009; Warschauer & Kern, 2000).
Moreover, they provide students with prompt and precise feedback, which might motivate them to
improve their writing performance (Chen, 2016; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000).

Several studies have revealed that the use of digital technologies in EFL writing classroom has
positive effects on students’ perceptions and attitudes (Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed 2016; Chuo,
2007; Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015). Due to the ways in which it improves communication and
collaboration among students and classroom members as a whole, technology creates a low-
anxiety environment where EFL students can engage in meaningful writing contexts (Elola &
Oskoz, 2017; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). In addition, it offers a variety of features that
accommodate the different learning styles and interests of students and encourage them to take
responsibility for their own learning (Azmi, 2017; Borden, 2011; Thorne & Payne, 2005).

Given the increasing use of digital technologies in tertiary contexts, digital literacy; which is
considered as a requirement for life in the twenty-first century, becomes an essential competency
in all educational fields (Hague & Payton, 2010; Sharpe & Beetham, 2010). It comprises the ability
to access, organize, interpret, evaluate, use and produce web information in order to function
effectively in a knowledge society (European Commission, 2007). This suggests that both
instructors and students need to be digitally literate to meet the academic standards of the
contemporary world. They must develop their ability to use technology resources to locate, analyze,
and assess information, as well as their capacity to engage meaningfully in online environments
(Barell, 2010; Lent, 2012; Trilling & Fadel, 2009; Warschauer & Matuchniak, 2010). To achieve
this, they should exhibit a variety of skills, including critical thinking, decision-making, problem-

solving, and creativity (Hague & Payton, 2010; Warschauer, 2008).
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In recent years, research in the fields of digital literacy and EFL language proficiency has
demonstrated that they mutually reinforce one another (De Bot & Stoessel, 2002; Hafner, 2015;
Mudra, 2020; Wei, 2000). It has been increasingly evident that a high level of digital literacy
competence is fundamentally beneficial for language learning. Digitally literate students are better
equipped to learn English writing skills, as argued by McLoughlin (2011), since they can access
information, do research, read and produce digital material, make proper decisions, and apply logic
to their studies. Thus, digital literacy makes English usage more significant, empowering,
fascinating, and natural for students. According to Hafner (2014), digitally savvy students can adapt
their register, style, and discourse identity to their intended audience more effectively. They can
utilize multiple language forms and multimedia modalities, such as pictures and sounds, based on
their assumptions of their relationship to the target audience. This indicates that learning to read
and write digitally facilitates the development of English academic skills and discourse identities
(Warschauer, 2011).

Many studies have shown that learners with a greater level of digital literacy generate a higher
quality and quantity of English writing (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Hafner, 2015; Mudra,
2020; Warschauer & Ware, 2006). This is due to the fact that having the essential skills to use
critically new technologies improves learners’ motivation and autonomy, facilitates access to
learning resources, allows for meaningful discussions with authentic audiences, and offers
opportunities for producing and editing online written works (Murray & Hourigan, 2006;
Warschauer, 2011).

Since the rise of digital literacy concept, various studies have demonstrated that there is a
digital divide between students’ and teachers’ technological competency (Levin & Arafeh, 2002;
Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005; Prensky 2001). According to Prensky (2001), students who are known

as digital natives have a greater familiarity with technology tools. On the other hand, teachers, who
4



are considered digital immigrants, need to acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to utilize
digital technology effectively in the classroom. To be innovative educators in the twenty first
century and to help end the digital divide, teachers must develop their understanding on how to
incorporate technology resources appropriately into the curriculum (Mishra & Koehler, 2006).

EFL teachers are required to improve their digital literacy proficiency in order to engage
students in the learning process and foster the development of their academic and linguistic skills
(Ertmer, 2005; Kim, 2002; Knobel, 2011). This new generation of students; who has grown up
with continual access to digital technologies, place high demands on educational institutions to
provide technology-based learning environments, and on teachers to comprehend how to
effectively incorporate digital tools in classrooms (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). Therefore, EFL
teachers must be adept with digital technology and have a critical understanding on how to
adequately use advanced technology in EFL writing instruction (Lee, 2000).

Due to the vital role that digital literacy and digital technology occupy in educational
environments, the Algerian government has taken a number of initiatives to incorporate digital
technologies into higher education. It has launched a wide range of projects, some of which include
an initiative by the Ministry of Education to provide technological infrastructure for all the
educational institutions by the year 2005, as well as distance education initiatives, virtual
university, the research network, and other similar projects (Hamdy, 2007). These programs sought
to increase access to computer technologies in tertiary environment, enhance technology
integration across all subject areas, and support the development of instructors’ technological
skills.

Although the Algerian government is increasingly promoting the use of technology into higher
education settings, there is still a low adoption of digital technology in EFL writing instruction.

This indicates that the government’s initiatives may not always affect teaching approaches and lead
5



to innovative changes in learning environments. Several concerns regarding digital technology
incorporation, such as applicability, effectiveness, and digital expertise have started to receive
significant pedagogical attention in recent years. However, there are few studies conducted about
the viability of digital literacy proficiency and technology integration in EFL writing classroom. In
light of this, it is crucial to investigate the current state of technology integration in EFL writing
instruction, the actual level of digital literacy competency among EFL teachers and students, and
the efficacy of technology integration and digital skills in fostering EFL students’ writing

development.

2. Statement of the Problem

Despite all the evident advantages of digital literacy skills and technology integration in
educational environments, various studies have revealed that the learning potential of technologies
is not being completely exploited in EFL writing contexts. There is a growing emphasis in the
literature for systematic research on digital literacy practices and technology adoption in tertiary
EFL writing contexts. Empirical research on computer-based technologies is much needed to
enhance the existing body of literature and better understand how digital skills and technology
incorporation are affecting learning opportunities in EFL writing classroom. Therefore, it is
essential to comprehend how digital skills and the use of technology resources support the
development of writing performance among EFL students. It is also crucial to investigate teachers’
and students’ access and use of new technologies in EFL writing classroom, and examine if a digital
divide, which would separate individuals into two groups: digital natives or digital immigrants,

exists within the study participants.



3. Research Questions and Hypotheses
In light of the problem stated above, this study addresses the following research questions:

1. How do EFL teachers and students evaluate their levels of digital literacy competence?

2. What are the attitudes of EFL teachers towards digital technology integration in EFL writing
instruction?

3. To what extent do EFL teachers integrate digital technologies in EFL writing instruction?

4. How does EFL students’ digital literacy competence affect their academic writing
development? In other words, is there any relationship between EFL students’ digital literacy
proficiency and their academic writing performance?

5. What is the impact of digital technology integration on EFL students’ writing performance?
Based on the above-addressed questions, the current study attempts to assess the following

hypotheses:

H1: There is a statistically significant relationship between EFL students’ digital literacy
proficiency and their academic writing performance.
H2: Digital technology integration has a positive impact on the writing performance of EFL

students.

4. Research Objectives

This research is conducted to evaluate the potential of digital technologies and digital literacy
for the learning and teaching of EFL writing skills. It attempts to assess teachers’ and students’
digital literacy competencies, analyze their beliefs and attitudes towards technology integration in
EFL writing classrooms, and examine the current status of technology integration in EFL writing

instruction. The major objective of this study is to investigate the relationship between EFL



students’ digital literacy proficiency and their EFL writing abilities, as well as the influence of

technology integration on the enhancement of EFL students’ writing achievements.

5. Methodology

This study utilized a quasi-experimental research design with a mixed-methods approach to
collect and analyze quantitative and qualitative data from a sample of forty EFL teachers and one
hundred fifty third year EFL students at the English Language Department of M’sila University.
The quantitative methods employed in this study included writing tests and survey questionnaires,
while the qualitative methods consisted of semi-structured interviews and open-ended questions.
The use of the mixed methods approach provided relevant information on the research inquiry from
two different perspectives, allowing for a more comprehensive analysis than designs based on the
use of either a quantitative or qualitative approach. This design allowed the researcher to evaluate
instances of agreement and disagreement between the two types of data; hence, triangulation could
be achieved in this study by integrating different data findings. Descriptive and inferential statistics
were used to analyze the quantitative data, and content analysis was used to assess the qualitative

data.

6. Significance of the Study

The significance of this study rests in the fact that it focuses on crucial research questions that
demand investigation in EFL writing context. A great deal of research on digital technology and
digital expertise in writing instruction has been published in the United States, Australia, the United
Kingdom, and Western Europe; however, a limited number of studies have been conducted in
Algeria regarding the subject matter. Few studies had examined the relationship between EFL

students’ levels of digital literacy and their actual proficiency in writing skills. The lack of



comparable research on digital technology and digital literacy in the Algerian tertiary EFL writing
context brings this study to the forefront.

Additionally, this research is significant because it allows EFL teachers and students to voice
their perspectives and concerns about their digital skills and uses of technology in EFL writing
instruction. The research participants may personally benefit from the study by evaluating their
technology expertise and reflecting on their digital practices in web-based writing environments.
They may identify digital weakness areas to which they need to make improvements for an optimal
applicability of digital technology in EFL writing classroom.

Hopefully, the findings of this study will help educators, policy makers and curriculum
designers gain a better understanding of the current status of digital technology and digital literacy
proficiency in EFL writing instruction, find efficient ways to promote the use of technology tools
in EFL writing classrooms, and open up new opportunities for enhancing EFL students and
teachers’ digital competencies. Although this is a case study with no intended generalizations, the
findings of this research may serve as a useful source of reference for future studies on digital

technology integration and digital literacy in other similar EFL writing contexts.

7. Thesis Structure

The structure of this thesis paper is as follows:

The general introduction provides the context of the study and describes the research problem,
research questions, hypotheses, objectives, significance of the study, and the organizational
structure of the thesis.

The first chapter of literature review provides an overview of research literature on digital
literacy and technology integration in EFL writing instruction and discusses how they enhance the

learning and teaching of EFL writing skills in tertiary contexts. In addition, it examines studies on



EFL writing instruction utilizing Web 2.0 technologies, such as blogs and wikis, and offers an
overview of the most prominent approaches to teaching writing. This chapter concludes with a
discussion of the major learning theories that support technology integration and digital literacy
development in EFL learning contexts.

Chapter two related to research methodology presents the research methods, data collection
procedures, and analysis methods utilized in this study. It starts with a review and justification of
the research design chosen for this study, and then provides a description of the study participants,
and the research methods comprised of survey questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and
writing test scores. Also, it outlines the study experiment, data collection procedure, and analysis
methods. The chapter ends with a review of the piloted research tools and a discussion of the ethical
considerations underlying this study.

Chapter three of results and analysis presents the quantitative and qualitative findings of the
study. It provides results related to the levels of digital literacy proficiency among EFL teachers
and students, perspectives on digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction, the current
status of digital technology incorporation in EFL writing classrooms, the relationship between EFL
students’ digital literacy proficiency and their actual writing performance, and the impact of
technology integration on the development of EFL writing skills. This chapter compares and
contrasts findings obtained from different instruments to provide an in-depth analysis of the
research issues.

Chapter four provides the discussion and implications of the study. The first section of the
chapter provides interpretation on the following research inquiries: digital literacy skills of EFL
teachers and students, teachers’ views and uses of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction,
the learning potential of digital literacy proficiency in EFL writing classroom, and the impact of

Web 2.0 technologies on enhancing EFL students’ writing performance. The second section of this
10



chapter proposes implications for the appropriate use of digital literacies and digital technology in
EFL writing contexts.
The general conclusion summarizes the major findings of the study, outlines the study’s

limitations, and proposes recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature relevant to the study focus. Since the
focus of this study is on digital technologies and digital literacy in tertiary EFL writing instruction,
the review of literature starts with an overview of all the issues related to digital technology
integration in EFL writing instruction, followed by a conceptualization of digital literacy to show
how it can support the learning and teaching of EFL writing in tertiary pedagogical settings.
Afterwards, a background on the main teaching approaches to writing skills is provided. Then,
research literature pertinent to the incorporation of interactive Web 2.0 tools such as blogs and
wikis in EFL writing instruction is presented. The final section discusses the main learning theories

that support technology integration and digital literacy development in EFL learning contexts.

1.1 Digital Technologies

Digital technologies have become a necessary instrument to achieve social, economic and
educational goals. Recently, students and teachers consider new technologies as an integral part of
their life which they can easily utilize for accessing educational resources, finding online
information, exploring encyclopedia and doing research (Barnes, 2003; Jonassen et al., 2003;
Thorne & Payne, 2005). Thus, it is necessary for EFL teachers to make a good use of new
technologies in their classrooms in order to prepare their students for the future in the best possible
way. This section presents key concepts related to digital technologies, it discusses as well the role
of advanced technology in enhancing EFL instruction, its efficiency in improving the learning of
EFL writing skills and the main barriers that hinder its effective incorporation in EFL writing

contexts.
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1.1.1 Conceptualization of Digital Technologies

Nowadays, digital technologies have affected all the life sectors including economics, politics,
communication and education. They are claimed to have great potential in reshaping the nature of
each life sector (Bates, 2005). With respect to educational fields, digital technologies are assumed
to affect peoples’ learning and teaching styles, they can provide a new way of perceiving
information and “trigger a different kind of relationship between the teachers, the learners, and
what is being learned” (Laurillard, 2013, p. xvi). In the last decade, several concepts related to
digital technologies have emerged such as Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL),
Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC), Information and Communication Technology (ICT),
Information Technology (IT), Learning Management System (LMS), e-learning, online learning,
web-based instruction, computer-based instruction, technology-enhanced learning, virtual
learning, educational technologies, multimedia learning, etc. (Garrison & Anderson, 2003). These
concepts have been extensively examined by many scholars and researchers in a variety of
educational settings.

Digital technologies are very wide in nature, they include a large set of hardware and software
that can be used unlimitedly in different ways (Guri-Rosenblit, 2001). Lever-Duffy & McDonald
(2011) defined digital technologies that are incorporated in educational fields as “any technology
used by educators in the support of the teaching and learning process” (p. 5). According to Levy
(2000), digital technologies that are used in the educational sector; commonly referred to as
educational technologies, encompass a set of hardware and software that is used by individuals for
multiple learning purposes. Examples of these technologies include computers, mobile devices,
cameras, video recorders, interactive whiteboards, multimedia tools, Web 2.0 tools such as Blogs

and Wikis, communication tools as Skype, Moodle and Email, and educational software such as
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Adobe Reader, PowerPoint, Microsoft Word, etc. Such technologies help both students and
teachers to achieve various educational objectives (Bates, 2005).

Digital technology integration is defined as the inclusion of technology—based tools to enhance
the learning and teaching process in any educational area, where students can apply technology
skills to learn meaningfully (Dockstader, 1999). Technology integration does not refer only to the
utilization of technology-based resources in classrooms but also to the application of teachers’
Technological and Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPCK) to serve students’ learning through
critically creating, using and managing technology-related materials in pedagogical contexts
(Pierson, 2001; Richey, 2008). According to Bitner and Bitner (2002), the effective technology
integration depends on several factors such as the availability of digital resources, technical
support, lesson designs and most importantly teachers’ attitudes and skills. Teachers are actually
regarded as the only individuals who play a vital role in determining the successful outcomes of
technology integration in classrooms (Guri-Rosenblit, 2001).

The use of digital technologies bears a tremendous potential for education in general and for
Foreign Language (FL) learning in particular. Lankshear, Snyder, and Green (2000) argued that
digital technologies provide “authentic forms of social practice and meaning” (p. 45). This means
that technology integration allows for communicative practices and authentic interactions among
FL users. Nevertheless, researchers have maintained that achieving educational outcomes is not
simply guaranteed through the application of technologies in classrooms. This is attributed to the
fact that the use of technology does not have promising consequences in pedagogical settings, if it
is not accompanied by an adequate integration, and if teachers do not recognize the importance and
usefulness of new technologies in promoting learning performance (Bates, 2001; Cennamo, Ross,

& Ertmer, 2010; Laurillard, 2013).
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Bates (2001) strongly emphasized that new technology integration in higher education contexts
complements the traditional methods of teaching instead of replacing them:

Computers are now commonly used for PowerPoint presentations to deliver lectures,

and the Internet is now being used more and more to access Web sites to support

lectures. Technology used this way does not replace either the teacher or the

classroom. Using technology to supplement classroom teaching does not radically

change teaching methods. It merely enhances what would be done in the classroom
in any case. (p. 17)

Likewise, Hanna (2003); in a study conducted about the teaching models in higher education
settings, concluded that digital technology does not ultimately change the traditional norms of
learning and pedagogical practices of teaching. However, its application assists teachers to deliver
some lectures and carry out some activities in an easier and better way. Additionally, Collis and
van der Wende (2002) asserted that there is no radical change caused by the use of technology in
universities and institutions. This is because teachers tend to be usually confined to the use of
emails, Power Point, word processor and search engines in their instructions. Thus, they are merely
engaged in a blended learning; a type of learning that is based on the use of both traditional teaching

methods and technology-related resources (Dockstader, 1999).

1.1.2 Integration of Digital Technologies in EFL Instruction

Digital technologies have been widely applied in FL learning contexts for developing courses
and supporting learning activities (Lever-Duffy & McDonald, 2011; Peterson, 2012). Their usage
in FL instruction is defined as a process where “a learner uses a computer and, as a result, improves
his or her [foreign] language” (Beatty, 2003, p. 7). Few years ago, there has been a widespread
expectation that the integration of technology would transform the FL learning and teaching
methods. It was believed that technology will make a ‘paradigm shift’ in FL instruction through

enabling student-centered learning, allowing for authentic opportunities to develop language
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learning, improving creativity, enhancing information analysis and promoting problem-solving
skills (Harasim et al., 1995).

For this reason, most of the universities and institutions have strived for supporting foreign
language pedagogy with a set of multiple technologies (Guri-Rosenblit, 2001; Thorne & Payne,
2005). In fact, the use of digital technologies for English Language Teaching (ELT) in higher
education settings becomes a necessity, and universities that lag behind their integration are
claimed to “be unable to meet the needs of knowledge based societies and as a result will not
survive the change in paradigm of education” (O’neill, Singh, & O’donoghue, 2004, p. 320).

According to Thorne (2005), digital technologies are applied in EFL learning contexts for
various purposes such as information retrieval from different resources; multi-media presentations;
communication between teachers and learners; interactions among learners (both in or outside of
classroom settings); drill-based practices; quizzes and tests; publishing and reading notice boards;
classroom management, etc. Their application can also help in other areas such as cooperation
among teachers, development of research communities and publication of academic works (Beatty,
2003; Caws, 2006).

Many studies have suggested that technology is a motivational tool which can increase EFL
learners’ interest and engagement with the instructional process, and this will in turn contribute to
enhance their language competence and overall learning performance (Azmi, 2017; Crook et al.,
2010; Lankshear et al., 2000; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Thorne, 2005). Peterson (2012) argued
that the integration of digital technologies in EFL classrooms does not only increase learners’
motivation. Interestingly, these technologies can also enhance students’ language retention, as they
offer students ample opportunities to practice English language comfortably and help them in
reducing their level of anxiety; thus, lowering the “affective filter” that usually occurs in traditional

learning classes (Krashen & Terrell, 1983; McLaughlin, 1990).
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In addition, digital technology integration in EFL instruction is believed to foster
communication and interaction (Azmi, 2017; Dowling, 2003). When technologies are used in EFL
classrooms, students will be exposed to various authentic materials, engaged more in learning
autonomy and provided with several opportunities to practice situated authentic interactions (Craig,
2012; Warschauer & Kern, 2000). Furthermore, the implementation of technologies in classroom
settings enables EFL instructors to meet the learning needs of students and cater for the different
types of learners, i.e. visual, auditory, kinesthetic and read-write learners (Borden, 2011). With
technology, teachers can vary the presentation style of their lectures to satisfy the different interests
of learners, they can also provide sufficient support and appropriate feedback according to students’
individual differences (Azmi, 2017; Thorne & Payne, 2005).

Equally important, technology-enhanced learning assists EFL students to select what they want
to learn and how they want to learn through using various digital resources (Craig, 2012; Hampel
& Stickler, 2005). This indicates that they can control their own learning; consequently, the
instructor’s role changes from a classroom dominator to knowledge facilitator. Quite clearly, the
student-centered approach which was highly emphasized during the 1970s and 1980s becomes
more feasible with technology integration (Dockstader, 1999; Warschauer & Kern, 2000).
Nowadays, EFL students can have access to infinite number of electronic resources. They no longer
need to stick to the teachers’ suggested textbooks, and can manage their learning process without
involving teachers (Dowling, 2003; Fairman, 2004).

Apparently, the integration of technology in EFL instruction has consequences on the teacher,
whose role significantly shifts from being a controller, knowledge holder and transmitter to become
a facilitator, collaborator and motivator (Azmi, 2017; Fairman, 2004). In this respect, Prensky
(2001) strongly highlighted that students of this digital age are no longer the ones “our educational

system was designed to teach” (p.1). Therefore, he advised that the teachers’ roles, teaching
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curriculum and instructional methodology should be reconfigured to meet the learning needs of the

current generation of students. This cannot be done without the integration of ICT into classroom

practices which would promote FL learning potential and help students to find their multiple

identities (Hampel & Stickler, 2005; Prensky, 2001; Thorne, 2005).

Overall, research literature supports immensely the integration of digital technologies in EFL

instruction (Azmi, 2017; Cennamo et al., 2010; Chen, 2016; Bates, 2005; Lever-Duffy &

McDonald, 2011; Peterson, 2012; Thorne, 2005; Sykes et al., 2008; Warschauer & Kern, 2000;

Zhang & Barber, 2008), as these technologies have great potential in:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

facilitating the understanding process through the use of multimedia tools that help in
elaborating difficult concepts; for instance, utilizing concrete visual and auditory aids to
explain abstract ideas.

improving learners’ motivation, interest and cognitive performance.

enhancing communication and interactions; for example, the Web 2.0 tools as blogs and wikis
can be used to facilitate interactions between instructors and students, between wide
communities and among peers.

providing opportunities for contextualized learning through the use of digital resources that
enable students to engage in authentic practices and benefit from formative feedback.
catering for the individual differences of learners through the use of various technological tools
to prepare for lectures, simulations, quizzes, feedback, etc.

facilitating the academic research process by making it easier to collect and analyze different
types of data such as primary and secondary data.

encouraging continuous learning out of classroom settings through the use of electronic

devices for retrieving information from multiple web-resources.
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Although digital technology integration in EFL instruction settings holds many benefits for the
teaching and learning process, it should not be treated as a panacea that will solve all the
educational problems, it should be rather viewed as an instructional aid that enhances the
pedagogical practices and learning outcomes (Beatty, 2003; Pierson, 2001). In this regard, Davies
(1997) asserted that “technology has to be treated as an aid and not as a panacea” (p. 29). This
implies that some pedagogical issues such as learning objectives, course designs, teaching
guidelines and strategies should be well planned for in order to ensure an effective adoption of
technology in EFL learning contexts (Azmi, 2017; Craig, 2012). Additionally, Hampel (2006)
argued that learners usually know how to utilize new technologies but may not know how to use
them constructively for the sake of their learning. Therefore, he suggested that teachers should play
a role in instructing students about how to use digital resources efficiently for the development of
their English communicative competence.

A series of recent studies has advised that the maximum advantages of technology integration
in EFL instruction can be gained if the following set of principles is applied (Bates, 2005; Bitner
& Bitner 2002; Hampel, 2006; Hattie & Yates, 2013; Higgins, Xiao, & Katsipataki, 2012).

Firstly, teachers’ professional development of technology use ensures an effective integration
of technology in classrooms. Therefore, some training programs about the adequate application of
technology should be offered for instructors in order to improve the overall pedagogical practices
and learning performance.

Secondly, the advantages were found to be higher when technology is used as an additional
aid to supplement the traditional instruction rather than as a replacement.

Thirdly, technology should be utilized at a regular time. Its use for a very long period is proved

to be less efficient for the learning development.
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Fourthly, effects are stronger when the learner-centered approach is utilized in technology-
enhanced instruction. This means that learners can control their own learning in some areas such
as choosing the process and pace of learning a particular knowledge content.

Fifthly, there will be more benefits of technology integration if learners are given tutorial
assistance or extra learning time. This would particularly help learners with low abilities or special
needs.

Finally, collaborative work with technologies is better than individual work. However, some

students may need assistance and training on how to make a collaborative use of technology.

1.1.3 Impact of Digital Technology Integration on EFL Writing Skills

Given that EFL writing skills are considered amongst the most essential skills for students to
be competent in English language and academic research, scholars and educationalists have
proposed the use of ICT in higher education settings for helping students become better writers
(Azmi, 2017; Craig, 2012). Many research findings have revealed that the use of digital
technologies in EFL writing curriculum results in positive outcomes of learning (e.g., Adas &
Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Caws, 2006; Chen, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Cunningham, 2000; Godwin-
Jones, 2008; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Murray & Hourigan, 2006; Peterson, 2012; Thorne,
2005; Warschauer, 1996). Most significantly, technology implementation allows EFL teachers to
make an efficient use of different instructional tasks in order to improve students’ writing
performance (Hampel, 2006). It has been reported that the use of various multimodal teaching
resources such as audio and visual-based forms enhances the overall comprehension of EFL writing
skills (Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Zhang & Barber, 2008).

Moreover, it is assumed that technology-enhanced writing instruction has immense potential

for increasing EFL students’ motivation (Chen, 2016; Craig, 2012; Peterson, 2012). EFL Students
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are reported to feel more motivated when using computers and mobile devices than when using the
traditional method of pen and paper (Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Warschauer,
1996). For example, engaging students in web-based writing activities is a useful tool to foster their
motivation. As students know that they are writing for real audience, they would exert more efforts
in doing their written tasks and would pay much more attention to the accuracy of their language
(Godwin-Jones, 2008; Meyer & Rose, 1998; Murray & Hourigan, 2006). Nevertheless, EFL
teachers need to play a critical role in ensuring the effectiveness of technology-enhanced instruction
through planning well for the web-based writing activities (Caws, 2006).

Another value that digital technology can bring to EFL writing instruction is the provision of
opportunities for authentic written communication with native speakers (Burbules, 2006). It is quite
known that chances for real communications are limited in the traditional based-EFL writing
instruction as “FL classes in particular, due in good part to their isolation from ready contact with
the focus language beyond the class setting, are often bounded contexts providing limited
opportunities for committed and consequential communicative engagement” (Thorne, 2009, p. 85).
Therefore, technology integration in EFL writing instruction is advantageous because it offers
infinite opportunities for practicing authentic situated writing (Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010).

In addition, the feedback that EFL students receive from online readers will develop their
writing performance and enhance their motivation in the overall learning process (Chen, 2016;
Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). The scaffolding provided through feedback assists students to develop
Vygotsky’s concept (1978) of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which refers to the
distance between what learners can learn by their own and what they can learn with the assistance
of others (Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010). As an illustration, the web-
based writing activities offer EFL students a learning community where they can brainstorm ideas,

share knowledge, compose texts, edit drafts and exchange feedback for developing their writing
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skills (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Sykes et al., 2008). Therefore, instead of receiving traditional
knowledge delivery from teachers, EFL students can be engaged in online collaborative writing
communities that have stronger potential in building their situated-writing competence (Elola &
Oskoz, 2017; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000).

In a study conducted about the effects of online collaborative writing interaction on the learning
of writing, in which CMC tools were used to engage students in sessions of written text chatting,
Peterson (2012) found that teachers and peers’ online scaffolding has many benefits for the
improvement of lexical and syntactical accuracy, organization of ideas and writing creativity.
Likewise, several research studies which examined the effectiveness of digital technologies on
enhancing students’ writing development have concluded that the use of technology influences
positively writing performance; therefore, these studies called for technology integration in EFL
writing instruction as it creates a different student-centered learning environment where even shy
and demotivated students can shine (Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed 2016; Chuo, 2007; Ozdemir &
Aydin, 2015). In this respect, Craig (2012) pointed out that students are usually more mindful and
motivated in virtual learning environments because they know that there is an audience out there
viewing what they write.

In brief, the main advantages of digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction lie in
its efficiency in providing safe and motivating learning environments where students can enjoy
collaborative writing tasks, learn more about content areas, explore authentic materials, exchange
experiences, practice situated writing and benefit from online feedback (Caws, 2006; Godwin-
Jones, 2008; Thorne, 2005; Warschauer & Kern, 2000). Evidently, the use of new technologies in
EFL writing instruction becomes a requirement in higher education context. The role of higher
education policy makers is thus to provide technological equipment and technical support for EFL

teachers, who should in turn ensure an effective integration of technologies in classrooms so that
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learners can profit from the positive effects of Technology-Enhanced Language Learning (TELL)

(Craig, 2012; Murray & Hourigan, 2006; Thorne, 2005).

1.1.4 Barriers to Digital Technology Integration

Despite the great value that new technology holds for the learning and teaching process, there
is a limited and low integration of it in tertiary EFL classroom settings during the last two decades
(Chen, 2008; Lee, 2000). Many studies have shown that the low integration of technologies is
attributed to a set of reasons. It is widely reported in research literature that teachers never or rarely
use technologies because they encounter a variety of barriers which include: (1) lack of digital
resources, (2) lack of technical support, (3) negative attitudes towards technology integration (4)
teachers’ lack of digital competence, (5) teachers’ workload, (6) insufficient time and (7)
inadequate level of digital literacy among students (Bates, 2005; Ertmer, 1999; Hunter, 2001; Lee,
2000; Pedro, 2007; Pelgrum, 2001; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011). Factors impeding the effective
adoption of advanced technologies in ELT contexts are discussed below.

To begin with, the major barrier that hinders digital technology adoption in EFL higher
education settings is the lack of digital resources and technical support (Lee, 2000). According to
Bates (2005), there is a lack of computers for teachers and students, shortage of technological
resources, limited or no access to the Internet and outdated materials in many tertiary educational
contexts. Moreover, there is insufficient technical support provided for university teachers (British
Educational Communications and Technology Agency [Becta], 2004; Pedro, 2007; Williams,
2003). Teachers need professional development opportunities that aid in the development of their
digital abilities, and provide them with the technical expertise to properly integrate innovative

technology for educational objectives (Ertmer, 2005; Hunter, 2001).
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Additionally, numerous study findings have suggested that teachers and administrative staff’s
negative attitudes towards ICT use in classrooms is another factor that can affect technology
integration (Chen, 2008; El Aggoune & Ghaouar, 2019; Ertmer, 2005; Pelgrum, 2001; Zemsky &
Massy, 2004). Although many teachers are provided with a variety of digital tools, some of them
still prefer to teach using the traditional teacher-centered instruction (Gray, 2001). It is evident
that; along with the availability of digital resources and technical support, the positive attitudes of
the administrative staff and teachers towards TELL is another key factor for ensuring the success
of technology integration in EFL instruction (Lee, 2000; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011). Therefore,
Ertmer (2005) and Gray (2001) advised that the central issues of technology integration should be
on teachers’ beliefs and their involvements in the TELL process, rather than technology itself.

It is also important to note that some teachers have concerns about the use of digital resources
in EFL writing instruction for the fear that academic writing skills can be negatively affected by
the use of digital media and that the advanced new technology might be distracting in EFL writing
classrooms (Warschauer & Kern, 2000). In this respect, Murray and Hourigan (2006) posited that
these issues can be efficiently addressed in the educational curriculum. They suggested that online
writing activities should mirror academic writing as much as possible to maximize the positive
effects of digital resources, and highlighted that students’ digital literacy skills should be developed
to minimize the risk of technology distractions as a way to manage online learning environments.

Furthermore, other research studies have indicated that teachers’ lack of digital competence is
a critical contributor to the low integration of technologies (Becta, 2004; Chen, 2008; Ertmer, 1999;
Hunter, 2001; Pelgrum, 2001; Trucano, 2005). According to Trucano (2005), teachers are usually
competent in using digital technologies for searching and accessing web-information, planning
lessons, presenting information and recording or saving files. However, they are generally claimed

to be less digitally competent as compared to their students. The limited digital competence of
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teachers influence their confidence, attitudes and reactions regarding the incorporation of new
technologies in EFL instruction (Chen, 2008; Lee, 2000; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011).

Another factor that might affect the integration of digital technologies in tertiary EFL
instruction is teachers’ overwhelming workload (Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011; Zemsky & Massy,
2004). Higher education instructors are actually required to undertake multiple pedagogical,
academic, administrative and technical tasks. For instance, in many university contexts, teachers
are supposed to have different roles such as lecturers, tutors, researchers, editors, course designers,
teamwork collaborators, computer experts and others (Gray, 2001; Guri-Rosenblit, 2004;
Williams, 2003). Wilson et al. (2004) strongly believed that digital technology integration in
language learning requires teachers to undertake extra tasks such as preparing the online course
design and digital instructional materials, managing online participation and collaboration,
evaluating learning progress, offering feedback, creating safe and comfortable learning
environment, assessing tests, troubleshooting and resolving technical problems, etc. Under those
circumstances, teachers may have reservations about the involvement in the TELL process and
instead prefer to deliver their courses using the traditional teaching methods (Rahimi & Yadollahi,
2011).

Equally important, the lack of time is another constraint that contributes to teachers’ reluctance
of technology integration in EFL classrooms (Bates, 2005). Many research findings have reported
that teachers are reluctant to use TELL as it is time consuming (Becta, 2004; El Aggoune &
Ghaouar, 2019; Ertmer, 2005; Pelgrum, 2001; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011). Unlike traditional face-
to-face instruction, teaching online is a demanding endeavor which requires teachers to devote
much of their time to prepare for the course materials (Williams, 2003). Therefore, teachers would
usually prefer to use the familiar traditional face-to-face instruction because it is well-understood

and less demanding (Chen, 2008; Zemsky & Massy, 2004). According to Guri- Rosenblit (2004),
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university teachers claim that technology usage takes much of their time. Even responses to
frequent students’ emails might be a disruptive task for some teachers as it invades their own space.
Therefore, quite often EFL teachers resist adopting digital technologies in their teaching practices.

An additional important impediment to the adoption of digital technologies in EFL learning
settings relates to the inadequate level of digital literacy and digital divide among students (El
Aggoune & Ghaouar, 2019; Hargittai, 2010; Kvavik, Caruso & Morgan, 2004; Lei, 2009; Pedro,
2007). This implies that there are disparities in students’ digital skills and competencies of
advanced technologies. Many students lack a satisfactory level of technical skills and do not have
the ability to use certain digital tools, though they are assumed to be “digital natives” and masters
of digital technologies (Hargittai, 2010; Lei, 2009). Research has indicated that most of the students
are good at manipulating social networks, and that is not sufficient to learn efficiently in online
environments (Lai & Gu, 2011; Trucano, 2005; Winke & Goertler, 2008). Quite clearly, such
digital divide among students contributes to the low integration of digital technologies in classroom
settings (Warschauer, 2008; Wenglinsky, 2005).

The above discussed barriers; which have been reiterated in most of the literature research on
digital technology adoption in EFL learning contexts, indicate that the use of new technologies
remains limited, despite their great and rapid development. Henceforth, it is recommended that
tertiary educational institutions identify the types of barriers they encounter in order to provide
effective solutions for them (Williams, 2003). Generally, there is a consensus in literature that
overcoming challenging barriers does not lie in technology provision, rather it lies chiefly in
providing teachers with professional training and support regarding the pedagogical uses of
technologies so that they can successfully integrate them in classroom settings (Bates, 2005; Becta,

2004; Guri-Rosenblit, 2004; Lei, 2009; Vrasidas & Glass, 2005). Therefore, it is quite important
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to develop teachers’ digital literacy in order to maximize the potential of an effective integration
of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction.

The following section discusses notions on digital literacy and reviews some perspectives on
digital divide. Additionally, it examines the role of digital literacy in improving EFL learning and

teaching practices as well as its effects on developing EFL writing skills.

1.2 Digital Literacy

As today’s world is embracing the idea of lifelong learning through the use of digital
technologies, digital literacy becomes a necessity for English language teachers and learners
because it allows them to acquire various skills and capabilities across a range of learning
opportunities (Hague & Payton, 2010; Sharpe & Beetham, 2010). This section firstly examines a
number of concepts related to digital literacy, then it looks at some emerging issues that have been
frequently associated with digital literacy such as digital divide, digital natives and digital
immigrants. Afterwards, the section explores the interrelationships between digital literacy and
EFL learning and teaching process, and provides a discussion of the main contributions of digital

literacy to the improvement of EFL writing skills.

1.2.1 Conceptual Framework of Digital Literacy

Acknowledging that digital technologies have changed the way of doing business,
communicating, studying and teaching, digital literacy becomes then a requirement for making a
successful participation in all life aspects including society, workplace and education (Hague &
Payton, 2010). Today’s teachers and learners are expected to acquire some digital skills including
searching and using web-information, critically evaluating web-data, managing computer software
and applications, communicating online, using and managing different types of multimedia files

such as visual and audio types (Warschauer, 2008).
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Initial notions of digital literacy appeared with the development of internet and computers. In
1970, the term “information literacy” surfaced to refer to individuals’ ability of searching, assessing
and using information. Afterwards, the concepts of technological literacy, online literacy and
digital literacy emerged by the end of 1990 (Dhillon, 2007). In fact, the origins of the term digital
literacy trace back to the scholar Paul Gilster (1997), but some other terms have been used as well
by different scholars such as multiliteracies (The New London Group, 1996), information literacy
or web literacy (Mackey & Ho, 2005), media and information literacy (United Nations
Organization for Education, Science and Culture [UNESCO], 2008), and digital competence
(Gutiérrez & Tyner, 2012).

Numerous definitions have been given to the concept of digital literacy. Gilster (1997) was the
first scholar to define digital literacy as “the ability to understand and use information in multiple
formats from a wide range of sources when it is presented via computers” (p.1). Gilster (1997)
stated explicitly that digital literacy is about “mastering ideas, not keystrokes” (p.1), thus it involves
using one’s critical thinking and problem solving skills in order to evaluate efficiently web-
information.

Likewise, Buckingham (2006) concurred that digital literacy is not a matter of pointing and
clicking, articulating that:

The skills that children need in relation to digital media are not confined to those of
information retrieval. As with print, they also need to be able to evaluate and use
information critically if they are to transform it into knowledge. This means asking
questions about the sources of that information, the interests of its producers, and the

ways in which it represents the world; and understanding how these technological
developments are related to broader social, political and economic forces. (p.267)

Obviously, Buckingham (2006) viewed that digital literacy encompasses the skills which can

support the appropriate usage of new technologies as well as the critical ability to search, evaluate,
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discern, build and communicate digital knowledge in situated contexts. Martin (2008) supported
Buckingham (2006)’s definition of digital literacy, emphasizing that digital literacy involves:
The awareness, attitude and ability of individuals to appropriately use digital tools
and facilities to identify, access, manage, integrate, evaluate, analyze and synthesize
digital resources, construct new knowledge, create media expressions, and

communicate with others, in the context of specific life situations, in order to enable
constructive social action; and to reflect upon this process. (p.167)

In the same way to Gilster (1997) and Buckingham (2006), Martin (2008) argued that digital
literacy does not refer to the technical knowledge and competent use of digital technologies, but
rather to the critical and reflective use of technologies for constructive goals. This implies that
digital literacy requires contextualization, it goes beyond the knowledge and mastery of new
technologies usage to the involvement in complicated, non-linear, intellectual and social practices
that enable individuals of living, learning and working in the digital age (Joint Information Systems
Committee [JISC], 2014).

The UNESCO (2008) conceptual framework of digital literacy shared Martin (2008)’s
indicators of digital literacy; accordingly, a digitally literate individual is the one who can

a) be aware of what information is needed to resolve problems.

b) find and critically evaluate web-information.

c) retrieve and save information.

d) use information efficiently, appropriately and ethically.

e) construct and share knowledge in social communities.

According to Coiro et al. (2008), being digitally literate means having the competence to
access, locate, assess and use various digital data that is available on the Internet. Digitally literate
individuals; as noted by McLoughlin (2011), know how to select and use digital resources

effectively, have a good grasp of digital information, display good critical thinking abilities and
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benefit from the available digital technologies through using them in purposeful ways. Similarly,
Hague and Payton (2010) asserted that digitally literate people have good critical thinking skills
and knowledge on how to use digital technologies appropriately. According to them:
To be digitally literate is to have access to a broad range of practices and cultural
resources that you are able to apply to digital tools. It is the ability to make and share
meaning in different modes and formats; to create, collaborate and communicate

effectively and to understand how and when digital technologies can best be used to
support these processes. (p. 2)

Being regarded as an essential requirement for life in the digital age, research has indicated
that digital literacy is a fundamental skill that is needed in all educational contexts. This implies
that teachers and students have to be digitally literate in order to take part effectively in the modern
world. To be so, they should have many skills including critical thinking, decision-making,
problem-solving abilities and creativity, they should as well develop their capability of using digital
technologies to find, analyze and evaluate information, and their ability to participate both actively
and ethically in collaborative communities (Barell, 2010; Lent, 2012; Trilling & Fadel, 2009;
Warschauer & Matuchniak, 2010). Therefore, being literate has clearly evolved from the mastery
of reading and writing printed texts to being able to critically use and create web-pages, blogs and
wikis, as well as utilize a dynamically digital variety of mobile devices, social networks,
applications and software (Morrell, 2012).

The European Reference Framework considered digital literacy; along with language and
traditional literacy, as one of the basic requirements that every citizen should have for lifelong
learning. Digital literacy is defined by this framework as:

The confident and critical use of Information Society Technology (IST) for work,
leisure and communication. It is underpinned by basic skills in IT: the use of
computers to retrieve, assess, store, produce, present and exchange information, and

to communicate and participate in collaborative networks via the Internet. (European
Commission, 2007, p. 7)

30



Clearly, the European framework underscored the skills of using technological tools to access,
evaluate, understand, create and share information in a critical way. These skills are the same to
the ones emphasized by Gilster (1997), Buckingham (2006), Martin (2008), Hague and Payton
(2010), and other scholars who regarded critical thinking as being the key component of digital
literacy rather than the technical skills used to find information.

Equally important, the DigEuLit project of Martin and Grudziecki (2006) stressed the
importance of “situational embedding” in digital literacy, which refers to the successful usage of
digital technologies in different life situations. According to Martin and Grudziecki (2006), digital
literacy is conceived on three developmental levels; namely, digital competence, digital usage and

digital transformation.

Level III: DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION (innovation/creativity)

T . A 7 N
L
| -

Level II: DIGITAL USAGE (professional/discipline application, etc.)

‘.__...

v
Level I: DIGITAL COMPETENCE (skills, concepts, approaches, attitudes, etc.)

Figure 1. 1 Levels of digital literacy development (Martin & Grudziecki, 2006, p. 255)

As shown in Figure 1.1, the lower level of digital competence is the foundational level of
development, which covers a set of skills that range from developing basic digital skills to acquiring
more critical and evaluative skills. Examples of digital competences include being able to find and
assess information, create and edit files, use digital tools such as word processor, emails and
multimedia, etc. (Martin, 2008). The digital usage level, the most crucial level, is the stage in which

individuals apply their digital competences within specific professional contexts, this is referred to
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by Martin (2008) as “the situational embedding”. At this level, each individual brings his/her
personal and professional experiences to the digital environment in order to find and process
information, then complete a particular task or develop a solution to an addressed problem. The
ultimate level of digital transformation takes place when digital usage brings about changes in
individuals such as developing one’s creativity, innovation and professional knowledge (Martin &
Grudziecki, 2006).

At a more specific level, the framework of Eshet-Alkalai (2004) presented five key literacies
incorporating digital literacy, this includes photo-visual literacy, reproduction literacy, branching
literacy, information literacy and socioemotional literacy. First, photo-visual literacy is the ability
to find and understand information presented through visual forms. Second, reproduction literacy
refers to the users’ skills of creating, managing and editing works via using a variety of multimedia
forms. Third, branching literacy is the literacy which enables users to navigate systematically
through hypermedia environments so that they can understand nonlinear information and construct
knowledge. Fourth, information literacy is the ability to analyze and critique a plethora of web-
information that is presented in digital resources. Finally, socioemotional literacy refers to the
individuals’ skills of behaving appropriately in social communities and networks, remaining safe
in digital environments and having an adequate awareness of issues associated with internet risks
such as privacy, legal and ethical issues. Hence, the term digital literacy, as shown in Figure 1.2,
embraces a range of vital skills: (1) technical: technical and operational skills; (2) cognitive: critical
and analytical skills; and (3) social-emotional: communicative manners and online safety skills

(Ng, 2012).
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Cognitive
Information literacy
Critical Iiteracy

Multiliterades: Photo-visual; audio,
gestural, spatial, inguistics

Reproduction literacy
Branching literacy

Online etiquette literacy
Cybersafety literacy

Digital
Literacy

Social-
Emotional

Sodal-emotional literacy
Critical literacy

Sodal
networking
Sfunctional

literacy

Technical

Operational literacy
Critical literacy

Figure 1. 2 Digital literacy framework (adapted from Ng, 2012, p.1067)

The above framework of digital literacy suggests that the concept of digital literacy has gone
beyond the view of having technical skills to having the ability to critically understand and
appropriately use digital content. Being digitally literate requires the holistic development of a set
of skills which encompass technical, cognitive and social-emotional skills. This involves having
the skills to locate and use a rich variety of digital resources, the capability to critically evaluate
and understand digital texts and the ability to create and communicate knowledge via digital
technologies. Accordingly, the concept of digital literacy as a complex skill, cognitive ability and
social practice has a vital role in the process of meaning construction. Therefore, courses about it
should be incorporated in instructional curriculums of higher education.

Another significant area of research on digital literacy has explored frameworks for measuring
digital literacy skills. Both summative and formative assessments have been used to evaluate digital
competence of students and educators (Dede, 2009). Among the most popular assessment
frameworks of digital literacy is the one developed by the International Society for Technology in

Education (ISTE) in 2007, which described the digital competencies that are required to live and
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learn effectively in the 21st century life and provided six performance indicators. These indicators
have been elaborated upon for describing the technological skills and competencies that are
required in the digital age, and were used as a launching point for constructing assessment items in
several researches. The ISTE (2007) six standards of digital literacy are summarized as follows:

1) Creativity and Innovation

2) Communication and Collaboration

3) Research and Information Fluency

4) Critical Thinking, Problem Solving, and Decision Making

5) Digital Citizenship

6) Technology Operations and Concepts

Another assessment framework is developed by Calvani et al. (2008), who defined digital
literacy as an umbrella framework for a set of complicated literacies including skill, knowledge,
ethics and creative production in digital environments. Calvani et al. (2008) proposed three aspects
of abilities for assessment: technological, cognitive and ethical aspects. For the technological
aspect, individuals need to use their abilities flexibly to resolve problems in technological contexts.
The cognitive aspect refers to the ability of selecting, reading, evaluating and synthesizing digital
information. The ethical aspect indicates that individuals’ usage of digital technologies should be
guided by morals and good principles. Obviously, each aspect is required to measure the
development of individuals’ digital literacy.

Additionally, Hargittai (2009) proposed a Survey of Web-Oriented Digital Literacy (SWODL)
in which individuals can evaluate their competence of various digital skills. Scores on these skills
may be used to correlate with education level. This type of assessment is assumed to be more
effective as a measure of digital literacy proficiency than asking individuals to self-rate their overall

competence. Thus, its application can be very useful in empirical research (Hargittai, 2009). The
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use of 5-point Likert-item scale in the SWODL for asking individuals to rate their understanding
and knowledge of multiple digital skills is considered “a stronger predictor of how well they are
able to navigate online content compared with asking people how they think they can use the
internet” (Hargittai, 2009, p. 131).

Although the assessment frameworks of digital literacy proficiency that were developed by the
ISTE (2007) and Calvani et al. (2008) are successful in identifying competence indicators of
various digital skill areas, they have a more focus on classroom use contexts. Conversely, the
SWODL assessment of Hargittai (2009) was more designed for empirical research. Therefore, the
SWODL (2009); which has been used in many research studies worldwide, was used as a

foundation for this study.

1.2.2 Digital Divide

During the 1990s, the concept of “digital divide” appeared and was used to refer to the social
and economic disparity between countries, societies and individuals who have access to computers
and those who do not (Lankshear & Knobel, 2003; Rhodes & Robnolt, 2009; Warschauer, 2002).
The idea behind this concept is that a significant divide concerning the use of technology has taken
place between young and old generations, including that between students and teachers. Prensky
(2001) has used the term “Digital Natives” to describe today’s students and the young generation
born since 1980, whom he considered as being digitally literate, high-tech and native speakers of
the digital language. According to Prensky (2001), today’s students are digital natives due to having
innate abilities in technology usage:

Today’s students ... represent the first generation to grow up with new technology.
They have spent their entire lives surrounded by and using computers, videogames,
digital music players, video cams, cell phones, and all the others toys and tools of the

digital age...Our students today are all “native speakers” of the digital language of
computers, video games and the Internet. (p.1)
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For those individuals who were not born in the digital age including teachers, Prensky (2001)
has referred to them by using the term “Digital Immigrants”. Digital immigrants are called so
because they are not digitally literate, they are considered to be low-tech and technology is not their
native language. Prensky (2001) claimed that most of the teachers are unfamiliar with the new
technological tools used by students, and consequently . . . the single biggest problem facing
education today is that our Digital Immigrant instructors, who speak an outdated language (that of
the pre-digital age), are struggling to teach a population that speaks an entirely new language” (p.
2).

Unlike the previous generations, digital natives behave and learn in new innovative ways as
they have been extensively involved in the use of digital technologies. It is assumed that they have
a different way of thinking, different intellectual and social qualities and different learning
strategies. Today’s students are believed to rely on the use of new technologies for receiving and
gaining information quickly, prefer active learning, tend to be engaged in interactive educational
communities, enjoy learning games, have good multitasking skills and have low acceptance of
teacher-centered lectures (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). In contrast, teachers or the so called digital
immigrants prefer more serious learning approaches. They process information in a slow way,
prefer to rely on printed-teaching materials and tend to deal with one thing at a time (Oblinger &
Oblinger, 2005; Prensky, 2001). Such differences between students’ and teachers’ digital skills and
interests lead to students’ feelings of alienation and dissatisfaction (Levin & Arafeh, 2002).

Though today’s students are considered digital natives, many study findings have revealed that
there are differences in their digital skills and competencies of web-based activities (Bennett,
Maton, & Kervin, 2008; Hargittai, 2010; Kvavik et al., 2004). These disparities continue to take
place even if they have equal access to digital technologies. This implies that being digital native
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is not a matter of only technology access; it is rather related to the involvement in digital practices.
In a study on the digital skills of learners, Kvavik et al. (2004) found that most of the learners have
a low level of digital skills, despite the fact they own and have access to various technological
tools. They reported that only 21% of learners engage meaningfully in web-based activities. In
addition, Lei (2009) reinforced this finding by asserting that there is no universal digital skill level
among today’s learners. Accordingly, these researchers suggested that digital divide exists even
among students of this generation; thus, age should not be regarded as the only factor to
differentiate digital natives from digital immigrants.

Many researchers have questioned Prensky’s (2001) description of all today’s learners as being
digital natives (Bennett et al., 2008; Guo, Dobson, & Petrina, 2008). They pointed out that students
come from different backgrounds, some of them do not have access to technologies, some have
disabilities and some others are not comfortable with the use of computers. Therefore, the
generalization that all today’s students are digital natives is not true, because not all of them are
high-tech or interested in learning with digital technologies as Prensky (2001) claimed (Guo et al.,
2008).

According to Guo et al. (2008), Prensky’s (2001) assumptions of digital natives and digital
immigrants is exaggerated, they viewed that “the digital divide thought to exist between ‘native’
and ‘immigrant’ users may be misleading, distracting education researchers from more careful
consideration of the diversity of ICT users and the nuances of their ICT competencies” ( p. 235).
These researchers concluded that today’s learners are social networking savvy, yet not necessarily
digitally literate. Hence, the concept of digital natives is not static and generalizable, it is rather
widely dynamic in nature.

Some studies have found that the digital divide among students contributes to the decrease of

their academic achievements (Warschauer, 2008; Wenglinsky, 2005). Therefore, it is highly
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advised to provide students with academic support and training on how to use digital technologies
appropriately for learning purposes. Warschauer (2008) noted that providing access to technologies
in classrooms does not play a significant role in narrowing the digital divide among students, if it
is not accompanied by an adequate pedagogical and technical support for learning how to use new
technologies effectively. Hence, educational stakeholders should consider the need for developing
digital literacy education programs to bridge the digital divide among students in an effort to boost
students’ academic outcomes.

In this respect, Lee (2000) asserted that teachers should be at the forefront of supporting the
development of students’ digital skills. Teachers need to have an adequate knowledge on the use
of digital technologies so that they can integrate them in classrooms, and can help their students
gain information about their uses. Mishra and Koehler (2006) concurred that teachers should
develop their TPCK in order to use digital technologies efficiently. They should be digitally literate
because they are the key factor to determine the success of TELL (Ertmer, 2005; Kim, 2002;
Knobel, 2011). For this reason, the professional development of teachers’ digital literacy is of vital
importance in the research literature.

Overall, in order to promote digital literacy skills development, Warschauer (2002) suggested
the provision of four resource types, these are 1) physical resources like computers and Internet
access; 2) digital resources such as digital content and texts; 3) human resources including ICT
training and education; and 4) social resources, including social communities which reinforce the

learning of digital skills.

1.2.3 Role of Digital Literacy in EFL Teaching and Learning
One of the significant research areas of digital literacy is that there appears to be a mutual

reinforcement of digital literacy proficiency and EFL language practices as linguistic competence
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is developed by access to digital information for learning, while English is used as a medium of
communication (De Bot & Stoessel, 2002; Hafner, 2015; Mudra, 2020; Wei, 2000). Therefore,
exploring the relationships between digital literacy and EFL learning and teaching processes is of
crucial importance as the two concepts correlate in this research.

Recent research findings have revealed that digital literacy proficiency enables access to a
plethora of authentic learning resources, and the use of such resources has had a direct influence
on EFL learning and instructional practices (Kern, 2000; Mudra, 2020). Today’s students and
teachers rely mostly on digital environments for language learning and teaching; hence, taking full
advantages of these web-environments is evidently not possible if they do not have an adequate
level of digital literacy (Sykes et al., 2008). While it is quite believed that digital literacy is
transforming the ways of studying and teaching, research has shown that students and teachers
should be instructed on how to utilize digital tools for specific educational objectives in order to
ensure making an effective use of them. Most importantly, developing critical abilities of students
and teachers to work with digital resources is the basic skill that should be highly emphasized
(Martin & Rader, 2003; Selber, 2004).

According to Hull and Schultz (2001), the value that digital literacy brings to FL learning is
the construction of a bridge between classroom and home literacies. This means that English
language learning is not limited to classroom contexts, students from different cultural and
linguistic backgrounds may widen their learning environments by taking advantage of digital tools
to enhance their abilities and learning levels (Sykes et al., 2008; Thorne, 2005). Digitally literate
students are assumed to take an active learning role through using web-based instructional
environments for developing English language skills, research and presentation skills, literacy

practices, content knowledge and creativity (Hafner, 2015; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). As a result
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of being able to gain and produce online knowledge, EFL students’ participation and motivation to
learn the target language increases (Peterson, 2012).

Additionally, digital literacy opens up new ways of teaching methods and offers a wide range
of opportunities for communicative interactions (Mudra, 2020; Thorne, 2005). With regard to
instructional methods, EFL teachers have the chance to enrich their teaching style by making a
good use of the advent digital technologies and multimedia tools which support diversity in the
ways of teaching. For EFL students, digital literacy practices generate possibilities of
communication with English native speakers all over the world. They can involve into various
communicative practices either in classrooms or at home (Warschauer & Kern, 2000). Throughout
the development of communicative interactions, EFL students will obtain English native speakers’
ability, competence, readiness and confidence (Peterson, 2012). Competence in English will help
in turn EFL students to search, find, understand and contribute efficiently to complex English web-
based learning resources (Lotherington & Jenson, 2011).

Based on their advanced level of digital literacy, EFL learners will be able to build their English
skills, communicate and contribute meaningfully in online environments (Mudra, 2020). In this
context, McLoughlin (2011) viewed that digital literacy fosters students’ curiosity and creativity,
and helps as well in developing English language skills as digitally literate students have the ability
to gain information, do research, read-write multiple digital contents, select right choices and make
logical decisions concerning their language learning. Therefore, digital literacy makes the use of
English more purposeful, empowering, interesting and natural for EFL students.

Interestingly; in a study conducted about the impact of digital literacy proficiency on the
academic skills of EFL undergraduate students, Hafner (2014) pointed out that digitally literate
students tend to use different registers, styles and discourse identities as appropriate to the type of

audience they address. They use a variety of English language forms and multimedia modes such
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as image and sound according to their belief about the relationship they have with the audience.
This suggests that digital literacy offers potential for developing English academic skills and

discourse identities.

1.2.4 Effects of Digital Literacy on EFL Writing Skills

English writing is widely considered as a significantly important skill for the learning and
teaching of English as a foreign language. Through writing, learners can compose a variety of
written contents, express and exchange ideas, engage in critical and reflective analysis, exhibit their
creativity, gain knowledge and experience on academic researches, and enhance their overall
proficiency in academic language (Craig, 2012). Research has suggested that digital literacy
enables the production of a higher quality and quantity of English writing (Caws, 2006; Elola &
Oskoz, 2017; Goldberg et al., 2003; Hafner, 2015; Mudra, 2020; Warschauer & Ware, 2006). It
was found that digital writing enhances more collaborative, situated and iterative practices as
compared to pen and paper writing.

Digital resources facilitate the process of edition and revision more than the method of pen and
paper. EFL learners can iteratively edit and submit their written works without being required to
fully hand-write them; in addition, providing feedback to each other’s works can be done in an
easier and faster way (Chen, 2016; Warschauer & Ware, 2006). Therefore, EFL digitally literate
learners have the opportunity to practice writing in diverse genres; consequently, they can
increasingly gain knowledge on English writing skills.

Digital literacy is regarded as an essentially crucial skill for the learning and teaching of EFL
writing skills (Caws, 2006; Hafner, 2015). With digital literacy, teachers and learners can reach a
wide range of authentic educational materials without having to make a long journey to English-

speaking countries (Gonglewski, Meloni, & Brant, 2001). Through integrating digital authentic
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tools in EFL writing instruction, teachers can reinforce their students’ use and practice of situated
writing, as well as increase their participation and motivation in classroom learning (Adas & Bakir,
2013; Ahmed 2016; Chuo, 2007; Rico & Vinagre, 2000). Moreover, the use of such tools facilitates
the meaning-making process and enhances the production of multimodal texts (Elola & Oskoz,
2017; Murray & Hourigan, 2006). Based on a study findings, Warschauer (2008) concluded that
through the use of digital tools learners “developed sophisticated artistic and compositional skills
as they explored the features of multimodal genres......multimodal work also helped students think
deeply about texts” (p.62).

According to Warschauer (2011), digital literacy supports the development of four major areas:
Content, composition, community and construction, which are considered as key elements for an
effective learning of EFL writing. The value that digital literacy brings to the four above learning
areas can be explained in the following. Firstly, a variety of rich, interactive and infinite content
on different topics can be accessed by EFL learners through the use of advanced digital
technologies. They find the information they seek on web-sites, communicative tools, discussion
forums, and other resources (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017). Secondly, EFL learners gain more
knowledge about this content with the support of some communities such as teachers and peers. It
has been widely asserted that communication with others is necessary for learning as it helps
students achieve a progress within their ZPD. They may discuss, exchange ideas and understand
better about any learning content through communicating and interacting with their instructors or
classmates (Chen, 2016).

Thirdly, EFL learners start constructing knowledge on the relevant content. Over time and with
the continuous interactions with communities, their constructions will become more sophisticated
(Hafner, 2015; Murray & Hourigan, 2006). Finally, during all of these situations, EFL learners are

engaged in extensive writing practices, they may sharpen their ideas and develop their
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compositions through using various online tools as web-sites, blogs, wikis, social networks, etc.
(Black, 2009; Elola & Oskoz, 2017). While they receive content from digital tools, construct
meaning about it with the help of a community, and at the same time get extensively involved in
writing practices, EFL learners would widen their thinking, use the gained knowledge innovatively
and develop their writing skills efficiently (National Commission on Writing, 2004).

A large number of research findings have supported the view that digital literacy provides
opportunities for engagement in educational communities, which help in constructing knowledge
and composing products, thereby developing one’s learning progress (Caws, 2006; Hafner, 2015;
Mudra, 2020; Rosatelli & Self, 2004). EFL students use online communities such as discussion
forums, blogs and wikis to read, write and comment on the work of others in an interactive way,
and the constructive feedback they get from others can lead to improvements in their writing
performance (Ahmed 2016; Chuo, 2007; Murray & Hourigan, 2006). Therefore, the use of these
communities is regarded as a valuable tool for EFL students to improve academic language, critical
thinking skills and writing proficiency (Cunningham, 2000; Lin, 2014). In this respect, Bloch
(2007) posited that digital literacy promotes academic writing skills, arguing that students might
train on different types of writing, meaningful discourses and critical thinking if they are digitally
literate.

It is evident that all of the pedagogical practices can be carried out without the use of digital
technologies and the requirement of being digitally literate. Teachers can provide rich content,
instructional feedback, opportunities to construct knowledge and compose written products in a
traditional way (Chen, 2016). Nevertheless, having sufficient digital literacy skills to use critically
new technologies amplifies each of these practices (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017). This is
attributed to the fact that digital skills allow for an easier access to rich content, offer more

engagements in interactive communities, permit faster knowledge construction, present a plethora
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of opportunities for producing and editing online written works, aid in contacting authentic
audience, facilitate the publication of written works, provide online feedback, and improve
learners’ overall dependency and motivation (Goldberg et al., 2003; Hafner, 2015; Murray &
Hourigan, 2006).

The following section presents an overview of the major teaching approaches of writing that
have emerged over time and contributed to the implementation of various instructional practices.
Particularly, it describes the approaches that have witnessed a paradigm shift since the 1970s,

moving from emphasizing writing products to focusing more on writing processes.

1.3 Approaches to EFL Writing Instruction

English writing is considered as the most difficult skill for EFL students to master, this is due
to the complexity of writing skills which require correct lexical choice, a good use of spelling and
punctuation, as well as an effective use of planning and organization strategies (Melouk &
Merbouh, 2014; Richards & Renandya, 2002). Additionally, students need to be aware about
specific aspects related to academic writing including text type, audience type, register and
rhetorical strategies. The complexity of writing skills, therefore, “lies not only in generating and
organizing ideas, but also in translating these ideas into readable text” (Richards & Renandya,
2002, p.303). Henceforth, such complexity requires EFL teachers to select and implement the most
appropriate teaching approaches in their writing instruction (Craig, 2012). To better understand the
writing instruction, it is helpful to examine how writing has been taught in different ways over
time. This section discusses the major approaches involved in academic writing teaching, including
product-based approach, process-based approach, genre-based approach and process-genre
approach. The strength and weakness areas of each approach are discussed thoroughly in distinct

parts.
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1.3.1 Product Writing Approach

The product writing approach, a dominant teaching approach during the 1960s and 1970s and
one of the basic pedagogies that still holds steadfast in many EFL contexts, was firstly named by
Fogarty (1959) as the “current-traditional rhetoric” approach in order to refer to the traditional
teaching practices that were prevalent during that time (Matsuda, 2003a). This approach
emphasizes the utilization of correct forms, grammar and translation in writing. In addition, it
encourages teacher-centered instruction where students are supposed to learn what and how to
write, and end up with written products submitted to teachers for evaluation. The written products
are then corrected and graded by teachers without giving any extra input for learners who may not
have the opportunity to see their written works again (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008; Santos,
1992).

The product approach or current-traditional rhetoric requires students to focus on practicing
writing sentences in correct grammatical forms without paying much attention to writing skills.
(Badger & While, 2000). Under this approach, learners are given a sample text and advised to focus
on its form and syntax. They are supposed then to thoroughly imitate the sample text in producing
their writing, while emphasizing the correct use of grammatical forms instead of focusing on the
flow and organization of ideas (Matsuda, 2003a).

Following the behaviorist learning principles, the product writing approach views teachers as
holders of knowledge and masters of good writing. Students are expected to be recipients of
teachers’ knowledge, they should manipulate learning all the necessary linguistic aspects in order
to be successful writers (Leki et al., 2008). Notably, the features that characterize the product
writing approach are shared by some other approaches. For instance; in the same way to the product

approach, the “controlled composition” approach regards writing as a mastery of linguistic
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structures. Under this approach, teachers should function as proofreaders who have to principally
emphasize the learning of linguistic forms rather than concern themselves with promoting writing
style and creativity (Silva, 1987).

Another characteristic of the product approach includes the teaching of contrastive rhetoric
(Kaplan, 1967). Kaplan (1967) argued that there are linguistic and cultural differences between
students’ first language (L1) writing and second language (L2) writing; therefore, raising EFL
students’ awareness to such rhetorical differences should be underscored. For doing so, EFL
teachers may include various learning activities and exercises in their writing instruction. For
example, they may focus on drill-and-practice exercises, substitution or completion activities,
practice of grammatical forms and imitation of writing models (Leki et al., 2008; Silva, 1987). The
activities given are expected to enhance students’ linguistic accuracy rather than the quality of their
ideas and expressions (Matsuda, 2003a; Silva, 1987).

The objective of the product approach is to teach writing in a highly strict manner, the focus is
on the written product itself rather than on the process of writing. Writing itself is seen as a
manipulation and knowledge of structural forms, and writing competence is the consequence of
imitating writing models provided by teachers (Badger & White, 2000). The product approach is
teacher-centered, teachers deliver lectures on rhetorical forms, provide linguistic examples from
literature and present writing patterns for replication. Students are expected to analyze literary
examples, learn the linguistic rules and mechanics and then produce correct written language
(Santos, 1992; Susser, 1994). Writing activities are timed, submitted, graded and then returned to
students before moving on to the subsequent assignments.

Advocates of the product-based approach believe that it develops students’ writing accuracy
through enhancing linguistic knowledge. They think that the use of writing models for imitation is

important for students’ discovery and analysis, without such models students might continue in
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committing their writing errors (Badger & White, 2000; Myles, 2002). Nevertheless, during the
1970’s, educators and researchers started to express their dissatisfaction with this approach
(Vygotsky, 2000). In this respect, Silva (1987) argued that “many felt that neither of these
approaches adequately fostered thought or its expression — that controlled composition was largely
irrelevant to this goal and that the traditional rhetorical approach’s linearity and prescriptivism
discouraged original, creative thinking and writing” (p. 7). The problem with the product approach
is that it lacks communications and interactions, and does not foster creativity or expression.
Writing is beyond mere knowledge of syntactic forms and replication of textual structures; it is a

process that entails a set of complex problem-solving activities (Vygotsky, 2000).

1.3.2 Writing Process Approach

The writing process approach has attracted the attention of many writing researchers and
educators since the late of 1970’s (Badger & White, 2000; Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2007). It was
introduced by Vivan Zamel in 1976 as a reaction to the controlled composition and product-based
approaches which emphasized the written products over the process of writing, overlooking the
encouragement of thought and creative expressions (Matsuda, 2003b; Silva, 1987). This model was
later on further developed by the two cognitive researchers Flower and Hayes (1981), who believed
that learners utilize the same processes for L1 and L2 writing. Henceforth, they viewed that EFL
students could adequately foster their writing development through the use of process-based
instruction (Matsuda, 2003b; Wyse, 2009). According to Silva (1987), the wide criticism to the
product approach of writing triggered researchers and educators in both English as Second
Language (ESL) and EFL contexts to largely adopt the process-centered approach in writing

instruction.
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Faigley (1986) classified the writing process approach into two categories: Expressivist and
cognitive writing. On the one hand, expressivist writing is individualized, personal and non-
directive. Writing tasks based on the expressivist view encourage self-discovery, inner creativity
and individual voices. Examples of such tasks include personal essays, reflective essays and journal
writings that are useful in promoting the expression of thoughts and ideas (Barnard & Campbell,
2005). On the other hand, the cognitive writing model views writing as a complex, goal-based,
recursive activity that aims at communicating meaning. In this regard, Zamel (1983) articulated
that writing is a “non-linear, exploratory, and generative process whereby writers discover and
reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate meaning” (p.165).

Following Flower and Hayes’ writing process model of 1981, cognitivists underscore that
writing is based on three main components: The task environment (writing assignment, text
produced so far), the writer’s long-term memory (knowledge of topic, knowledge of audience,
stored writing plans) and a set of cognitive strategies (planning, translating, reviewing, monitoring)

(see Figure 1.3).
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Figure 1. 3 Flower and Hayes’ writing process model (Flower & Hayes, 1981)
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As shown in the figure above, Flower and Hayes’ writing process model (1981) illustrates that
writing involves three basic units. First, the task environment which is related to anything outside
the mind of writers. It involves the writing assignment that includes some elements such as the
specification of topic, the type of audience and exigency, as well as the text produced so far which
refers to the written product. Second, the long term memory which encompasses knowledge on the
topic, knowledge of audience, determination of the writing plan and discourse type (letters, essays,
argumentative, informative, descriptive writing, etc.). Third, the cognitive writing processes which
involve planning (defining goals, forming ideas and organizing a coherent structure), translating
(composing and transforming ideas into written text), reviewing (evaluating and editing the written
text) and monitoring (examining the performance and progress of writing processes). Writing is
thus explicitly viewed by cognitivists as a high-order thinking activity for constructing knowledge

through the use of appropriate cognitive processes (Hayes & Flower, 1983).




More recently, the writing process model has taken into consideration the social aspect in
writing practices. According to the social constructivist theory, social interactions and negotiations
are of vital importance for the development of writing skills (Barnard & Campbell, 2005; Pavlenko
& Lantolf, 2000). Allen (2005) stressed that writers are social learners who learn from both
pedagogical and social settings. Communications with teachers and interactions with peers are
useful for enhancing the overall writing competence. Therefore, writing activities should be
situated in social contexts. In fact, there are several activities that students can collaboratively
engage in; for instance, they may brainstorm ideas together, write together, revise each other’s
writings, exchange feedback and so on. Such activities can be conducted either face to face or via
the use of technological platforms as wikis and blogs (Barnard & Campbell, 2005; Wyse, 2009).

Since the 1980s, the writing process model that consists of five stages including prewriting,
drafting, revising, editing, and publishing stages have been widely implemented in EFL and ESL
writing instruction contexts (Atkinson, 2003). As indicated in the figure below, these five stages

are interconnected, cyclical, recursive and do not have a linear sequence (Hyland, 2003).

= = _':'Pre-wﬁﬁng l
Composing/Drafting = _
Revising - l
Editing = l
Publishing =

Figure 1. 4 Writing process stages (Tribble, 1996)
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The writing stages shown in Figure 1.4 are not necessarily followed in the same sequential
order. This means that students might go back and forth to any writing stage at any time they want.
In this regard, Tribble (1996) underscored the recursive activities of the writing process by noting
that “at any point in the preparation of a text, writers can loop backwards or forwards to whichever
of the activities involved in text composition they may find useful” (p. 39).

As observed in the figure above, the writing process starts with the prewriting stage. At this
stage, students start gathering data and ideas for writing about the given topic through the use of
brainstorming. They may use various techniques such as planning, researching, outlining, listing,
etc. (Badger & White, 2000; Graham & Harris, 2007). When they determine their writing direction,
students move to the drafting stage. At the drafting stage, students start writing their first drafts
based on the outline and structure that they have chosen during the pre-writing phase (Tompkins
etal., 2014).

Following the drafting is the revising stage. During the revising phase, writers review and
refine their drafts with the assistance of peers and teachers. Revision involves three main activities
which are proofreading the draft, sharing the draft among the writing community and then editing
it based on the received feedback (Strunk & White, 2000). According to Tompkins et al. (2014),
“revision is not just polishing; it is meeting the needs of readers by adding, substituting, deleting
and rearranging material” (p. 49). This implies that writers might do several changes to reach
perfect compositions; for instance, they may correct mechanical errors such as spelling,
punctuation, sentence structure, grammatical mistakes and so on. When the editing phase is over,
writers move to the publishing stage in which they write their final drafts, and then share them with
real audience such as teachers, peers, parents, online communities, etc. (Graham & Harris, 2007).

Proponents of the writing process approach stress that this model enhances exploration,

discovery and creativity. It gives priority to the development of thinking and ideas over the teaching
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of structural forms and grammar (Hyland, 2004; Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2007; Spack & Sadow,
1983; Zamel, 1983). In this respect, Barnard and Campbell (2005) stated that the process writing
model emphasizes “creating and extending meaning, rather than merely conveying pre-conceived
information” (p. 77). This approach does not explicitly teach writing, it considers writing as a skill
to be learnt and not taught. Teachers play the role of facilitators, with minimal interventions to
students’ learning. Their role is to aid their students “express their own meanings through an
encouraging and cooperative environment with minimal interference” (Hyland, 2003, p. 18). The
focus of the writing process is not on the final product, but rather on creating writers through the
use of cognitive and meatcognitive strategies in writing instruction (Tompkins et al., 2014).

Nevertheless, this approach has been under serious criticism especially in the context of L2
writing (Badger & White, 2000; Johns, 2003). The process writing approach considers teachers to
be “by- standers with little to say about the ways texts are conventionally structured and used”
(Hyland, 2004, p. 8). Teachers’ corrections and scaffoldings are delayed to the revising stage. This
makes L2 learners; who have little linguistic input, face several difficulties in their writings.
Additionally, this approach disregards the consideration of the text content and the target audience
in the writing instruction. Moreover, it ignores the cultural and social aspects that have huge
influence on the different types of writing (Atkinson, 2003; Johns, 2003).

Badger and White (2000) claimed that the process approach does not give much concern to the
instruction on text types, although having knowledge on such linguistic aspects is crucial for
successful writing. According to Johns (2003), the aim of the process writing model is to make L2
students authors even though they are not yet ready to be competent writers, to encourage students’
voices while disregarding instruction about registers and argumentation, and to focus on writing

purposes while diminishing the importance of the targeted audience. Due to these drawbacks,
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educators and pedagogical staff have moved to the consideration of the genre approach in the

instruction of EFL and ESL writing.

1.3.3 Genre Writing Approach

The genre approach is another significant pedagogy for the teaching of both L1 and L2 writing,
which was evolved as a reaction to the limitations of the process approach (Johns et al., 2006). The
process writing approach has come under serious scrutiny for emphasizing the problem-solving
strategies, while neglecting the linguistic, social and cultural resources that are of vital importance
for writing development (Hyland, 2003; Johns, 2003). The genre approach addresses this drawback
by basically focusing on the linguistic aspects as well as the social and cultural contexts in the
writing syllabus.

The term genre refers to a text that is written for a specific purpose in a particular social or
cultural context, and is viewed by a special discourse community (Silva, 1987). Nunan (1999)
illustrated that different writing genres “are typified by a particular structure and by grammatical
forms that reflect the communicative purpose of the genre” (p. 280). Some scholars believe that
the term genre is an alternative to text type, but many others view that the two terms have opposite
notions. According to Paltridge (2002), both genre and text type deal with language aspects, but in
different ways. He pointed out that genre refers to a specific purpose of a text. There are many
examples of genre including stories, novels, different essays, research reports, resumes, lectures,
different types of letters, e-mail messages, online discussions, legal texts and so on (Johns, 2003).

Conversely, text type refers to the language type used in writing such as definitions,
explanations, descriptions, narratives, persuasion, classifications, expositions, instructions, cause
and effect, compare and contrast, problem-solution, argumentation, etc. (Paltridge, 2002).

Knowledge on such a distinction between genre and text type is quite important for both English
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for Academic Purposes (EAP) and English for Specific Purposes (ESP) classrooms as the two terms
deal with different linguistic aspects (Johns, 2003; Paltridge, 2002).

The genre approach is a social-oriented pedagogy that focuses on raising students’ awareness
to social writing conventions of various text types (Hyland, 2004; Johns et al., 2006). It gets
students engaged in communicative acts that let them consider significant writing aspects as the
purpose, the audience and the genre structure (Leki et al., 2008). According to Badger and White
(2000), the genre and product approaches are similar in many ways. The most common issue
between them is that they both treat writing as a linguistic skill which requires explicit instruction.
However, unlike the product approach, the genre approach puts more emphasis on the social
context of writing. It provides explicit instructions on how to use language appropriately according
to different social contexts.

The genre approach regards writing as a cultural and social practice. It emphasizes the social
situations of writing and the rules of the target community (Johns et al., 2006). According to Kim
(2006), this approach highlights that “...the context of a situation should be considered and
analyzed in order to anticipate what linguistic features are required...The structural features that
genres are made up of include both standards of organization structure and linguistic features” (p.
34). Paltridge (2002) noted that knowledge on different genres is taught explicitly in the writing
class. Instructors using this approach focus on teaching multiple writing genres, linguistic and
discourse features of mixed texts and the contexts in which these texts occur. The aim of the genre
approach is to prepare students for communicative success in writing through training them on
applying efficiently a variety of social and communicative rules (Swales, 1990). The emphasis of
such a pedagogical approach, as indicated by Hyland (2003), is on the reader and the discourse

conventions that should be mastered by students to reach successfully the target audience.
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Dudley-Evans (1997) suggested that students follow three writing stages in the genre approach.
At the first stage, students are given a model of a specific genre for observation and analysis. At
the second stage, they are asked to practice some language rules related to a particular social
context. Once they become familiar with the writing genre through analyzing the introduced model
and practicing the relevant activities of language usage, students are then expected to move to the
third stage in which they produce their own written texts. Unlike the process writing approach,
teachers take authoritative roles in the genre approach, especially when scaffolding students’
writing. These central roles of teachers gradually diminish after each writing stage. Teachers’ roles
shift from controlling instructors to facilitators when students start producing their texts. According
to the sociocultural theory perspective, the vital role that teachers play in the genre pedagogies
helps students improve their writing competence and extend their ZPD (Hyland, 2003).

Like the other writing pedagogies, the genre approach did not escape criticism. Much of the
criticism given to this approach was directed to the roles that students play in the learning process.
It is claimed that the explicit instruction on a particular writing genre makes students very
dependent on their teachers. Under the genre-based pedagogy, students tend to view their teachers
as the imparting of knowledge who should provide all the educational content and writing input,
while they act as passive recipients of teachers’ knowledge (Swales, 1990).

Additionally, Badger and White (2000) argued that teachers’ provision of text models in
writing classes discourage students from expressing their own ideas, and trigger them to fall in the
trap of replication. Thus, students’ creativity in writing can be inhibited. They also pointed out that
the explicit instruction on writing genres leads students to focus on the writing form rather than the
writing strategies. For these reasons, Badger and White (2000) proposed the so-called process-

genre writing pedagogy as an alternative to the genre approach in writing instruction, which takes
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into account providing instruction on different writing genres, following the writing stages and

increasing students’ active roles in the learning process.

1.3.4 Process-Genre Writing Approach
The weaknesses of the earlier approaches including the product approach, the process approach
and the genre approach indicate that they are complementary (Badger & White, 2000). As a result
of the shortcomings of these approaches, Badger and White (2000) suggested the process genre
approach as a new writing pedagogy which synthesizes the strengths of the product, the process
and the genre approaches. The process genre approach stresses that
Writing involves knowledge about language (as in product and genre approaches),
knowledge of the context in which writing happens and especially the purpose for the
writing (as in genre approaches), and skills in using language (as in process
approaches), writing development happens by drawing out the learners’ potential (as

in process approaches) and by providing input to which the learners respond (as in
product and genre approaches). (Badger & White, 2000, p.157-58)

According to Badger and White (2000), this approach is favorable for the modern writing
classroom as it combines the key elements of the previous approaches, providing learners with
model texts (as the product approach), emphasizing writing strategies (as the process approach)
and offering genre knowledge (as the genre approach). When evaluating the earlier approaches, it
is apparent that none of them are sufficiently suitable for the writing instruction. The product
approach does not consider the writing processes, the process approach does not take into account
genre knowledge and the genre approach undervalues the strategies needed for producing texts
(Hyland, 2004). Therefore, good opportunities for enhancing writing skills can be offered through

the process genre approach (Badger & White, 2000), as the following figure illustrates.

56



A process genre model Possible input
of writing

; ion X -«
Situation <.~ - -
-w -~
- - ~ -
~
-\

-~
-
/ Purpose - — = = S = ———_—-X Teacher
-~
-

-
—

- -

—

Consideration of mode field S e o< -
tenor

——— ~
- - - - -~
- - - ~

Planning < — — — — — > - e — - — — — = Texts
Orafting - -
Publishing - -

P -
- -
- -

Text fr‘

Figure 1. 5 Process-genre writing model of Badger & White (2000)

As shown in the above figure, Badger and White (2000) identified five key components of the
process genre approach including the situation, purpose, consideration of mode/field/tenor,
planning/drafting/publishing, and text. In this approach, teachers are required to explain for
students the communicative situation and the writing purpose, and to provide them with an
adequate illustration on some social aspects such as the mode (structure), field (subject matter) and
tenor (audience) of writing. Students need to know to whom, why and how they write a particular
text. They need to follow the main writing stages such as planning, drafting and publishing for
producing their texts, and can jump between these stages as they want since the process genre
approach does not require a linear sequence of stages. This model defines three sources of learning
input: the teacher, the peers and the model text. Input provided by teachers and peers can be useful
for students to generate ideas. In addition, the provision of model texts is valuable for instructing
students on the organizational development, the grammatical and rhetorical features of the target

genre (Hyland, 2004).
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Badger and White (2000) provided an example to explain how the process genre approach
functions in writing classroom. The example given here is about students who learn to write a good
description for car dealership. Students should recognize that the intention of their writing is to sell
the car (purpose), that it appeals to a certain type of audience (tenor), that it contains some specific
information (field), and that there is a particular organization that should be followed for writing
about car descriptions (mode). With this approach, students are offered model texts to learn about
the organization, structure and language used for writing about a given genre. Then, they
experience the process of writing stages such as planning, drafting, revising and publishing instead
of producing a text right away. It is suggested that teachers and peers’ input or feedback should be
presented throughout all the writing stages to further enhance students’ writing skills (Keh, 1990).

In the process-genre approach, teachers play the role of guiders, monitors and facilitators, while
students take active roles in the learning process, and participate more effectively in the writing
tasks. Students are required to write their texts individually through the guidance of their teachers
who are “available to help, clarify, or consult with them individually during the process” (Yan,
2005, p. 22). When students finish working on their individual compositions, teachers introduce
feedback towards students’ writing. Teachers may also ask students to peer-review and evaluate
their written works (Yan, 2005). Quite clearly, this approach offers students appropriate input and
guides their composing process simultaneously. It makes students get familiar with various writing
genres, and at the same time get involved in the processes of prewriting, drafting, revising and
editing.

Through the analysis of this writing approach, it is apparent that the process genre approach is
the most appropriate to develop students’ writing skills. The present study recognizes that this
approach to writing is effective in enhancing students’ linguistic and pragmatic competencies. It

allows learners to use appropriate language, structures and strategies in their compositions.
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Therefore, this study draws on the process-genre approach in order to meet students’ academic
writing needs and develop their writing strategies.

In the current study, EFL students enrolled into academic writing class were required to focus
on composing different text types (argumentative, expository, narrative, cause and effect, compare
and contrast, etc.), and at the same time give equal importance to applying the writing process
stages. It was assumed that the use of the process genre approach would develop students’ writing
skills. Writing development would be achieved by providing students with sufficient genre
knowledge, and by bringing out their potential through planning, collecting information, drafting
and revising activities.

Most significantly, it should be noted that technological tools such as blogs and wikis were
utilized to support all the stages of the process genre writing. The researcher’s role was to provide
adequate linguistic input, explicit instruction on how language functions in the social context, and
training on the application of writing stages. Students were required to work both individually and
collaboratively in writing class, and to conduct properly the five writing stages either via the face-
to-face method or through the integrated technological platforms.

As previously described, a variety of digital technologies can be adopted for enhancing the
learning of EFL skills including academic writing skills. In the following section, types of digital
tools used to support EFL writing skills are introduced and discussed with respect to their

effectiveness in fostering English writing performance.

1.4 Use of Web 2.0 Tools in EFL Process-genre Writing
Writing is considered as the most complex skill to be mastered by EFL learners. This is due to
the fact that EFL learners have to master a set of sub-skills required for writing such as grammar,

vocabulary, spelling, punctuation and reading (Jones & Fortescue, 1987; Melouk & Merbouh,
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2014). In this context, the advancement of digital technologies is claimed to contribute extensively
to the improvement of the sub-writing skills mentioned above, and to the development of the
overall writing competence (Cunningham, 2000; Godwin-Jones, 2003). Today, Web 2.0 tools such
as blogs and wikis have become key instructional resources of writing, as they provide students
with online environments that encourage engagement, collaborative learning, and exchange of
ideas (Goldberg et al., 2003). This section looks at the motivations behind the use of Web 2.0
technologies in EFL writing instruction, and discusses the effects that these innovative platforms

may have on a set of writing skills.

1.4.1 Wikis

Wikis are collaborative websites that many visitors can work on or edit, they are developed to
facilitate collaboration and promote contributions. A widely acknowledged example of wikis is
Wikipedia which has become one of the best known websites in the world (Richardson, 2010). The
term “wiki” is taken from the Hawaiin word “wikiwiki”, which means quick, a referral to the
accessibility and quickness of wiki sites (Parker & Chao, 2007). It was originally conceptualized
by Ward Cunningham (1995), who created the first wiki as a cooperative website that could be
constantly updated (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001). Today, wiki is considered as a “freely expandable
collection of interlinked Web pages, a hypertext system for storing and modifying information — a
database, where each page is easily edited by any user with a forms-capable Web browser client”
(Leuf & Cunningham, 2001, p.14).

To put it differently, wikis are dynamic websites that can be constantly edited by authors, they
are designed in a way that enable all users of a particular community to upload, create, edit and
share content (Knobel & Lankshear, 2006). They allow “multiple participants to enter, submit,

manage, and update web pages” (Lamb & Johnson, 2007, p. 57), and enable users to track down
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history changes. Wikis are popular because they are easily accessible. Users can effortlessly create
content, edit posts and comment on collaborative projects, all what they need is a computer with
internet connection. Such ease of use enables contributors to quickly expand any wiki page (Parker
& Chao, 2007).

There are various designs of wikis, but their format is basically simple. Generally, all wiki sites
contain an ‘Edit Page’ where authors can write and edit their content, they may also upload textual,
visual or auditory files on this page. In addition, some wikis include a ‘Discussion’ tab, which
enables users to negotiate and comment on the posted works (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001). Most
importantly, wikis provide a function for tracking down earlier modifications, teachers can use it
to check the history and contribution process of each student to a collaborative task. Unlike blogs
that have a chronological order, wikis are organized according to topics or content (Lamb, 2004;
Leuf & Cunningham, 2001).

Parker and Chao (2007) regarded wiki as a communication tool that facilitates web-based
writing. It engages students in a variety of collaborative writing opportunities, increases their
potential for problem-solving and project-based learning, and puts more emphasis on the process-
based writing rather than the product-based writing. Markedly, wiki supports process writing
instruction because of the fact that its openness gives students the opportunity to receive scaffolding
and feedback at any writing stage (Chao & Huang, 2007). Moreover, Godwin-Jones (2003) stated
that wikis promote student-centered learning, as students are the ones who control what they write
and publish on the wiki pages. In this regard, Richardson (2010) advised that the less controlling
the teacher is in the wiki-based writing, the more beneficial the wiki learning environment can be
for the development of writing skills.

Because they involve students in negotiating collaborative writing projects, wikis are claimed

to develop students’ problem solving abilities and writing skills. While taking part in the feedback
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and revision process, students can identify their writing weaknesses and strengths, and can use this
knowledge for enhancing their overall writing performance (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Kessler, 2009).
Another advantage of wikis is that they make the learning of writing become an enjoyable process
rather than a set of fixed drafts. Through wikis, students may use pictures, graphics and videos to
ameliorate their writing. This is obviously appealing to the digital generation, who need attractive
instructional tools in their learning (Warschauer & Grimes, 2007). Again, as already mentioned,
most of the wikis provide a history tracking function for viewing the contributing students and
checking the writing changes that have been made. This option helps teachers to analyze students’
needs and support those who need assistance (Kessler, 2009; Lamb, 2004).

Writing on wiki pages is regarded as a social practice. It helps learners to produce multiple
pieces of writing, and assists teachers to assess easily the posted written works as they have plenty
of time to check their students’ works out of classroom settings (Richardson, 2010). Notably, wikis
promote autonomy and cooperation. Learners can collaboratively work on a project without the
need of teacher’s presence, and can easily interact with each other. Their interactions may revolve
around giving a new idea, discussing a concept, providing comments on a post, etc. (Kessler, 2009).
They can collaboratively edit the written products published on wikis, and may make the necessary
modifications on the written draft itself without the need to send back and forth the required
revisions for each other (Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2012).

Richardson (2010) reported that the use of wiki facilitates collaborative writing. It offers
students opportunities to work cooperatively, create content, share knowledge and function
efficiently in a society that appreciates team efforts. While working collaboratively, students learn
from each other and benefit from the provided peer assessment. Additionally, Warschauer and

Grimes (2007) concluded that wiki-based writing assignments are more motivating than the
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conventional ones. In the wiki learning environment, students are reported to write collaboratively
with interest, enthusiasm and high attention to complete classroom assignments.

In fact, engagement in wiki-based writing is assumed to provide support for students’ ZPD
(Warschauer, 2005). The constructivism theory of learning emphasizes collaborative learning
environments and social interactions. It is believed that students can construct meaningful
knowledge and extend their ZPD through collaborative writing projects such as working in a team
to produce essays, articles, reports, etc., and through involvement in social interactions with
teachers, professionals and peers (Jones & Brader—Araje, 2002). Often with the use of wiki
platforms in EFL writing instruction, these constructivists’ learning principles can be efficiently
applied.

There are many studies that have highlighted the salient benefits of using wikis in EFL writing
contexts (e.g., Chao & Huang, 2007; Franco, 2008; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Lundin, 2008;
McPherson, 2006; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Turgut, 2009; Wichadee, 2010). For instance,
according to McPherson’s study (2006), wiki application provides learners with authentic readers.
Recognizing that they have an audience which views and evaluates their writing, students will work
with more enthusiasm and motivation on wiki platforms. McPherson (2006) pointed out that wiki
platform enables students to “participate in the collaborative and recursive process of adding,
deleting, changing, and shaping the group’s wiki writing” (p. 70), and allows them to use different
multi-modal functions such as inserting photos, graphics and videos in their written texts. These
features help students to express themselves better in writing and increase their interest in learning
(Warschauer & Grimes, 2007).

The results of Chao and Huang’s study (2007); which investigated the effects of wiki on EFL
writing development, showed clear support for the use of wiki as a medium of scaffolding for

enhancing writing expressions, correcting grammatical mistakes and revising linguistic forms.
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Similar findings were reported by Kovacic, Bubas and Zlatovic (2007) who examined the
application of wiki platform in ESP courses. These researchers designed various wiki-based writing
tasks for EFL learners in Croatia. For instance, students were asked to collaboratively write letters,
essays and articles. The results indicated that students found wikis highly interesting and useful.
The wiki writing environment enriched their vocabulary, improved their writing skills and helped
them to learn efficiently from each other.

Additionally, Franco (2008) conducted a study that aimed at enhancing autonomous learning
and empowering student-centered writing in EFL contexts through the use of wiki application.
Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used for collecting and analyzing data. The results
of this study suggested that wikis have many advantages for EFL students’ writing progress. EFL
students reported to feel highly motivated and enthusiastic for being involved in such a
collaborative community. Working collaboratively was quite supportive for developing their
writing skills and promoting their independent learning.

In light of the reported study findings of Lundin (2008), who analyzed wiki use in first year
composition classes, it is conceivable that wikis are effective in improving four key areas including
digital composition, collaborative writing, critical analysis and online authority. Moreover,
according to a study by Xiao and Lucking (2008); who investigated the impact of wiki-based
assessment on university learners’ academic writing skills, wiki has great potential in facilitating
peer assessment and promoting writing performance.

It is notable that EFL students can make significant profits from wiki-based writing
environments for the enhancement of writing creativity and critical interactions (Kessler &
Bikowski, 2010). Turgut (2009) stated that the use of wiki helps students to generate new ways of
writing, and increases as well their degree of motivation and self-confidence. Congruent with this,

Kessler (2009) reported that learners tend to enjoy collaborative writing and autonomous learning
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in wiki environments. He noted that most of the learners respond positively to peer feedback;
however, they do not give much importance to the correction of mistakes that do not impede
meaning. This indicates that learners do not always strive for total accuracy. In this context, Kessler
(2009) advocated that it is essential to design various writing tasks on wiki pages for learners, who
“may benefit simultaneously from autonomous contexts in which they do not feel compelled to
strive for accuracy as well as contexts that provide explicit demands for accuracy” (p. 92).

A similar pattern of results was obtained by Miyazoe and Anderson (2010) in a study conducted
about the impact of wikis, blogs and forums on the development of EFL writing competence. The
findings of their study revealed that EFL students were satisfied with the blended course design,
and wiki was the most favorite writing tool among learners because “any learner can take advantage
of a wiki, regardless of his or her proficiency in terms of acquisition of the target language”
(Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010, p. 194). In another study by Wichadee (2010), who compared 35
EFL students’ writing performance before and after the use of wiki, it was reported that students’
mean score of the post writing performance test had been higher than that of the pre-test. This
implies that wiki contributes positively to the enhancement of students’ writing skills. The
promising finings of Wichadee (2010)’s study showed that wikis positively influence students’
feedback, writing mechanics, organization, style and accuracy.

Additionally, Lin and Yang (2011) explored EFL students’ perceptions of wiki use in writing
instruction, and found that students have favorable attitudes towards the integration of this tool in
writing class, though they may face some technical and psychological difficulties in its usage. In
line with this, Chao and Lo (2011) concluded that EFL learners have positive attitudes towards
wiki-based collaborative writing, due to the fact that wiki arouses their interest and enthusiasm in
the learning process. Generally speaking, Kuteeva (2011) realized that the use of wiki leads to the

following outcomes: It enhances academic writing performance, strengthens the author-reader
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relationship, and raises students’ caution to some writing issues such as consistency, formal
coherence and grammatical correctness.

According to Alshumaimeri (2011), wiki is considered as an efficient writing tool that holds
significant benefits for academic writing skills. He reached this conclusion after conducting an
experiment on the usefulness of wiki-based writing with 42 EFL students from Saudi Arabia. In
this research, Alshumaimeri (2011) compared the writing development of a control group that had
a conventional writing instruction with that of an experimental group that received a wiki-writing
programme. Notably, the results of the six-week experiment revealed that the experimental group
produced better writing performance in terms of organization, cohesion and accuracy as compared
to the control group.

A recent study by Arnold et al. (2012) highlighted that wikis have an immense potential for
the development of EFL writing. The researchers studied the effects of wiki use on the writing
development of 53 EFL learners from three different universities. Participants were required to use
wiki tool to write their reviews on a novel they have read in the class, then learners’ revisions and
written products were evaluated to see if there was any progress in their writing. The study findings
revealed that wiki has a huge potential for autonomous learning, collaborative work and writing
improvement. However, teachers’ guidance and support should be maintained throughout all the
stages of writing on a wiki platform.

In sum, it appears that a large number of researchers have praised the potential of wikis for
enriching EFL writing instruction, they considered wiki as a “powerful digital tool for knowledge
development because it facilitates formal, topic-centric, depersonalized interaction” (Warschauer
& Grimes 2007, p.12). Chiefly, the research literature pertaining to wiki use in EFL writing class
strongly suggests that writing on a wiki facilitates communication and interaction (Chao & Huang,

2007; Parker & Chao, 2007), creates close relationship between the authors and readers (Kuteeva,
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2011; Richardson, 2010), enhances students’ authority and autonomy of learning (Arnold et al.,
2012; Kessler, 2009), fosters critical thinking and collaboration among learners (Augar, Raitman,
& Zhou, 2004; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Parker & Chao, 2007), exposes learners to a variety of web
content (Knobel & Lankshear, 2006; Lundin, 2008), promotes students’ awareness of audience
(Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; McPherson, 2006), increases students’ enthusiasm and motivation
(Franco, 2008; Turgut, 2009; Warschauer & Grimes, 2007), and develops overall writing
competence (Kovacic et al., 2007; Kuteeva, 2011; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Wichadee, 2010;

Xiao & Lucking, 2008).

1.4.2 Blogs

A blog is defined as a Web 2.0 publication system that allows users to write and publish their
own individual journals, it consists of a set of posts that are arranged in a reverse chronological
order, with the most recent post at the top (Crook et al., 2008). This web platform provides users
with the opportunity to express themselves and expand their knowledge collaboratively (Thorne &
Payne, 2005). In this respect, Huffaker (2005, p. 94) asserted that the use of blogs offers individuals
“a personal space to read and write alongside a communal one, where ideas are shared, questions
are asked and answered, and social cohesion is developed”. Thus, blogs are regularly-updated
online journals which enable users to express personal experiences, thoughts and ideas (Davies &
Merchant, 2007).

Blogs have an asynchronous nature that makes it possible for users to create, post and share
written works without time and space constraints (Crook et al., 2008). Typically, users can post not
only written texts, but also photos, videos and audio files. In addition, anyone may read and respond
to the published works since blogs could have an open access (Davies & Merchant, 2007). In fact,

the application of blogs is increasingly growing in educational fields because they have useful
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features that promote learning. First, they are easy to use. For instance, users may post their writing
or leave a comment with a simple click on the submission button, and they can find the posted
works easily as all archival blogs are organized in a chronological order with the dates stamped
(Richardson, 2010). Second, they facilitate interaction and communication (Goodwin-Jones,
2003). Third, they have many benefits to literacy development (Huffaker, 2005; Wu &Wu, 2011).

Campbell (2003) pointed out that there are three types of blog use in language learning
classrooms. First, the tutor blog, which is managed by the teacher for sending useful entries to
students such as learning resources, course lectures and activities. In this kind of blog, only students
enrolled in the class can comment on the teacher’s posts. Second, the learner blog, which is used
by an individual student or by a collaborative team of students as a journal for writing practice and
personal reflections. Third, the class blog, where both teachers and students share the use of blog
platform for collaborative writing, interaction and discussion. Campbell (2003) stated that these
three types of blogs have different pedagogical purposes, thereby teachers should select the blog
type that is best suited to students’ needs and learning objectives.

Blog is a valuable instructional tool in EFL teaching and learning contexts. The use of blog in
EFL classrooms is highly supported by the constructivist learning approach as it encourages
student-centered learning, active learning and collaboration (Campbell, 2004; Chao & Huang,
2007; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Ozdemir & Aydm, 2015). According to Warschauer (2005), the
potential of effective learning through blogs has a strong connection with the constructivist theory,
which underscores cognitive development, social interactions, authenticity and knowledge
construction. Quite clearly, these principles are underpinned in blog-based learning which provides
rich affordances to enhance cognitive and collaborative learning as well as practice of English use

in a viable virtual environment (Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010).

68



Several research studies have demonstrated the usefulness of blogs for the improvement of
communication, cooperation, critical thinking and language skills (Ducate & Lomicka, 2005;
Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015; Richardson, 2010; Sun & Chang, 2012, Zhang, 2009). As revealed in
Sun’s findings (2010), blog is an enjoyable tool in English language learning that promotes
students’ motivation, learning strategies, autonomy and authorship. Most importantly, blogs
expose students to authentic and contextualized uses of language, and can serve as a means for
reflection on their writing performance (Murray, Hourigan, & Jeanneau, 2007).

Godwin-Jones (2006) emphasized that blogs contribute immensely to writing development as
they “encourage feedback and represent both a reading and a writing activity. In the best of cases,
this kind of online writing stimulates debate, fosters critical analysis, and encourages articulation
of ideas and opinions” (p. 10). In writing instruction, blog can be used as an online environment
where students think, reflect and produce language for an authentic audience (Pinkman, 2005).
Because of their flexible and asynchronous nature, blogs assist students to overcome their writing
difficulties. They reduce students’ stress and create a comfortable atmosphere for them to share
knowledge, exchange personal ideas and maintain a social presence (Ducate & Lamicka, 2008;
Richardson, 2010).

Blogs have been increasingly used in educational settings worldwide and a lot of support has
been offered for its usage in EFL writing instruction (Campbell, 2004; Ducate & Lomicka, 2005;
Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Sun, 2010; Ward, 2004). Zhang (2009) underscored that “blogs have
formidable potentials as a useful tool for the teaching of EFL writing classes” (p.67). They are
considered as an ideal resource for the learning of writing, because they facilitate self-expression,
reflection, collaborative learning and knowledge exchange (Boas, 2011). Lowe and Williams
(2004) argued that blogs support the writing process and provide students with an online

community where they can interact, discuss ideas and offer feedback to each other, and by
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“extending the discourse to a large community outside of the classroom, [the] student bloggers
regularly confront ‘real’ rhetorical situations in a very social, supportive way” (Lowe & Williams,
2004, p. 2). For this reason, Boas (2011) highlighted the importance of blogging integration in
instructional writing tasks such as projects, assignments, diaries, reflections and research papers.

Due to representing both reading and writing activities, blog is seen as a perfect medium for
literacy development that can improve both EFL reading and writing skills (Ducate & Lomicka,
2005). Some researchers have posited that blog gives a purpose to writing, it makes students more
cautious and thoughtful about their writing because they know they write for a real audience that
will view and evaluate their written drafts (Barrios, 2003; Chao & Huang, 2007; Huffaker, 2005;
Johnson, 2004). Blogging audience, in effect, can provide students with meaningful feedback,
increase their sense of authorship and motivate them to produce a higher quality of English writing
(Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015). As Barrios (2003) and Goodwin Jones (2006) put it, the major benefits
of blogging; which lie in strengthening the reader-author relationship, supporting student-centered
learning, building grammar, improving writing techniques, facilitating interaction and
collaboration, make it an environment conductive to the development of writing skills.

According to Johnson (2004), blogs afford students with the opportunity to view and check the
written texts in and outside of classroom settings. Additionally, students can have access to many
learning aids such as online dictionaries, grammar tutorial websites and writing resources when
they are connected to blog platforms (Bloch, 2007). More interestingly, blogs help students express
their academic identities and develop their assessment skills (Murray et al., 2007). In this regard,
Sun and Chang (2012) confirmed that “blogs allow students to scaffold each other in navigating
their writing tasks and processing academic writing knowledge, as well as negotiating and
understanding their identities as academic writers” (p. 57). Blogs are likely to develop students’

academic writing skills through engaging them in the process of shaping, negotiating and creating
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their writer identities. Furthermore, they help in improving the quality of students’ feedback, and
eventually affect the revision of the published drafts (Zhang, 2009).

A growing number of empirical studies have supported the integration of blogs in EFL writing
contexts, it was reported in research literature that blogs have positive effects on EFL writing
learning with respect to writing development, authenticity, learning style, attitudes towards writing,
collaboration and interaction (e.g., Campbell, 2004; Chao & Huang, 2007; Ducate & Lomicka,
2008; Horvath, 2009; Murray et al., 2007; Ozdemir & Aydn, 2015; Pinkman, 2005; Sun, 2010;
Sun & Chang, 2012; Ward, 2004, Zhang, 2009). For instance, Ozdemir and Aydin (2015)
emphasized that blogs provide an innovative, reliable and authentic tool in EFL writing instruction.
Bloch (2007) revealed that blogging assists students to enhance rhetorical writing strategies, it
promotes academic writing as well as critical literacy and makes students “contributors and not just
consumers of information on the World Wide Web” (Bloch , 2007, p. 138). Likewise, Sun (2010)
asserted that the use of blogs enhances EFL writing performance, stimulates autonomous writing,
and results in students’ favorable attitudes towards writing instruction.

In a study by Campbell (2004); who analyzed EFL students’ attitudes towards blogs using
quantitative and qualitative data that were collected from surveys and interviews, it was revealed
that students enjoyed learning with blogs, their motivation and confidence increased because this
virtual platform offered them a collaborative learning space where they could autonomously
practice and reflect on their written language. Ward (2004) explored the potential use of blogs in
EFL writing instruction with first year EFL students from the United Arab Emirates, and found out
that blog is an efficient technology that includes outstanding features for promoting reading and
writing skills. He contended that this tool provides students with a genuine context for reading

authentic texts and writing a wide variety of genre types.
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Additionally, Pinkman (2005) investigated the effects of blog writing project on the
improvement of the writing skills of 10 Japanese students. In her study, students were required to
create written products each week and provide feedback to two or three classmates’ writings. At
the end of the project, data that were collected from students’ questionnaires and interviews
revealed that students responded positively to the use of blog in EFL writing instruction as it could
promote their writing performance and arouse their interest in the learning process. Similar findings
were indicated in Fellner and Apple (2006)’s study which showed that blogs lead to significant
improvements in EFL writing fluency and lexical complexity.

Research literature demonstrates that blogs facilitate the development of different writing
genres such as narrative, argumentative, expository and persuasive writing (Godwin-Jones, 2006;
Lee, 2010; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008). Godwin-Jones (2006) revealed that blogging leads to the
development of argumentative and persuasive writing, facilitates feedback, encourages the
exchange of ideas and supports collaborative learning. Similarly, Thorne and Reinhardt (2008)
found that blogs are effective in improving students’ narrative and expository writing performance.
In accordance with these findings, Lee (2010)’s study indicated that blog is an efficient tool for
fostering students’ writing accuracy and fluency, language competence, feedback as well as
motivation.

In a study conducted by Ducate and Lomicka (2008) about the outcomes of blog use as a long
year project on EFL students’ writing performance, they found that blogs positively affect writing
creativity and expression, enhance ownership, create a comfortable learning environment and
increase students’ awareness of the target culture. Like Ducate and Lomicka (2008), Gallagher
(2010) also concluded that blog use leads to enhancement in students’ academic writing and

motivation, and Boas (2011) reported that the unique features of blogs facilitate students’
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engagement in the five process writing stages, including pre-writing, drafting, reviewing, revising
and publishing.

Moreover, another study by Horvath (2009); which investigated the potential of blog for
developing writing skills of Hungarian EFL students (N = 17), indicated that blog is a useful Web
2.0 tool that strengthens students’ relationship with the writing community and contributes to the
development of their learning autonomy. In this study, students expressed that they became more
aware of each other’s interests, ideas, language skills and backgrounds. Furthermore, they believed
that peer comments helped them to develop their writing weaknesses and enhance their overall
language competence. In this respect, Zhang (2009) pointed out that blog is a suitable platform for
practicing EFL writing, expressing experiences and developing fluency. Nevertheless, it may not
involve sufficient feedback and scaffolding. Therefore, it is advised to immensely encourage peer
and teacher’s feedback on blog learning environment to extensively enhance students’ writing
skills.

Similar promising results on the efficiency of blogs in EFL writing instruction were reported
in Miyazoe and Anderson (2010)’s study, which investigated the use of forums, blogs and wikis in
a blended-learning course of writing with 61 EFL learners at a Japanese university. This study
aimed to explore the impact of the above three tools on EFL writing skills and the attitudes of
students towards their usage. The research findings suggested that the three Web 2.0 tools affect
positively EFL writing skills. Students stated that they were more content with the use of wikis,
followed by blogs then forums. Regarding the outcomes of blog use, the research findings
“indicated that students’ vocabulary became much richer over the course of two semesters in the
blogs” (p. 191).

While most of the research literature has highlighted the influential role of blogs in EFL writing

development, few studies as that of Wu (2005) and Chiao (2006) have pointed to the drawbacks of
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blog integration in writing class. The shortcomings reported in these studies are mostly related to
technical aspects such as difficulties in utilizing blogs and potential risks of security. For instance,
Wu (2005) used blogs in a freshman English writing class, and the results of blog surveys revealed
that some students expressed negative attitudes towards blogs, lack of confidence and
unwillingness to engage in blog assignments. Wu (2005) suggested that these negative results could
be attributed to the newness of weblogs at that time. Similar findings were noted by Chiao (2006)
who reported that a number of students held negative opinions on blog-based writing. Analysis of
students’ interviews and questionnaires showed that students’ negative attitudes were related to the
lack of privacy defense and feelings of insecurity (Chiao, 2006). To overcome these types of
problems and avoid the negative outcomes of using blog as a writing tool in EFL writing
instruction, Campbell (2004) suggested that students should be familiarized and trained on the use
of blogs before asking them to engage in blog writing; in addition, their security and privacy should
be constantly protected.

In short, despite differences in the applied methodologies, the majority of studies on blog use
in EFL writing instruction have suggested that this environment has an immense potential for
enhancing students’ writing performance, attitudes, motivation, feedback, autonomy, critical
thinking, authenticity, interaction and collaboration (Campbell, 2004; Chao & Huang, 2007;
Ducate & Lomicka, 2008; Horvath, 2009; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015;
Pinkman, 2005; Sun & Chang, 2012; Ward, 2004). Not surprisingly, educators are beginning to
utilize it as a pedagogical tool for teaching EFL writing. Nevertheless, it should be noted that by
no means is writing development always related to blogging. As Warschauer and Kern (2000) put
it, blog is merely a tool that does not necessarily lead to the improvement of writing. In order to

ensure its optimum efficacy, teachers should plan carefully for its integration; for instance, by
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providing training on blog use and by offering sufficient feedback to help students value its

application, thereby increasing their motivation in the blog-based writing instruction.

1.4.3 Other Technological Tools

In addition to blog and wiki platforms, there are some other technological tools which have
great potential in enhancing EFL writing instruction such as Interactive Whiteboard, Presentation
software (e.g., PowerPoint), Moodle, and Email. These tools can be used for a variety of
instructional objectives as productivity, knowledge creation, course management, presentation of
information and interaction.

One of the most productivity tools that can be used by EFL teachers for creating, demonstrating
and interacting information is Interactive Whiteboard (IWB). IWB; also called smart board, is a
white electronic board that might be used as a presentation tool or as a normal writing board. It can
be used either as a touchscreen computer to freely conduct tasks, or can be connected to computers
and tablets through a projector (Thomas & Schmid, 2010). If the whiteboard is connected to a
computer, the computer screen and its applications will be displayed on the whiteboard. All the
computer applications can be monitored by an electronic pen or simply through touching the board
by finger. Everything written on the whiteboard can be saved to the computer and printed later
(Schmid, 2008).

The use of IWB is potentially valuable for the learning and teaching process as it provides
several effective functions such as: handwriting recognition, monitoring online content,
highlighting and coloring written texts, moving and hiding objects on the board, capturing and
saving notes, etc. (Glover et al., 2005; Thomas & Schmid, 2010). Betcher and Lee (2009) pointed

out to the potential of IWB in supporting meaningful instruction and enabling instructors to use
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various teaching styles. Learners with different needs and styles can considerably benefit from the
integration of this educational tool.

According to Schmid (2008), the use of IWB allows teachers to offer better explanations and
illustrations; moreover, it enhances students’ motivation and learning achievement. Compared to
the traditional-based instruction, the use of IWB in classrooms makes learning more attractive and
efficient. The main advantage of IWB integration in classrooms lies in the fact that it saves
teachers’ time spent on lecture delivery and illustrations. Additionally, it increases students’
attention, motivation, self-esteem and social interaction. Providing such a comfortable social
environment; where students can interact, exchange knowledge and learn from each other’s
mistakes, is of vital importance for students’ learning development (Glover et al., 2005).

Another educational tool that can be used by teachers in EFL writing instruction is presentation
software such as PowerPoint. As a way of definition, PowerPoint is a software package designed
by Microsoft office for creating presentations with a set of slides. Users usually use a projector to
display academic presentations instead of showing them on computers or tablets (Axtell, Maddux,
& Aberasturi, 2008). Recently, PowerPoint is widely used in higher education classrooms as it is
available and cost effective (Newby et al., 2006).

The main key contribution that has been combined with the use of PowerPoint presentations
in educational classrooms is the development of interaction between teachers and students
(Apperson, Laws, & Scepansky, 2008; Axtell et al., 2008). Another advantage of PowerPoint is
the ability to integrate in academic presentations multimedia resources such as video and audio
files, images, links to websites, diagrams, etc. This indicates that knowledge content can be
presented in diverse ways; therefore, appealing to students’ various learning styles, such as visual,

aural, and kinesthetic (Mayer & Anderson, 1992; Newby et al., 2006).
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The use of PowerPoint presentations helps in providing better explanations of ideas and
concepts, organizing the teaching content, facilitating note-taking and saving time. Additionally, it
develops learners’ attention and motivation (Axtell et al., 2008; Mayer & Anderson, 1992).
According to Oomenn (2012), the use of PowerPoint presentation enhances EFL instruction,
engages students in authentic learning experience, helps them to practice the four language skills,
organizes their thoughts and attracts their attention through the activation of their visual and
auditory senses.

Moreover, the use of Moodle is claimed to provide additional support to EFL writing
instruction. Moodle, an acronym that stands for Modular Object Orientated Development Learning
Environment, is an open source e-learning platform that is used for creating a course website (Cole
& Foster, 2010). This platform allows for the provision of online courses and lecture materials,
exchange of information and engagement in interactions through synchronous or asynchronous
chats (Robb, 2004). It can be also used for creating tests, quizzes and surveys, organizing writing
assignments and managing classroom activities. All students enrolled in Moodle can easily have
an access to it from any device with an Internet connection (Suvorov, 2010).

One of the merits of using Moodle in EFL writing instruction is that it makes it possible for
teachers to take advantage of several effective features in their pedagogy such as the use of word
processing in writing, use of discussion forums for interactions, administration of assessment
processes, tracking of students’ attendance, recording of exam grades and monitoring of classroom
participation (Cole & Foster, 2010; Suvorov, 2010). Furthermore, the use of Moodle facilitates the
uploading and exchange of students’ written works as well as the collection of peer reviews and
comments (Suvorov, 2010).

Additionally, Email is another powerful tool that might be utilized in EFL writing class. Email

is considered as an asynchronous means of communication because textual messages are not
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written at the same time frame in which they are received (Shang, 2007). Many studies have
indicated that Email becomes a valuable tool in EFL writing classes for facilitating interaction
between teachers and learners (e.g., Bloch, 2002; Shang, 2007; Warschauer, 1996). As a matter of
fact, it provides multiple opportunities for interactions and communications that may not be
possible in traditional classrooms. EFL learners can practice inexpensively written communication
with native speakers, despite time and space limitations (Warschauer, 1996).

According to Shang (2007), Email offers EFL learners a variety of opportunities for
exchanging ideas and negotiating meaning with an authentic audience using different linguistic
discourses. In line with this conception, Bloch (2002) suggested that Email is a potential tool for
developing rhetorical strategies and creating social relationships that might be difficult to build in
face-to-face contexts. Moreover, Warschauer (1996) argued that Email provides an alternative
means to face-to-face communication, helping learners to avoid the pressure of immediate and
direct communications. It also helps learners to develop writing fluency and personal expression if
they write for real purposes and authentic audiences.

To sum up, the Web 2.0 technologies that have been discussed in this section including wiki
and blog are valuable tools for improving EFL writing fluency and accuracy. Their effectiveness
depends largely on the way they are used and on the appropriateness of the conditions in which
they are implemented. EFL teachers can be confined to the use of these tools in their writing
instruction, or can supplement them with other electronic resources such as Interactive
Whiteboards, Moodle, Emails, etc. Evidently, the adoption of technology in educational contexts
is strongly supported by major learning theories. In the following section, the crucial learning

theories that underpin the use of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction are discussed.
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1.5 Theoretical Framework

This section examines the main educational theories that are important for understanding the
learning of EFL writing when interacting with digital technologies. It provides an overview of three
major learning theories including the cognitive theory of multimedia learning, the constructivist
theory and the connectivist theory, and discusses as well the fundamental implications these

theories arise for technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction.

1.5.1 Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning

Cognitivism is a learning theory that examines how the brain functions. It focuses on studying
what happens inside the learners’ brain and how the human cognitive system processes information
(Kern, 2000). This theory grew out as a response to the inadequacies of behaviorism theory. While
there are huge differences between behaviorism and cognitivism theories, there seems to be a
connection between the constructivist and cognitivist principles of learning in the sense that the
two theories are concerned with the construction of knowledge and both of them highlight the role
of prior knowledge in human learning (Deubel, 2003).

The emergence of cognitivism theory; along with constructivism and connectivism theories,
have coincided with a shift in educational environments where the focus was changed from teacher-
centered approaches to student-centered approaches, which put great emphasis on cognitive
processes, active learning and social interactions in learning (Kern, 2000). Unlike the constructivist
theory which underscores social collaboration, individual experiences and authenticity in the
learning process, the cognitivist theory considers learning as a change in the human internal
knowledge that takes place due to a set of cognitive processes in the learners’ mind (Ormrod, 2004).

Embracing the learning principles of cognitivism theory, Mayer (1997) proposed the cognitive
theory of multimedia learning which holds the assumption that meaningful learning is based on
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auditory and visual channels, and on the active process of selecting, organizing and evaluating
information according to prior knowledge. Mayer (1997) posited that cognitivism is associated
with schema; anything that is learnt and constructed based on a set of informational components.
Accordingly, Moreno and Mayer (2000) suggested that the cognitive system of learning consists
of three elements: sensory memory, working memory and long-term memory. They explained that
information is detected by the sensory channels (visual/pictorial and auditory/verbal). After this, it
is transformed to the working memory where it is filtered, organized and analyzed based on prior

experience. Then, it is stored in the long-term memory as a logical mental construct (Figure 1.6).
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Figure 1. 6 Cognitive theory of multimedia learning (Moreno & Mayer, 2000)

As illustrated in the above figure, information is processed in two separate sensory channels.
Each channel is responsible for processing a different type of information that can be either visual
(e.g., pictures and animations) or auditory (e.g., sound and narration). The working memory
functions as a temporary storage for information detected by sensory channels. It selects, organizes,
evaluates and integrates the received information to prior knowledge. The information is then
moved to the long-term memory for storage (Baddeley, 1986).

The rationale for the cognitive theory of multimedia learning is that human beings can learn

from multiple resources (Mayer, 1997; Mayer & Anderson, 1992). Cognitivists view that there are
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different sources of information including the ones obtained from internet and technological
materials (Deubel, 2003; Mayer, 2005). Individuals may learn deeply from audio-based resources
as well as from visual-based ones. Within this cognitive model, it can be induced that a variety of
digital technologies such as wikis, blogs, search engines, online dictionaries, discussion forums,
web collections and others have a critical impact on the development of EFL writing skills (Kern,
2000). A variety of skills that are essential for promoting writing competence such as problem
solving, critical thinking, reflection and feedback could be further enhanced through the use of

multimedia resources (Jonassen et al., 2003).

1.5.2 Constructivism

Constructivism is a philosophy of learning that has been associated with the work of the three
notable theorists: Jean Piaget (1972), Jerome Bruner (1990), and Lev Vygotsky (1978) (Jones &
Brader—Araje, 2002). All forms of constructivism share the assumption that individuals construct
their own understanding and knowledge of the world around them through reflection, experience
and interaction (Wilson, 1996). The learning principles of constructivist theory place emphasis on
active learning, authentic contexts, personal experience, interaction and discussion (Rovai, 2004).
In sharp contrast to behaviorism which focuses on memorization and passive reception of
information, constructivism places emphasis on critical analysis, problem solving, decision
making, active processing of information and meaningful construction of knowledge (Cooper,
1993).

Constructivism comes into two paradigms: cognitive and social. Cognitive constructivism
holds the belief that individuals construct their own understandings through a set of mental
processes and by relating new knowledge to prior experience (Cooper, 1993). They form their own

interpretation of the world based on their personal experiences and developmental maturation.
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Therefore, learning is conceived as a creative process that takes place when individuals build their
meaning via a series of cognitive stages (Jonassen, 1994). This clearly denotes that it is essential
to consider individuals’ cognitive abilities, interests and needs in pedagogical learning contexts
(Newby et al., 2006).

By contrast, social constructivism; which is influenced by the work of Vygotsky (1978), is
largely based on the premise that knowledge is constructed by individuals through interactions
within social contexts (Wilson, 1996). Social constructivists believe that learning is no only a
cognitive process but also a social one Therefore, knowledge is a product that is constructed
socially via interactions and sustained dialogue with others such as teachers, friends and family
members (Jonassen, 1994). This perspective suggests that effective learning can take place outside
of classroom settings. Hence, context and culture should not be ignored in individuals’ learning
process as they have a valuable role to play in knowledge construction (Allen, 2005; Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006).

Pedagogically, FL educational programs aligned with the constructivist learning theory should
encourage active learning, hence the instructional content is assumed to be relevant, realistic and
motivating (Wilson, 1996). Learners are required to actively participate in the learning process,
and teachers are supposed to direct and facilitate the instructional activities. Special attention needs
to be allocated towards authentic learning contexts in which learners can explore, discover and
experience the educational materials (Cooper, 1993, Herrington & Oliver, 2002). Additionally,
learners should be encouraged to engage in interactions and negotiations with teachers and peers,
to ask questions, to critically analyze information, to relate new information to prior knowledge
and then construct new learning (Jones & Brader—Araje, 2002). Teachers are advised to use the
induction method in their instruction, challenging learners to discover and interpret meaning from

problems. Moreover, teachers are assumed to address the different learning styles and needs of
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learners, and design authentic assessment methods that take into account learners’ differences
(Rogers & Freiberg, 1994).

Under constructivism, FL learning is a part of social interaction, which should not be attributed
solely to the cognitive processes of individuals (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). FL learners acquire the
target language within social contexts through using it in interactions and negotiations with
speakers of that language. In these respects, technological resources and input provided by others
in online environments can greatly assist learners in promoting their FL skills (Belz, 2003; David,
2001). Not surprisingly, the constructivism theory gives strong support to the implementation of
digital technologies in FL instruction as they offer potential for the development of interactive and
collaborative learning, social scaffolding, and learners’ ZPD (Thorne, 2005; Warschauer, 2005).

Technology integration in FL writing instruction is considered as an optimum means for the
application of constructivist learning principles (David, 2001; Lamy & Hampel, 2007; Warschauer
& Kern, 2000). Particularly, the interactive nature of digital technologies aligns with the basic
learning principles of constructivism theory (Newby et al., 2006). Through the use of Web 2.0 tools
such as Google Docs, wikis, blogs, forums and other tools, FL learners would have ample
opportunity to interact and discuss with others, regardless of time and location constraints
(Warschauer, 2005). They can communicate with real audiences, participate in online problem-
solving issues and engage in collaborative writing activities (Rovai, 2004). Such authentic learning
contexts would motivate students and bring positive effects to the development of their writing
skills (Belz, 2003; Cunningham, 2000).

Moreover, the collaborative and cooperative learning nature of digital technologies originates
from a constructivist perspective (Jonassen, 1994). Technological applications allow FL learners
to engage in collaborative learning activities, group work and meaningful discussions in genuine

contexts (Parker & Chao, 2007). They also offer learners chances to exchange constructive
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feedback, express opinions and participate collaboratively in a variety of writing tasks (Chen,
2016). Because learners have the opportunity to receive contextualized linguistic input and produce
ample language output, they can acquire new linguistic forms and constantly refine their writing
performance (Belz, 2003; David, 2001). Additionally, digital technologies provide learners with a
vast spectrum of educational resources and offer them access to a plethora of knowledge domains,
thereby helping them to elaborate their understanding of different subject matters, and contributing
immensely to their overall cognitive and social development (Lamy & Hampel, 2007; Thorne,
2005).

Another key perspective of social constructivism approach that has been combined with
technology-enhanced writing instruction is the development of students’” ZPD. Through
engagement in collaborative writing and online interactions with teachers, professionals and peers,
learners can support the enhancement of their ZPD (Warschauer, 2005). From this perspective, the
use of Web 2.0 tools is regarded as an ideal means for writing that provides students with effective
scaffolding, guidance and feedback on various writing practices (Miyazoe & Anderson 2010).
Typically, FL learners may encounter new information, complicated input or unfamiliar linguistic
forms that need explanations, they can get assistance about all the linguistic problems and writing
difficulties from teachers and experts in online learning environments (Warschauer & Kern, 2000).
Thus, technology integration enhances learners’ knowledge, extends their ZPD, and eventually
develops their writing performance (Cunningham, 2000).

On the whole, the major learning perspectives of constructivism which include authentic
context, knowledge construction, interaction and collaboration are facilitated through the use of
digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. By implementing these technologies adequately in
EFL teaching practices, a constructivist learning environment can be created for ensuring an

effective development of EFL writing skills.
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1.5.3 Connectivism

Developed by George Siemens (2004) and later on elaborated by Stephen Downes (2005),
connectivism is a learning theory for illustrating the learning process in the digital age (Bell, 2011).
It is based on the perspective that learning is a process of creating connections and networks which
does not reside only in the human mind, it can take place in electronic databases, technological
devices and digital tools that are used by a learner (Siemens, 2005). According to connectivisits,
digital technologies affect the way individuals communicate, learn and construct knowledge. These
technologies have increased the opportunities of producing and sharing information, developing
ideas, and enhancing knowledge development (Kop & Hill, 2008). Therefore, digital networks and
connections are more important than the current state of knowledge because they enable a human
being to learn more (Siemens, 2005).

According to connectivism, knowledge evolves from connecting nodes; learning resources that
may involve non-human appliances (e.g., electrical device, digital tools, technological machines).
Knowledge construction can thus be built when individuals access, process, assess and use online
information with the assistance of learning communities (Siemens, 2005). Siemens (2005)
underscored that currency (accurate and up-to-date knowledge) is the goal of learning, and that
technology-based education or what he calls network theory plays a vital role in facilitating
continual learning. With technology-based learning, individuals have immense opportunities to
expand their knowledge, regardless of time and place constraints (Wang & Gearhart, 2006).
Obviously, the ability to access, manipulate and create connections between nodes is the core of
connectivist learning; therefore, students’ skills of building connections between fields, ideas and

concepts should be given special attention in educational settings (Bell, 2011).
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Siemens (2005) highlighted three fundamental principles of learning in the connectivist theory.
Firstly, learning is a process that takes place through connectivity to a community. Community is
considered as a node that belongs to a wide network of nodes. It facilitates knowledge development,
interaction, discussion and exchange of ideas. Secondly, knowledge does not reside only within
individuals, it can lie within a variety of digital devices and across various information networks.
Hence, knowledge development results from engagement with diverse nodes. Thirdly, due to the
continuous change of information, there is a need to always update one’s knowledge. Additionally,
individuals should enhance their skills of selecting, assessing and using information. They should
develop their ability of evaluating the accuracy and validity of information found in online
websites. Such skills; which are associated with digital literacy components, bring positive effects
to the lifelong learning process (Bell, 2011; Kop & Hill, 2008).

An implication of the connectivism learning theory for technology-enhanced writing
instruction is that learning can take place beyond formal educational settings, it can lie within
technological networks (Abrams, 2013; Wang & Gearhart, 2006). In this regard, Downes (2007)
acknowledged that

Learning, in other words, occurs in communities, where the practice of learning is the
participation in the community. A learning activity is, in essence, a conversation
undertaken between the learner and other members of the community. This
conversation, in the web 2.0 era, consists not only of words but of images, video,
multimedia and more. (p.5)

Therefore, connectivists propose that networked learning activities; which expand students’
connectivity beyond classroom settings and offer them various learning opportunities, should be
incorporated in writing instruction (Wang & Gearhart, 2006). Such network-based activities would
engage students in active learning experiences, thereby enhancing their writing competence and

increasing their motivation in the learning process (Abrams, 2013). For example, searching in a

variety of resources such as Google, YouTube and electronic databases enables learners to increase
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their learning expertise and social integration. Within well-organized networked learning activities,
students can support each other, exchange critiques and comments, develop cognitive skills, engage
in constructing knowledge and successfully build a social presence in online learning environments
(Garrison & Anderson, 2003).

Obviously, connectivism theory; which is a relatively new theory, has become the learning
theory of the digital age where individuals learn and construct knowledge digitally through
participating in networked communities and virtual learning environments such as blogs, wikis and
social media. It reflects the importance of being digitally literate and the underlying values of new
technologies that have made web reading and writing a reality (Siemens, 2005). This theory asserts
that today’s learning should be open, active, autonomous and process oriented. It stresses as well
the need for developing learners’ digital literacy skills, because having an expertise with digital
resources would help learners to enhance their overall learning development (Kop & Hill, 2008).

To sum up, the learning of EFL writing requires autonomous, independent, active and creative
knowledge development. To correspond to these demands, there is a need to apply the principles
of the major learning theories that guide the teaching practices of technology-enhanced writing
instruction. Therefore, this study is based on the learning premises of the cognitive theory of
multimedia learning, the constructivist theory and the connectivist theory, which contend that
learning is a process of developing knowledge, skills and ideas through using various information

channels in a net connected interaction with teachers, professionals, peers and digital resources.
Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter provided a review of literature on key concepts related to this study,
including digital technologies, digital literacy, approaches to EFL writing instruction, use of Web

2.0 tools for the learning of EFL writing, and theoretical perspectives about technology integration
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in EFL writing classroom. The literature review has suggested the incorporation of digital
technologies in tertiary EFL writing instruction because they offer great affordances for the
development of the learning and teaching processes. The affordances include the capacity to
enhance student-centered learning, interaction, collaboration, authenticity, situated writing, critical
thinking and motivation. The effective use of these technologies requires having an adequate level
of digital literacy on the part of EFL teachers and students. In this context, digital literacy does not
involve only technical capacities but also cognitive and social-emotional skills. Developing these
skills to use technology should be a high priority for EFL teachers and learners; interestingly, one
of the best ways to promote their digital literacy development is to incorporate digital technologies
in higher education settings.

In addition, the literature review indicates that as EFL writing is a complex skill to teach, there
are various instructional approaches for it such as the product approaches, the process approach,
the genre approach and the process-genre approach. The choice of the most effective teaching
approach needs to be made in reference to classroom learning objectives. Quite often, the process-
genre approach is the most favorable pedagogy for the modern writing classroom as it combines
the key elements of the earlier approaches, providing learners with sufficient genre knowledge, and
at the same time bringing out their potential through engaging them in the different stages of the
writing process.

As mentioned in this chapter, the number of digital tools that are valuable for the teaching and
learning of EFL writing skills is overwhelming. Particularly, the use of Web 2.0 tools such as blogs,
wikis, and forums would provide considerable support for the enhancement of EFL writing
performance. Therefore, the major learning theories such as the cognitive theory of multimedia
learning, constructivism, and connectivism encourage technology integration in EFL higher

education settings. Having provided a literature review on the crucial concepts of this study, the
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next chapter, Chapter Two, discusses the research methodology, which presents the research
design, participants, data collection methods, procedures and data analysis methods used for the

current study.
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CHAPTER TWO: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter presents the research methodology employed for this study. It begins with a
description of the research design and a justification for the use of mixed methods approach.
Afterwards, it describes the study participants and the data collection methods, which include
questionnaires, interviews, and writing tests. Then, it outlines the data collection procedure and
data analysis methods. The chapter ends with a description of the pilot testing and a discussion of

the ethical issues considered in this study.

2.1 Research Design

Research is defined as an endeavor in which we are “...trying to find answers to questions, an
activity every one of us does all the time to learn more about the world around us” (Ddrnyei, 2007,
p.15). The term research design refers to “a plan of how a researcher intends conducting the
research” (Babbie & Mouton, 2001, p.74). Within this framework, every researcher attempts to
apply an appropriate method in order to find out a conclusion to his study. According to Bryman
(2012), the research design is determined by the research questions and objectives, thus the type of
research design differs according to the research issue.

There has been a long debate among scholars and researchers regarding which method should
predominate in applied linguistics research. While some researchers preferred to use quantitative
methods in which numerical data is analyzed statistically, others preferred qualitative methods in
which text data is analyzed using non-statistical procedures. In recent years, however, experts in
educational research have advocated the adoption of a mixed methods approach that combines

qualitative and quantitative methods (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Garrett, 2008).
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The main purpose of mixed methods research is to determine whether qualitative and
quantitative methods yield the same results; therefore, the use of this approach is advantageous
because it ensures the consistency of the collected data and strengthens the research design, since
both quantitative and qualitative methods have inherent limitations (Maxwell, 2013). Neither
quantitative nor qualitative methods are sufficient on their own to analyze all the trends and aspects
of a research issue; but, when combined, they provide a more thorough analysis (Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

To shed light on the research issues from a holistic view, this study employed a quasi-
experimental research design with a mixed-methods approach to combine, collect, and analyze
quantitative and qualitative data at different research phases. Quantitative data, which are typically
associated with traditional surveys and tests, provide information about participants’ behaviors,
competencies, attitudes and beliefs in a short time. In addition, the quantitative model allows for
context-free generalizations if well-constructed and validated instruments of measurement are
utilized. Qualitative data, which are associated with field methods as interviews and observations,
facilitate the investigation of people’s realties, experiences, feelings, perspectives, attitudes, and
internal thoughts (Verma & Mallick, 1999).

The rationale for using the mixed methods approach in this study is the fact that it enables the
researcher to benefit from both quantitative and qualitative models. This design is useful in
providing relevant information from two different perspectives; thus, it allows for a more thorough
and comprehensive analysis than designs based on the use of either a quantitative or qualitative
model (Creswell, 2008). In this regard, Chenail (2000) emphasized that the mixed method approach
permits a researcher to explore the research issue from multiple perspectives in order to gain a
comprehensive understanding of the research inquiry; this type of design triangulates multiple

forms of data in order to produce general descriptions, rich analyses, and adequate explanations.
91



The quantitative methods used in this study included writing tests and survey questionnaires.
The current research utilized a writing test developed to measure EFL students’ writing proficiency
and relate it to their digital literacy proficiency, as well as a pretest and posttest for the experimental
and control groups of the study. A survey questionnaire was also used to obtain information from
the study participants as part of the quantitative data. The survey questionnaire was used to
investigate the digital literacy competency of EFL teachers and students, EFL teachers’ attitudes
towards digital technology incorporation in EFL writing instruction, and the current status of digital
technology integration in EFL writing classrooms.

Regarding the qualitative methods employed in this study, the researcher utilized semi-
structured interviews and open-ended questions to learn more about the participants’ perspectives
on digital literacy competence, as well as their attitudes, beliefs, and uses of digital technology in
EFL writing classrooms. In order to give a complete picture, qualitative data were collected to
augment and expand upon quantitative data. Consequently, the data collection instruments yielded
both numerical and narrative data for determining the study questions’ conclusions. This design
allowed the researcher to evaluate instances of agreement and disagreement between the two
distinct data sources; hence, triangulation was achieved in this study by combining several data
sources (Creswell, 2008).

Creswell (2008) noted that while adopting a mixed methods approach, a researcher must make
decisions regarding the priority, implementation, and integration of data (p. 557-558). Priority
refers to a researcher’s emphasis on quantitative or qualitative data (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,
2004). Implementation is the decision of whether quantitative data and qualitative data should be
gathered simultaneously or sequentially during the research process. Integration refers to the

researcher’s decision to either integrate or separate qualitative and quantitative data at the analytical
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phase. (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). In light of this, both quantitative and qualitative data are
given equal importance in this study. The two distinct data sources were collected sequentially.
The study’s conclusions and inferences are based on the combination of the two data sources. The
qualitative data was analyzed to confirm or disconfirm of the quantitative model’s results.
Therefore, the two sets of data were triangulated to determine whether or not they would generate

the same results.

2.2 Case Study

This study examined the current status of digital technologies and digital literacy in academic
writing instruction at the English Department of M’sila University. It collected data from tertiary
EFL teachers and third-year EFL students participating in an academic writing course. Therefore,
this study employed a case study approach, which is one of the most common approaches in applied
linguistics research (Dornyei, 2007).

A case study provides a valuable example of individuals in real contexts to help illustrate the
ideas more thoroughly (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). The term case study can be defined
as “a single instance of a bounded system, such as a child, a clique, a class, a school, a community”
(Creswell, 1994, p.12). According to Yin (2003), a case study is “an empirical inquiry that
investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 13). Researchers have
stressed that an in-depth investigation of all the parts and patterns of a particular context is
necessary to better understand a case and provide a comprehensive explanation for why things
happen the way they do. If a single case is well investigated, then generalizations can be made

(Sturman, 1994, p.61).
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A case study is an in-depth examination of what occurs within a particular group; consequently,
it was well suited for this research. The current research is a case study of the English Language
Department at M’sila University, using a sample of forty EFL teachers and one hundred fifty third
year EFL students. According to Stake (2000), researchers lean “toward those cases that seem to
offer opportunity to learn” (p. 446); therefore, this case was selected due to reasons of convenience,
accessibility and learning opportunity. The fact that the researcher is a member of the investigated
context facilitated the collection and interpretation of data. The researcher’s professional
acquaintance of the participants assisted in gaining their consent and collaboration. This familiar
context enabled the researcher to collect data over an extended period of time, resulting in rich data
and comprehensible analyses of the case.

The rationale for conducting a case study is that it provides a thorough understanding of the
target subjects in their actual environments, and it facilitates the investigation of a complex
phenomenon as well as the comprehension of its causes and effects in a given context (Carey, 2012;
Yin, 2003). According to Dérnyei (2007), case studies are useful in investigating social and
educational problems in a short period of time; in addition, they allow for “rich and in-depth
insights that no other method can yield” (p. 155). Through a case study, researchers can
comprehend, analyze, and offer solutions for the difficulties faced by an organization or institution,
and readers can apply the findings to their own real-world contexts (Yin, 2003). Due to these factors
and the fact that this study is an in-depth investigation of a specific group within its context, the
case study methodology was the most appropriate for completing this research. Generally, the
findings of a case study cannot be generalized to a larger population. Therefore, a mixed-methods
approach was employed to collect and compare both qualitative and quantitative data and to

increase the possibility of transferring this study’s findings to other contexts.
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2.3 Research Participants

In research, the term population refers to “a sum total of all the elements or cases that meet the
definition of the unit of analysis” (Babbie & Mouton, 2002, p. 138), whereas the sample refers to
a group of respondents or things drawn from the population in order to draw inferences and
generalizations about it (Graziano & Raulin, 2009). Regarding this study, the population consists
of all sixty EFL teachers and three hundred EFL students at the English Department of M’sila
University. The study sample consists of forty EFL teachers and one hundred fifty EFL students in
their third academic year. The following sections present information about the teachers and

students who participated in this study.

2.3.1 Teacher Participants

Forty teachers participated in the survey questionnaire. This sample size consisted of twenty
three male teachers (57.5%) and seventeen female teachers (42.5%). Table 2.1 presents the gender
ratio of the survey teacher sample.

Table 2. 1 Gender ratio of the survey teacher sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
Male 23 57.5
Female 17 425
Total 40 100

Regarding age range, the majority of teacher participants (32.5%) are between the ages of 26
and 35, while twelve teachers (30%) are between the ages of 36 and 45. In addition, one participant
(02.5%) is a young instructor under the age of 25. Ten instructors (25%) are between the ages of
46 and 55, while four teachers (10%) are older than 55. The following table shows the age ratio of

survey teacher participants.
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Table 2. 2 Age ratio of the survey teacher sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
Less than 25 years 01 02.5
26 — 35 years 13 32.5
36 — 45 years 12 30
46 — 55 years 10 25
Over 55 years 04 10
Total 40 100

Concerning the majors of the instructor participants, the majority (35%) are Didactics majors
(TEFL). Twelve (30%) of them hold degrees in Applied linguistics, eight (20%) in Civilization and
literature, four (10%) in Translation, and two (05%) in ESP (English for specific purposes). Table
2.3 displays the different majors of the participating teachers.

Table 2. 3 Majors of the survey teacher sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
Applied linguistics 12 30
Didactics (TEFL) 14 35
Civilization and literature 08 20
Translation 04 10
ESP (English for specific purposes) 02 05
Total 40 100

In terms of their academic degrees, the majority of teacher participants (47.5%) hold a
Doctorate degree. Seventeen of these respondents (42.5%) have Magister degrees, while two (05%)

have master’s degrees, and two (05%) have other degrees (Table 2. 4).
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Table 2. 4 Academic degrees of the survey teacher sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
Master 02 05
Magister 17 425
Doctorate 19 47.5
Other 02 05
Total 40 100

The participating teachers have varied teaching experience. The majority of participants
(42.5%) have 11 to 15 years of experience, eight (20%) have 15 to 20 years of experience, seven
(17.5%) have 6 to 10 years of experience, six (15%) have more than 20 years of experience, and
two (05%) have 1 to 5 years of experience (Table 2.5).

Table 2. 5 Teaching experience of the survey teacher sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
01-05 years 02 05
06-10 years 07 175
11-15 years 17 42.5
15-20 years 08 20
More than 20 years 06 15
Total 40 100

Among the forty EFL teacher participants of this study, five were chosen for conducting the
semi-structured interviews. The interview sample was purposive in that all the interviewees were
carefully selected so as to provide rich data to the study. In fact, more than five teachers were
willing to take part in the research interview; hence, the five participants were selected with
considerations to generate sufficient data for achieving a comprehensible analysis and well-
informed interpretation. The cross-section method was used to recruit the interview participants.

This method ensures a balance in the selection of participants, taking into account the selection of
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different participants according to their gender, age, background and experience, which results in
a rich and varied data set (Bryman, 2012).

Out of twelve teachers willing to take part in the study interviews, two teachers were chosen
for the trial interviews. After conducting the pilot interviews and reaching the final shape of
interviews, five teachers were chosen as key participants. In adherence to the selection criteria, the
researcher selected two teachers who had extensive teaching experience, and were recognized for
their knowledge and understanding of digital technologies. These teachers were perceived by their
peers as competent in the use of digital technologies. They helped in providing useful information
regarding both their current and former instructional practices. The selection of these teachers
enhanced the comprehension of the issue under investigation. Rich data related to their digital
literacy abilities, perceptions, and usage of digital technology in EFL writing instruction were
collected, allowing for an in-depth understanding of the topic.

Three additional teachers with varying years of teaching experience were selected for
interviews in an effort to gain a deeper understanding of the technology integration experiences of
the younger generation. It was hoped that these teachers would provide more insights and detailed
information about the digital skills of the present generation and the current perspectives on digital
technology integration in EFL writing instruction.

All of the interviewees were working on permanent, official contracts. Three of the five
participating teachers are male, while the remaining two are female. Two teachers are between 32
and 35 years old, one is 41 years old, and two are between 56 and 59 years old. Regarding the
academic degrees held by the interviewees, three instructors have a Doctorate’s degrees in
Didactics, and two teachers have Magister’s degrees in Applied Linguistics. The teaching
experience of these interviewees ranged from five to more than twenty years. Three of the

interviewees are lecturers, while the other two are assistant instructors at the English Department
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of M’sila University. Participants’ real identities are replaced with pseudonyms so that no
participant can be identified as an individual. The background of the interview participants is
illustrated in Table 2.6.

Table 2. 6 Background of the interview participants

Teacher Gender Age Experience Degree Academic Position
A Male 59 27 years Doctorate Lecturer
B Male 56 26 years Doctorate Lecturer
C Female 41 14 years Magister Assistant instructor
D Male 35 09 years Doctorate Lecturer
E Female 32 05 years Magister Assistant instructor

Upon the selection of these teachers, they were requested to take part in this research. Each
teacher was given an adequate explanation of the purpose and nature of the study, they were also
informed about the scope of their participation. All of them were offered a consent informed form
that involved a thordough description of the study (See Appendix (1) — Informed Consent Form).
Before they indicated their written agreement, it was explained to these teachers that they could
accept or decline the participation, and that they have the right to withdraw from the study at any
time they wanted. All the five teachers gave their verbal and written consent to participate in the

study.

2.3.2 Student Participants

Regarding the survey student sample, quantitative data were collected from eighty third year
EFL students who were taking English Academic Writing Course at the English Department of
M’sila University in 2018/2019. Among these eighty students, sixty six (82.5%) are females, and
fourteen (17.5%) are males. The following table presents the gender distribution of students who

participated in the survey.
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Table 2. 7 Gender ratio of the survey student sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
Male 14 17.5
Female 66 82.5
Total 80 100

Concerning their age range, the majority of the student participants (63.75%) are aged between
19 to 22 years, seventeen students (21.25%) are aged between 23 to 26 years. Nine students
(11.25%) are between 26 to 30 years old, while three (03.75%) are over 30 years old (Table 2.8).

Table 2. 8 Age ratio of the survey student sample

Frequency Relative Frequency
1922 years 51 63.75
23— 26 years 17 21.25
26 — 30 years 09 11.25
over 30 years 03 03.75
Total 80 100

The sample of the study experiment is composed of seventy third year EFL students from two
classes that were taking English Academic Writing Course at the English Department of M’sila
University in the academic year of 2018-2019. One of these classes is assigned randomly as the
experimental group and the other one constitutes the control group. Students in the control group
had traditional writing instruction, while those in the experimental group were taught academic
writing using technology-enhanced instruction. These students had already studied English writing
for four semesters. They had learnt how to write various types of paragraphs and essays. The
inclusion of the two groups in this study allowed for the investigation of the impact of technology-
enhanced learning on academic writing development, as well as the collection of data about

students’ experiences with technology integration in EFL writing instruction.
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The experimental group consists of thirty five students. Twenty nine females (82.85%) and six
males (17.15%) formed this group. The control group consists of thirty five students, twenty six of
whom are female (74.29%), whereas nine are male (25.71%). The gender distribution of the
experimental and control groups is shown below.

Table 2. 9 Gender ratio of the experimental group and the control group

Frequency Relative Frequency
Male 06 17.15
Experimental group Female 29 82.85
Total 35 100
Frequency Relative Frequency
Male 09 25.71
Control group Female 26 74.29
Total 35 100

2.4 Data Collection Methods

This study employed a sequential method of data collection, with qualitative data built upon
quantitative data. The quantitative data was collected from EFL teachers’ and students’
questionnaire surveys, as well as writing tests administered to examine the academic writing
performance of the student participants. The qualitative data was collected from semi-structured
interviews with teachers and open-ended answers from students. Hence, surveys, interviews, and
scores of writing tests served as the primary data sources for this study. These research methods

are illustrated in Figure 2.1.
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Survey
questionnaire: 40
EFL instructors

Pre-test & Post- Semi-structured
test: 70 EFL interviews: 05 EFL
students instructors

Wriitng test tied
to digital literacy
proficiency: 80
EFL students

Figure 2. 1 Research methods

Prior to the data collection process, the researcher contacted the participants to inform them
about the purpose and nature of the study. An informed consent form (See Appendix (1) — Informed
Consent Form) that involved an adequate description of the study was distributed to these
participants in order to declare their written agreements. Diverse sources of data were used to
answer the research questions and achieve the study’s objectives. Before starting a study, according
to Wellington (2000, p. 50), it is essential to create “a question-methods matrix” in order to identify
the most relevant research methods. Therefore, the following question-methods matrix was

employed to highlight the research methods utilized to address each research issue.
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Table 2. 10 Research questions-methods matrix

Research Questions

Research Methods

Obijectives

1. How do EFL teachers and students
evaluate their levels of digital literacy
competence?

Teachers’ questionnaire
Students’ questionnaire
Semi-structured interviews

To collect quantitative and qualitative

data  about the  participants’
technological expertise and assess
their ~ overall  digital literacy
proficiency.

2. What are the attitudes of EFL teachers
towards digital technology integration in
EFL writing instruction?

Teachers’ questionnaire
Semi-structured interviews

To collect quantitative and qualitative
data about the perspectives of teachers
on the use of technology in EFL
writing instruction.

3. To what extent do EFL teachers
integrate digital technologies in EFL
writing instruction?

Teachers’ questionnaire
Semi-structured interviews

To collect quantitative and qualitative
data on the current status of
technology integration in EFL writing
instruction, and to determine which
technology behaviors are most
frequently employed by teachers.

4. How does EFL students’ digital
literacy competence affect their
academic writing development? In other
words, is there any relationship between
EFL  students’  digital literacy
proficiency and their academic writing
performance?

Students’ questionnaire
Writing test

To collect quantitative and qualitative
evidence on the contribution of digital
literacy to the writing development of
EFL students.

5. What is the impact of digital
technology integration on EFL students’
writing performance?

Pre-test & Post-test
Open-ended answers

To collect quantitative and qualitative
data on the effects of technology use
on the writing performance of EFL
students, as well as to investigate
students’experiences with technology-
enhanced writing instruction.

As demonstrated in the table above, multiple sources of data were used to answer each research

question. For example, in order to answer the second research question, teachers’ surveys and semi-

structured interviews were used to collect data on EFL teachers’ attitudes toward the integration of

digital technology into EFL writing instruction. Similarly, data about the effects of digital

technology integration on EFL students’ writing improvement were collected through a pre-test,

post-test, and students’ open-ended responses. The research methods used in this study are

discussed in the subsequent sections.
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2.4.1 Questionnaire

Questionnaires are used in educational research in order to “to collect data about phenomena that
are not directly observable: inner experience, opinions, values, interests, and the like” (Gall, Gall, &
Borg, 2007, p. 228). According to Cohen et al. (2007), the questionnaire survey is a useful instrument
that provides structured and numerical data without the need of a researcher’s presence, and its
analysis is so straightforward. Mason (2002, p.65) stated that the advantages of questionnaires lie in
the fact that they “minimise bias through the standardisation of the questions”.

In this study, a survey instrument was developed to investigate the effectiveness of digital
technology and digital literacy in EFL writing instruction. It attempted to collect data about the digital
literacy competence of participants, teachers’ attitudes towards technology integration in EFL writing
classrooms, and the current status of technology integration in EFL writing instruction at M'sila
University’s English department. This survey was distributed to EFL teachers and students and
included both open-ended and closed-ended questions in order to collect quantitative and qualitative
data. The questionnaires of teachers and students are explained below.
2.4.1.1 Teachers’ questionnaire

The survey of teachers inquired about their digital literacy competency, attitudes towards digital
technology, and usage of digital technology tools in tertiary EFL writing instruction. It served as a
reference to the more in-depth questions posed during the interview sessions and as a data source for
triangulating the findings of the interviews. In this survey, close-ended questions were used. The
teacher participants were asked to answer 67 closed items soliciting responses on a five likert-scale
and 05 multiple-choice items. The benefit of closed questions is that they are more structured,
straightforward and easier to analyze (Mason, 2002).

The teachers’ survey questionnaire consists of four sections: Background information, digital
literacy level of EFL teachers, EFL teachers’ attitudes towards technology integration, and status of
technology integration in EFL writing instruction (See Appendix (2) — Teachers’ Survey

Questionnaire). Each section is described in depth below.
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2.4.1.1.1 Section one: Background information

To collect the personal and professional information of the participants, a demographic section
was designed. Participants were asked to respond to five questions regarding their gender, age, major,
academic degree, and years of teaching experience. The purpose of this section was to identify the
demographic variables of the participating teachers.
2.4.1.1.2 Section two: Digital literacy level of EFL teachers

This section was developed to assess the perceptions of EFL teachers on their digital literacy
proficiency and technology skills. It included of 35 closed-ended questions and two multiple-choice
questions pertaining to competency in the technological tools that are frequently employed in the 21st
century educational curriculum. Participants were required to respond to the 35 closed-items and rate
their digital literacy proficiency on a five-point Likert scale: (1) illiterate, (2) poor, (3) average, (4)
good, and (5) excellent. They were also required to select one of the suggested responses for the two
multiple-choice questions.

The questions utilized in this section were derived from Lei’s (2009) Technology Use Survey.
For the purpose of this study, Lei’s (2009) survey, which assessed teachers’ technology knowledge
and digital competency, was modified by simplifying complex vocabulary and assigning all items to
a five-point Likert scale.
2.4.1.1.3 Section three: EFL teachers’ attitudes towards technology integration

This section was designed to examine the opinions of teacher participants on incorporating
technology into tertiary EFL writing instruction. It included 14 closed-ended questions about the
participants’ attitudes and beliefs about the use of digital tools in writing classrooms. The participants
were asked to rate their personal attitudes on a five-point Likert scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2)
disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.

The closed-items used in this section were adapted from a Computer Attitude Scale (CAS)

designed by Loyd and Loyd in 1984 and later modified in 1985. The original CAS of Loyd and Loyd
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(1985) consisted of 40 items distributed on a four-point Likert scale to measure anxiety, liking,
confidence, and views about the effectiveness of technologies. Since the focus of the present study is
on digital technologies and digital literacy in EFL writing education, adaptations were made to the
CAS items drawing on a literature review of teachers’ attitudes towards the use of digital technology
in EFL writing instruction. The researcher changed the original CAS questionnaire to be more
applicable to technology-enhanced writing instruction in a tertiary EFL context. Clarity and simplicity
of items were considered in the adaptation of CAS, and a five-point Likert scale was utilized. Except
for three items, which had negative polarity, all closed items in this section had positive polarity.
2.4.1.1.4 Section four: Status of technology integration in EFL writing instruction

This section aimed at investigating the current status of technology usage in EFL writing
instruction. Participants were asked to select statements describing the technology tools and web-
based activities they utilized most frequently to teach EFL writing skills. On a five-point Likert scale,
they were asked to rate how frequently they integrated digital resources into their EFL writing
instruction: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4) most of the time, and (5) all the time. In addition,
participants were asked to rate the department’s level of digital technology integration using three
multiple-choice questions.

This section’s questions were designed based on the literature review of EFL technology-based
teaching and EFL writing instruction. The relevant literature was reviewed in order determine the
technology tools and web-based activities utilized in EFL writing instruction. It was found out that
word processors, presentation programs, e-mail exchanges, web-discussion boards, web-reading
exercises, search engines, etc. were commonly employed in EFL writing instruction. Therefore, these
digital tools were taken into account in order to create questionnaire items inquiring about EFL
teachers’ technological practices in relation to EFL writing teaching.
2.4.1.2 Students’ questionnaire

In this study, a questionnaire was developed to investigate EFL students’ perceptions of their

level of digital competence, their perspectives on the impact digital literacy proficiency has on the
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development of writing skills, and their attitudes toward the use of technology in EFL writing
instruction (See Appendix (3) — Students’ Survey Questionnaire). The students’ survey, which
consisted of both closed and open-ended questions, was divided into the following sections.
2.4.1.2.1 Section one: Background information

This section was designed to collect information about the participants’ personal background.
The participating students were asked to respond to two questions regarding their gender and age.
2.4.1.2.2 Section two: Digital literacy level of EFL students

The digital literacy survey was administered to 80 EFL students so as to measure their overall
digital literacy proficiency and to determine whether their digital literacy competency provides
substantial support for the development of their writing skills. In the first part of this section,
participants were asked to respond to 35 closed-ended questions and assess their digital literacy
proficiency on a five-point Likert scale: (1) illiterate, (2) poor, (3) average, (4) good, and (5) excellent.

In the second part of the section, the participants were asked 06 open-ended questions about the
effects of digital literacy competency on the improvement of EFL students’ writing skills. Students
were required to explain how they utilized digital capabilities for writing and how digital literacy
contributed to the development of their writing skills.
2.4.1.2.3 Experimental group’s post-test questions

This section aimed at collecting qualitative data on the attitudes of the experimental group
participants towards technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction (See Appendix (9) — Experimental
Group’s Post-test Questions). It was administered to the experimental participants after completing
the technology-enhanced writing instruction and the post test. The participants were asked to respond
to 5 open-ended questions regarding their perspectives on the use of web-based tools such as wikis,
blogs, and other digital tools in writing instruction. They were also asked about the difficulties they

might have faced in technology-enhanced EFL writing course.
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After drafting the survey questionnaire, it was handed to a panel of teacher experts for their
feedback and then pilot-tested to determine the appropriateness of the survey items, identify any
linguistic ambiguities, and obtain suggestions for revision. Several improvements were made to the
survey based on the comments provided by teacher experts. The survey was then pilot-tested to
discover any issues with questionnaire length, question types, layout, and readability. Validity and
reliability of the questionnaires were calculated, and the results of these calculations are reported

within the pilot study section.

2.4.2 Writing Test Correlated with Digital Literacy Proficiency

The researcher designed a writing test to measure the writing performance of EFL students and
associate it with their digital literacy competency. Eighty participating students (different from the
control group and experimental group’s participants) took the test during the first semester of the
academic year 2018-2019 at the English Department of M’sila University. Participants were asked to
write a compare and contrast essay about a particular topic (See Appendix (4)-Writing Test
Correlated with Perceived Digital Literacy Proficiency). The purpose of this test was to determine
whether the participants’ writing performance correlates positively with their perceived level of
digital literacy competence.

Before using the writing test in the actual study, it was administered to a pilot sample consisting
of ten third year EFL students at the English Department of M’sila University. The pilot sample was
different from the actual sample used in the present study. The piloting was undertaken during the
first semester of the academic year 2017-2018 in an attempt to assess the test’s readability, clarity,
and length. The raters utilized the AWR (See Appendix (10) - Analytic Writing Rubric (AWR)) to

evaluate the writing performance of the participants.

2.4.3 Semi-structured Interviews
Interview, one of the most used instruments for collecting qualitative data, is defined as “active

interactions between two or more people leading to negotiated, contextually based results” (Fontana
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& Frey, 2005, p. 698). It is an effective method for understanding different social activities and
behaviors, allowing for in-depth investigations about human perceptions, attitudes, motivations,
beliefs, and experiences (Borg, 2006).

The rationale for the adoption of interviews in this study is to gather more detailed insights and
information that would not have been achieved with other methods. As stated by Hinds (2000), one
of the advantages of interview is that it enriches and strengthens data collected by other approaches.
Interview data might be triangulated with data from other sources, resulting in the collection of
extensive, trustworthy, and reliable data for the study. Because quantitative methods may rule out
important explanations and perspectives about the research issue, it was crucial to conduct interviews
in this study in order to uncover personal concerns, experiences and perceptions that may be
significant to the research problem.

There are various interview types and forms of conduction. According to Dornyei (2007), several
interview formats can be utilized in applied linguistics, including individual or group interviews,
structured, semi-structured, and unstructured interviews. In semi-structured interviews, a researcher
employs a combination of guided and probe questions; however, probe questions should only be used
when participants cannot provide elaborate responses or find it difficult to respond to certain
questions (Burns, 2010). Such interviews engage the researcher and interviewers in a free-flowing
discussion in which interviewees openly express their ideas and viewpoints on a specific issue; they
may even uncover previously unconsidered perspectives. Therefore, a researcher should not impose
particular viewpoints on interviewees; rather, he or she should encourage them to respond according
to their own perceptions and beliefs.

In this study, one semi-structured face-to-face interviews were conducted in which participants
were asked to respond to a set of pre-prepared open-ended questions. The use of semi-structured
interviews assisted participants in freely expressing their personal thoughts and opinions. Previous
studies have shown that instructors may feel anxious and uneasy when asked about their teaching

practices and perspectives; therefore, researchers should employ effective interviewing techniques
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(Kagan, 1990). Semi-structured interviews were employed in this study to promote free expression
and interaction and offer opportunities of comfort and openness. Gillham (2005) asserted that semi-
structured approach allows for free interaction, provides opportunities for comfort and strikes a
compromise between structure and openness. This type of interviewing is the “best fit” because it
enables the researcher and interviewees to clarify some aspects of the investigated topic, and
interviewees may even contribute information that could not be obtained by quantitative methods.

The semi-structured interviews were conducted with five EFL instructors to learn more about
their opinions on the usefulness of digital technology and digital literacy in EFL writing instruction.
Sixteen interview questions were designed to investigate (1) their attitudes towards the use of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction, (2) their viewpoints about digital literacy skills, and (3) their
perspectives about the current situation of technology integration in tertiary EFL writing classroom
(See Appendix (5) — Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview Questions). With the deployment of this
interview type, rich qualitative data reflecting instructors’ digital technology utilization and digital
literacy capabilities were gained. In addition, a comprehensive understanding of teachers’ attitudes
towards the use of digital technology in EFL writing context and a thorough examination of the status
of technology integration in EFL writing instruction were obtained.

During the interview sessions, the researcher tried to make the interview flexible and flow in a
natural way. Participants were required to answer a set of open-ended questions, they sometimes
veered away from the prepared questions to pursue the issue at hand, and occasionally, they opened-
up crucial themes that had not been addressed by the researcher previously. Before the actual
interviews were conducted, they had been pilot-tested with two tertiary EFL teachers who did not
participate in the main study. This technique assisted in refining the interview questions and preparing
for the actual interviews. The actual interviews were conducted in English, lasted between 20 and 40
minutes, and were all audiotaped and transcribed. All of the interviewees’ names were replaced with

pseudonyms.
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2.4.4 Tools of Research Experiment

In this study, a quasi-experiment was conducted to examine the efficacy of technology-enhanced
EFL writing instruction on the development of students’ writing performance. The experiment was
undertaken at the English Department of M’sila University in the academic year of 2018/2019. The
participants of the study were seventy third year EFL students from two classes that were taking
English Academic Writing Course at the English Department. One of these classes was assigned
randomly as the experimental group and the other one was taken as the control group.

Academic writing is a compulsory course for all third year English students, it run over 30 weeks
with 90 contact minutes per week. The course aims at improving students’ writing skills, it provides
students with practical guidelines on how to write effective sentences, correct paragraphs, various
types of academic essays, formal letters, reports, literary analyses, and critiques. In addition, it trains
students on the use of note-taking, quotations, paraphrasing, and summarizing techniques. Third year
students attending this course are supposed to have already learned fundamentals of English writing
skills during the previous four semesters.

The course was taught by the researcher for the two study groups. Students in the experimental
group were taught academic writing using technology-enhanced instruction, whereas those in the
control group had a traditional writing instruction. Before conducting the experiment, a pretest was
given to the two groups to ensure that they were equivalent in their writing performance. This section
describes the phases of the instructional design, the use of digital technology in the experimental
group’s instruction, the use of the process-genre approach in the technology-enhanced writing
instruction, pre- and post-tests, and the analytic writing rubric.
2.4.4.1 Instructional design phases

As stated previously, a quasi-experimental study was undertaken in this research. It included an
experimental group and a control group, with the experimental group receiving technology-enhanced

writing instruction and the control group being taught writing using the conventional teaching
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method. The experiment, which spanned two semesters of the 2018-2019 academic year, consisted
of three main phases: (1) pre-testing, (2) treatment, and (3) post-testing.

In the pre-testing phase, all the study participants were pre-tested before conducting the
experiment to ensure that they had equal writing abilities. In the first session, and before receiving
any kind of instruction, all students in the two groups sat for an 80-minute pre-test. All participants
were asked to write an argumentative essay on a given topic (See Appendix (8) — Pre-Test & Post-
Test). The independent samples t-test was used to assess the differences between the two groups’ pre-
test scores.

During the treatment phase, students in both groups were taught the same content of the writing
syllabus that was designed and revised through a pilot study during the 2017-2018 academic year.
The two groups were instructed on the writing process and its stages, including pre-writing, drafting,
revising, editing, and publishing. In each lecture, both groups were provided with a variety of exercise
materials and writing tasks that required students to produce different pieces of academic writing.
The sole difference between the two groups was that the researcher integrated digital technology into
the EFL writing instruction of the experimental group, whereas the control group merely received
traditional teaching.

Students in the experimental group were taught in a computer laboratory with internet connection.
They were trained to use digital tools such as wikis and blogs before the conduction of the experiment.
On the other hand, the control group did not use technology; their instruction took place in a normal
classroom and was based on the conventional method supported by the use of printed handouts and
exercises.

In the post-testing phase, the researcher post-tested the experimental group and the control group
(See Appendix (8) — Pre-Test & Post-Test) and examined their writing performance using the AWR
(See Appendix (10) — Analytic Writing Rubric (AWR)). To determine the impact of technology-

enhanced instruction on the writing development of EFL students, the independent samples t-test was
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used to assess whether there were significant differences between the two groups’ post-test mean
scores.

The aims of this experiment can be summed up as follows:

1) Examine the impact of technology-enhanced instruction on the development of writing skills
among EFL students.

2) Provide EFL students with digital tools that would enhance their writing performance.

3) Engage EFL students in autonomous learning and motivate them to write independently.

4) Promote engagement and communication among students who were required to share their
writing with their classmates and offer assistance to one another.

5) Develop the digital skills and technology expertise of EFL students.
2.4.4.2 Digital technology integration in the experimental group’s instruction

In order to deliver writing instruction to the experimental group, the researcher utilized computers
with Internet connectivity, an LCD projector with a whiteboard to project on, and PowerPoint
application. PowerPoint presentations helped students better comprehend the lectures and provided
samples of how to write various types of essays. In addition, YouTube videos were occasionally used
as writing prompts to inspire students’ ideas and encourage them to write. The open-source Moodle

of M’sila University (http://virtuelcampus.univ-msila.dz/moodle/) was chosen as the online platform

for publishing the lessons of academic writing course.

Students were required to use computers and Web 2.0 technology to accomplish their writing
assignments and activities. They were given several opportunities to practice web-based writing on
digital platforms such as email, blog, and wiki. Students used email to practice and share writing-
related exercises and assignments. Blogs were utilized to engage students in individual writing
activities and to facilitate the sharing of their writing with others. Wikis were utilized to encourage
collaboration among students, who were required to complete many cooperative writing tasks and
publish them on the wiki pages (See Appendix (6) — Academic Writing Syllabus for the Experimental

Group).
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Since students in the experimental group were unfamiliar with Web 2.0 tools such as blogs and
wikis, the researcher started the experiment with two weeks of training on their use. The majority of
students heard about blogs and wikis, but few knew how to use them. For this reason, the researcher
introduced and provided practical training on how to use these Web 2.0 tools before commencing the
writing project. Importantly, students were instructed on how to use the posting, reviewing,
commenting, and editing features of these tools. Overall, the academic writing course was taught
through the use of digital technologies, including email, blog, and wiki. The integration of each tool
in EFL writing instruction is discussed in detail below.
2.4.4.2.1 Integration of email

The researcher used Gmail as the medium for online individual tasks related to writing techniques
(See Appendix (6) - Academic Writing Syllabus for the Experimental Group). All students were
instructed on how to send emails using Google documents in order to practice and share their writing
activities. The similarities between the functions of Google documents and Microsoft Word made it
easier for students to identify grammatical, spelling, and punctuation mistakes, allowing them to
comfortably utilize this application.

Students started using Gmail at the beginning of the first semester; towards the end of the first
semester, blog and wiki were integrated and used until the end of the second semester. The researcher
outlined the individual writing exercises and assignments that had to be submitted by email using
Google documents. Due to the similarities between Google docs and Microsoft Word, the majority
of students had no trouble using Google docs to complete the writing assignments.
2.4.4.2.2 Integration of blog

Another digital tool that the researcher had asked students to use for individual writing activities
was blog. The researcher selected the blogger.com as the online venue for individual assignments.
This blog platform was selected because it provides useful functions such as posting, editing, and

commenting, as well as a fast access to multimedia resources (e.g., Slideshow, YouTube).
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Furthermore, it offers diverse writing properties such as text color and font size, and allows for the
inclusion of media files as images, audios and videos.

The use of bog was initiated before the end of the first semester. The researcher explained the
writing activities and tasks required on the blog platform. The purpose of using blog was to encourage
students to present some individual writing tasks, for which they received insightful peer feedback.
On average, students were required to share some of their individual writing activities (See Appendix
(6) — Academic Writing Syllabus for the Experimental Group) and provide feedback on their
classmates’ writing. As a first online writing assignment, each student was required to compose a
self-introduction. This icebreaker activity helped students become acquainted with one another and
encouraged them to start using web-based writing.

Students were asked to visit the blog as frequently as possible because it contained important
announcements, discussions, assignments, links to helpful websites, and other course-related
information. Video files and YouTube videos were sometimes embedded on the blog page to facilitate
learning and make it more interesting. Students were allowed to use ‘‘pseudo or screen names’’ for
their online activities in order to keep their identities anonymous. It was supposed that using
anonymous identities would lower students’ anxiety and free them from their fear of making mistakes
in public.
2.4.4.2.3 Integration of wiki

Google sites was chosen as the wiki platform for collaborative assignments since it is free and
easy to use. Google sites provides valuable writing features, such as viewing, collaborative editing,
and change tracking, which made it convenient for students to engage in the writing process. In
addition, it enables users to secure their privacy by password-protecting their wiki pages, so that only
the teacher and students may read and update their work. The use of wikis was initiated during the
second semester in order to encourage collaborative writing among students. Before starting to use

wiki, the researcher explained the online writing activities that would be practiced collaboratively.

115



Wiki was set up in order to conduct collaborative writing activities (See Appendix (6) — Academic
Writing Syllabus for the Experimental Group). The researcher created a wiki page and divided the
students into five groups; each group consisted of five or six members. All students were asked to
design their own group pages, which were linked to the front page. Each group was asked to do and
then post a variety of co-writing activities, which were then reviewed and evaluated by the other
group members. After receiving feedback from the other groups, the group who posted their writing
was supposed to revise their drafts and then repost their final versions of writing.
2.4.4.3 Use of process-genre approach in web-based writing instruction

During the web-based writing instruction, the experimental group engaged in the writing process
after reviewing several writing genres and viewing examples of each genre’s writing. Applying the
process-genre approach suggested by Badger and White (2000), students wrote about a variety of
genres for different purposes and real audience. They were required to take into account the five
writing stages: pre-writing, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing when developing their writing
works.

Students in the experimental group were provided with multiple opportunities to practice web-
based writing utilizing wiki, blog, and email. They were required to practice a variety of writing
activities (paragraph writing, argumentative essays, compare and contrast essays, descriptive essays,
narrative essays, cause and effect essays, literary analyses, academic reports, letters, and critiques)

involving each of the five stages depicted in the following figure.
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Figure 2. 2 Writing process stages in the online writing activities

In their writing activities, students followed every stage of the writing process. During the pre-
writing phase, they were required to use search engines to gather information and discuss materials
pertinent to the topic they would be working on in the following session. Together, they exchanged
ideas about the topic in order to stimulate one another’s thinking. In the classroom, the researcher
provided students with a sample model of the genre type they had to write about and explained its
main organization and structure.

At the drafting stage, students were asked to use information and ideas gathered in the pre-writing
stage to write the first draft on the assigned topic. In this step, they could write about any relevant
ideas without much concern about the correctness of language, as they would have opportunities to
revise their draft later. After completing their first draft, students were required to share it with other
classmates on blog or wiki in order to receive feedback.

The feedback stage provided students with the opportunity to rethink, reconsider, and revise their
writing. The commenting feature on blog was utilized to provide students with online feedback on
their first drafts from their classmates and the researcher. The aim of feedback was to develop

students’ ideas, structure, organization, accuracy, and coherence. Students were encouraged to

117



provide feedback on their classmates’ writing drafts, taking into account the questions offered in the
feedback guide (See Appendix (7) — Guidance for Students’ Online Feedback).

During the revision stage, students reviewed, evaluated, and used the feedback offered by their
classmates and the researcher in order to refine their first writing drafts. In addition, using links on
grammar and writing practice that were published by the researcher on the blog’s main page assisted
students in revising their drafts more effectively. The blog site provided key instructions related to
grammar, punctuation, writing style, and expression usage. Therefore, students were supposed to
refine their drafts by improving their writing’s content, style, organization, language, and mechanics.

After revising their writing drafts, students moved on to the publishing stage, in which they posted
and shared their final drafts online. Students posted the final versions of their writing on blog or wiki
sites so that it could be reviewed and evaluated by the audience. At this stage, they were encouraged
to incorporate images, videos, music, and website links to express their ideas on the topic they had
written about.
2.4.4.4 Pre-test and post-test

In this study, the researcher designed a pre-test and a post-test to measure the writing performance
of the experimental and control groups before and after conducting the experiment. Before deciding
on the topics of the pre-and post-tests, the researcher submitted a list of potential essay topics to four
EFL expert teachers for their opinions on the most suitable essay topic for the tests. In light of these
teachers’ comments Who suggested the argumentative topic, the argumentative type of essays was
selected for the pre-and post-tests, and necessary revisions were made to the two tests. In
argumentative essays, students are expected to persuade the readers of a particular point of view and
support their claims with strong evidence. The AWR (See Appendix (10) — Analytic Writing Rubric
(AWR)) was employed by the two raters to assess the writing performance of the two groups.

Before using the pre-test and the post-test in the actual study, they were administered to a pilot
sample of ten third year EFL students at the English Department of M’sila University. The pilot

sample was different from the actual sample used in the current study. The piloting was undertaken
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during the first semester of the academic year 2017-2018, and its purpose was to check the
understandability, clearness, and time duration of the tests. The researcher found out that the two tests
were clear and understandable, and that the pilot sample took 80 minutes to complete each test.

To establish the reliability of the pre-and post-tests, the researcher calculated the alpha
coefficients using the test/retest method on the same pilot sample. The alpha coefficients for the pre-
and post-tests were 0.74 and 0.89, respectively. This shows a strong consistency between the first and
the second applications of each test, indicating that the two tests are very reliable.

The pre-test was administered during the first semester of the 2018-2019 academic year at the
English Department of M’sila University. Before starting any kind of instruction during the first
week, all participants in the experimental and control groups took the same pretest. They were
required to write an argumentative essay on a specific topic (See Appendix (8) — Pre-Test & Post-
Test). The purpose of the pretest was to determine whether or not the participants of the two groups
had equivalent writing abilities before beginning the experiment.

The post-test was administered at the end of the second semester of the 2018-2019 academic year.
Students in the experimental and control groups completed the same post-test. The post-test was
comparable to the pre-test in terms of genre (argumentative writing), but the topic was different. All
students were required to compose an argumentative essay on a particular subject (See Appendix (8)
— Pre-Test & Post-Test). The purpose of the post-test was to compare the writing performance of the
two groups and determine whether there were any differences in their writing after the instructional
design. Particularly, it attempted to determine whether the experimental group’s writing improved
after receiving technology-enhanced instruction.
2.4.4.5 Analytic writing rubric

The researcher designed an AWR to evaluate students’ writing performance on writing tests (See
Appendix (10) — Analytic Writing Rubric (AWR)). The analytic scoring method; which allows for

the measurement of many components of writing, is widely acknowledged for improving the validity
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and reliability of writing assessments (East, 2009; Hyland, 2003). The analytic scoring rubric,
according to Weir (1990), is more reliable than the holistic grading rubric.

Heaton (1990) proposed that several writing aspects, including content, organization, vocabulary,
grammar, and other writing mechanics, should be taken in account when evaluating writing skills.
Consequently, the researcher focused on measuring the accuracy of grammar, correctness of spelling,
appropriateness of lexical choice, and organization of the content while scoring the writing tests (See
Appendix (10) — Analytic Writing Rubric (AWR)).

Four writing aspects were examined when evaluating students’ written essays. These include the
following: content (relevance, supporting evidence, purpose, etc.), organization of ideas (thesis
statement, unity, coherence, etc.), language (grammar, vocabulary, and spelling), and style (creativity
and originality of ideas). Each of these writing components was evaluated on a five-point scale:
excellent, good, average, poor, and very poor. In order to assure the validity of this rubric, it was
evaluated by a panel of four expert EFL teachers, who all agreed on its validity.

The writing-test papers were scored by two raters who followed the same scoring scheme. The
two raters trained on the proper application of the scoring procedure in the AWR using some anchor
papers as examples. The inter-rater reliability test was calculated to ensure that there were no
differences between the raters’ scores. The inter-rater reliability was found .94, indicating that the
consistency between the two ratings is strong. Each rater scored independently each student’s paper.
The scores given by the two raters were correlated, and then the average of the two scores was used
to get the final test score for each paper.

Multiple rating was utilized to evaluate the participants’ test papers because it offers more
advantages than single rating. First, it reduces human errors and raters’ blind spots, as many
evaluations improve assessment fairness and quality. Second, several raters can provide constructive
feedback to help students enhance their skills. Third, multiple ratings increase the validity and

reliability of scoring (Cho & Schunn, 2007).
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2.5 Data Collection Procedure

The data collection process was conducted during the academic year of 2018-2019 at the English
Department of M’sila University. All participants were asked about their willingness to take part in
the current study. They were informed about the purpose of the research, the nature of their
participation, and their research responsibilities. The researcher was present throughout all the steps
of data collection procedure.

All research instruments including survey questionnaires, interviews, and writing tests were
assessed by a group of experts and pilot-tested before being used with the study participants. The
pilot study ensured the validity and reliability of the instruments. Students were informed that these
instruments would be used for academic purposes only, and that their participation would have no
bearing on their grades or relationship with the researcher. The data collected from the student
participants can be outlined in the following procedure steps.

First, participants in the control and experimental groups were administered a writing
performance pre-test during the first week of the 2018-2019 academic year. They were given 80
minutes to complete the test. The objective of the pre-test was to measure if students in the two groups
had comparable writing performance. Then, eighty student participants were given a digital literacy
questionnaire and a writing test that was correlated with their perceived level of digital literacy
proficiency. The digital literacy questionnaire was used in order to assess the participants’ digital
literacy skills, and the writing test was administered to examine whether the participants’ writing
performance correlates favorably with their perceived levels of digital literacy competency.

Second, the control and experimental groups were taught academic writing course for two
semesters. During the learning process, participants in the control group received traditional writing
instruction, whereas those in the experimental group received technology-enhanced instruction. In
particular, email, blog, and wiki, as well as other technological resources such as the Moodle
platform, YouTube clips, and PowerPoint software were integrated in the experimental group’s

writing instruction. Lectures on academic writing were presented using PowerPoint application, web-
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based writing was practiced utilizing Web 2.0 tools, and course-related content and materials were
hosted on M’sila University’s Moodle platform. During the second week of the first semester, the
researcher introduced email, blog and wiki to the experimental group, and ensured that all participants
understood how to utilize these three tools before beginning the writing instruction.

Third, an 80 minute post-test was administered to all participants in the control and experimental
groups at the end of the second semester. The post-test aimed to compare the writing performance of
the two groups after completing the instructional design, and to determine whether the experimental
group had made any improvements in their writing after receiving technology-enhanced instruction.
After completing the post-test, all participants in the experimental group spent approximately 15
minutes answering a post-testing questionnaire about their attitudes and perceptions towards the use
of digital technology in EFL writing instruction. The post-test questionnaire included different open-
ended questions related to the influence of technology on students’ writing skills, the effectiveness of
web-based writing tools, and the challenges encountered during online writing instruction (See
Appendix (9) — Experimental Group’s Post-test Questions).

Regarding the participating teachers, data were collected from teachers voluntarily during the
first semester of the 2018-2019 academic year. Before beginning the data collection phase,
participants were invited to complete and sign an informed consent form. On this form, they were
assured that their human and privacy rights would be respected, and that any information they
submitted would be kept confidential. In addition, they were informed that their participation is
completely voluntary and that they may withdraw from the study at any time.

After signing the informed consent form, all forty EFL instructors were given survey
questionnaires. Teachers were given pen-and- paper versions of questionnaires in their offices. The
researcher chose this version over the online one because surveys with pen-and- paper response
modes have higher response rates than those with web-based response modes (Schonlau, Fricker, &

Elliott, 2002). To avoid disturbances in the classroom and ensure that survey questionnaires would
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be completed efficiently, participants were permitted to complete the survey at home and return it as
soon as possible.

All participants were requested to provide frank answers that reflect their true opinions and
perspectives. Due to the researcher’s presence during the data collection process, participants were
able to inquire about any unclear questions on the questionnaires. On average, they spent between 20
and 30 minutes completing the questionnaires. All completed survey questions were returned to the
researcher for analysis within two weeks. The majority of teachers who responded to the survey were
also keen to take part in the interview sessions.

After completing the questionnaires, five EFL teachers who expressed interest in taking part in
semi-structured interviews were invited to participate. To create a comfortable environment for the
participants, all interviews took place in a classroom at the Department. In these interviews, the
researcher asked a series of questions regarding attitudes toward technology integration in EFL
writing instruction, perspectives on digital literacy, and the current state of technology integration in
EFL writing instruction (See Appendix (5) — Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview Questions).

Participants were encouraged to freely express their views, share anecdotes, ask questions and
offer suggestions on the main research issues. Each participant could provide detailed information
and insightful reflections about each question presented during the interview sessions. Therefore, the
five participants could contribute to the interview by sharing relevant experiences, opinions, and
concerns. Each interview session lasted between 20 and 40 minutes, and all were audio-recorded and
transcribed for analysis.

As soon as the quantitative and qualitative data had been obtained, the researcher started
analyzing them to provide a triangulated interpretation. Quantitative data were put into a database
and analyzed using version 24.0 of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software.
The qualitative data were entered into Microsoft Word documents for transcriptions and coding.
Content analysis; which includes strategies of categorizing, coding, and interpreting, was used for

analyzing qualitative data.
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2.6 Data Analysis

The mixed method approach utilized in this study requires an analysis of both quantitative and
qualitative data. Quantitative data was analyzed using version 24.0 of SPSS, while qualitative data
was transcribed and then analyzed by classifying it into categories, themes and patterns related to the
issues under investigation. The following steps suggested by Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2006) are used
for analyzing the data obtained from the mixed method approach:

1) Data reduction: summing up the quantitative data through statistical analysis and qualitative

data through content analysis.

2) Data presentation: displaying the data in visual formats such as tables, graphs, and figures.

3) Data correlation: identifying relationships within the presented data.
4) Data consolidation: combining and associating the data.

5) Data comparison: identifying similarities and differences between the quantitative and
qualitative data collected.

6) Data integration: combining and integrating the data to develop a holistic interpretation of the

research issue.

2.6.1 Quantitative Data Analysis

Quantitative data collected from the teachers’ and students’ survey questionnaires were analyzed
using descriptive statistics. Questionnaire items, which contained multiple choices and a Likert scale
were assigned numerical values. These numerical values were entered into the SPSS software.
Descriptive statistics consisting of frequencies, relative frequencies, means and standard deviations
were then applied in order to analyze and sum up the responses of participants. In addition, the one
sample t-test and the chi-square goodness of fit test were employed to assess participants’ responses
on their levels of digital literacy and the status of technology integration at the department.

The quantitative data which consisted of participants’ writing scores were also analyzed using

SPSS 24.0 software for data analysis. After correlating the scores given by the two raters for each
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essay paper in the writing tests, the average of the two scores was entered into the SPSS software.
The following techniques were utilized by the researcher to analyze the writing tests:

Independent samples t-test (between-groups statistics) was used to determine whether there were
differences in in the pre-test writing performance of the experimental and control groups. On the post-
test, a second independent samples t-test was utilized to examine whether there were differences in
the writing performance of the experimental and control groups.

Paired samples t-test (within-group statistics) was employed to evaluate whether there were
differences between the pre- and post-test results of the experimental group. Paired-samples t-tests
were undertaken in order to determine if the technology-enhanced instruction improved the
experimental group’s writing performance. In this context, Dornyei (2007) clarified that the
independent samples t-tests are used to compare the results of two distinct groups, whereas paired
samples t-tests are used to compare two types of results of the same group.

In addition, the Spearman correlation test was used to assess the correlation coefficient between
the variables of the first research hypothesis: digital literacy proficiency and academic writing
performance. The purpose of this test was to examine whether the participants’ writing performance
correlates positively with their perceived level of digital competency.

The quantitative data analysis was displayed into tables and charts, which helped in organizing
the data and identifying its key patterns and trends. After analyzing the quantitative data and
representing it visually in tables, graphs, etc., the researcher moved on to interpreting the results and

qualifying the data by writing it in a text form.

2.6.2 Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis “involves organizing, accounting for and explaining the data” (Cohen
et al., 2007, p.537). It entails an ongoing process of reflection, comprehension, and interpretation of
the data pertinent to the issue under investigation. In order to achieve an in-depth understanding and

analysis of this type of data, researchers must pose broad questions and use a variety of qualitative

125



research strategies (Creswell, 2008). In this regard, Ritchie and Spencer (2002, p.309) explained the
researcher’s role in qualitative analysis by asserting that “qualitative data analysis is essentially about
detection and the tasks of defining, categorizing, theorizing, explaining, exploring and mapping are
fundamental to the analyst‘s role”. Consequently, the researcher endeavored to become acquainted
with the data in order to identify the major themes and categories.

In this study, qualitative data obtained via semi-structured interviews and open-ended survey
questions were subjected to content analysis, which includes classifying, coding, and interpreting
techniques. In content analysis, themes or categories are formed based on the collected data. First,
data are coded, then codes with similar characteristics are classified into categories or themes for
analysis, and finally, the resulting themes are interpreted for readers (Cohen et al., 2007). To analyze
qualitative data, Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested the following steps: “familiarizing with your
data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes,
producing the report” (p.87). Hence, the researcher employed these procedures in the qualitative
analysis approach of this study.

First, in order to become familiar with the data and have a comprehensive understanding of it,
the researcher examined the obtained data from each instrument multiple times. In the initial phase
of qualitative analysis, the researcher engaged in the following activities: reading and writing all
open-ended responses to the survey questionnaire, listening to all audio recordings of interviews,
transcribing these recordings into text form, reading the transcriptions repeatedly, taking notes,
writing down initial thoughts, and then collecting and organizing all information. This provided the
researcher with a general overview of the data needed to proceed with the investigation.

Second, the qualitative data were reviewed and reorganized for a preliminary coding. At this
phase, the researcher went through several survey open-ended answers and interview transcripts. Data
with similar features were coded by grouping them into a category, and a label was assigned to each
category according to its characteristics (e.g. teachers’ perceptions of their digital literacy

competence, teachers’ perceptions of their students’ digital literacy competence, teachers’ attitudes
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to technology use in EFL writing instruction, students’ attitudes towards online-based EFL writing
instruction, teachers’ views about the current status of technology integration in EFL writing context,
etc.). Therefore, qualitative data were categorized according to the content of the participants’
responses. For a code to be considered as a category or a theme, it had to appear frequently in
participants’ responses.

After developing initial categories, the researcher looked for specific extracts to associate with
each category. At this point, the researcher could relate some extracts to the previously formed
categories, create new categories, and generate some subcategories. For instance, when analyzing
students’ opinions about the effectiveness of Web 2.0 tools in developing writing skills and their
attitudes towards online writing instruction, their responses were classified into three subcategories:
positive, negative, and unsure. Similarly, teachers’ attitudes towards digital technology integration
were divided into three subcategories: Pros, Cons, and Uncertain.

Third, after classifying the data into categories, the next step was to organize the resulting themes
or categories for analysis. The themes were divided into smaller parts and supported by evidence
from other sources. In order to strengthen the reliability and validity of the study, the researcher
utilized triangulation, which involves comparing the results from various data sources to each other.
The qualitative data findings provided useful quotations that were utilized to cross-validate and
complement the quantitative data findings.

Finally, after quantitative and qualitative analysis were completed, the researcher moved on to
the final step of combining, consolidating, comparing and integrating the two types of data. Multiple
perspectives on the same issue were collected from various data sources, similarities and differences
between the data findings were identified, and interpretations were presented for why the findings
matched or did not match. Overall, quantitative and qualitative findings completed one another and
contributed to the provision of adequate responses for each research issue. The two sets of analysis
were integrated to increase the credibility of the research. According to Hussein (2009), “triangulation

can indeed increase credibility of scientific knowledge by improving both internal consistency and
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generalizability through combining both quantitative and qualitative methods in the same study” (p.
10). This was the most effective method for addressing the research questions, building

interpretations, and obtaining conclusions.

2.7 Pilot Study

A pilot study was undertaken at the English Department of M’sila University during the 2017-
2018 academic year in order to identify any potential issues with the questionnaire items, writing
tests, and interview questions. The purpose of the pilot study was to assess the reliability and validity
of the questionnaire items and writing tests, as well as the appropriateness of the semi-structured
interview questions. Ideal research instruments, according to Cohen et al. (2007), should undergo
pilot testing to ensure that they are clear, comprehensible, and workable. Dérnyei (2007, p.75) also
emphasized the importance of piloting, which, if not conducted, “...jeopardizes the psychometric
quality of the study.” The piloting of the questionnaires, interview and writing tests is detailed in the

following sections.

2.7.1 Pilot Testing of Questionnaires

Because the printed word might be misunderstood or misinterpreted in written communication,
Wellington (2000) emphasized that all types of questionnaires should undergo pilot testing.
Consequently, a pilot study was conducted to assess the questionnaires’ face and content validity,
construct validity, and reliability, as detailed in the following sections.
2.7.1.1 Face and Content Validity

In order to test the face and content validity of the questionnaire survey, it was submitted to four
EFL experts who were not involved in the main study. This panel of educator professionals reviewed
the survey for any flaws with the general flow, relevance of items, appropriateness of wordings, types
of questions and layout of each questionnaire section. The four expert EFL instructors provided

feedback on the questionnaires’ length, complex technical terms, and double-barreled items. The
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survey was adjusted in response to the feedback obtained from the experts. The following examples
show these modifications:

Firstly, to reduce the length of the survey, the researcher removed certain open-ended questions
and replaced others with closed-ended questions. For example, two open-ended questions in the
second section of teachers’ questionnaire: “overall, and according to your own understanding, how
would you rate your digital literacy level?”” and “how would you rate your ability to use digital
technologies as compared to your students?” were converted into multiple-choice questions in which
participants were provided with a list of possible answers. Another illustration of this can be seen in
section four of the teachers’ questionnaire, in which the open-ended question “what digital tools do
you use in EFL writing instruction?”” was replaced with close-ended items that allowed participants
to select the digital resources they preferred.

Secondly, the use of complex technical terms was avoided; the researcher clarified the meaning
of several digital technologies used in the survey by providing examples at the end of the
questionnaire items. Examples of each technological tool are included in brackets in the
questionnaires given to teachers and students; for instance, “presentation software (e.g. PowerPoint
or Prezi)”, “tablet devices (iPad or android)”, “social networking sites (Facebook, twitter,
instagram)”. Therefore, it was assumed that participants would not have any trouble understanding
technical language.

Thirdly, the researcher avoided the use of double-barreled questions, which address multiple
issues in a single question but allow for only one response. For instance, in the teachers’ and students’
questionnaire, the statement about participants’ ability to “use a word processing and presentation
software to create documents” was Separated into two statements “using a word processing” and
“using presentation software”, so that participants would focus on each digital skill. Similarly, the
statement in the same section about participants’ ability “to create a wiki and a blog” was split into
two statements “creating a wiki” and “using and editing blogs” in order to make participants focus

on each digital tool separately.
129



2.7.1.2 Construct Validity

Following the assessment of the questionnaires’ face and content validity, the researcher
conducted a pilot study with ten tertiary EFL instructors from different English Departments and ten
third-year EFL students from the English Department at M’sila University who were not part of the
main study. The purpose of the pilot study was to evaluate the construct validity of the questionnaires
distributed to teachers and students.

Construct validity, which refers to the extent to which a test accurately assesses the concept it is
intended to measure (Nunnally, 1978), was analyzed by calculating the Item-Total Correlation (ITC)
of each scale in the teachers’ and students’ survey questionnaires. Pearson’s product-moment
correlation coefficient (r) was used to evaluate the ITC; which shows the contribution of each item
to the instrument’s consistency. The correlation between overall scale score and each item was
assessed, and the correlation coefficient values >0.20 were considered as demonstrating a satisfactory
level of correlation (Kline, 1986). The ITC of teachers’ and students’ survey scales are presented in
this section.
2.7.1.2.1 Item -Total Correlation of Survey Scales

This section shows the correlation between each item and the scale’s total score on the teachers’
and students’ questionnaires. First, Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was used to
assess the ITC of the four scales comprising the teachers’ survey. The correlation between the total
score of the second scale “digital literacy level of EFL teachers” and each item is presented in the
following table.

Table 2. 11 Item- total correlation of section two: digital literacy level of EFL teachers

Items Pearson’s r Items Pearson’s r
(01) 0.52* (19) 0.75**
(02) 0.88** (20) 0.50*
(03) 0.79** (21) 0.69**
(04) 0.55* (22) 0.78**
(05) 0.87** (23) 0.62**
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(06) 0.61%* (24) 0.53%
(07) 0.66%* (25) 0.70%*
(08) 0.75%* (26) 0.48*
(09) 0.67%* 27) 0.61%*
(10) 0.64%* (28) 0.74%%
(11) 0.86%* (29) 0.87%*
(12) 0.62%* (30) 0.60**
(13) 0.60%* (31) 0.53%
(14) 0.76%* (32) 0.68**
(15) 0.49% (33) 0.79%*
(16) 0.68%* (34) 0.62%*
(17) 0.61%* (35) 0.61%*
(18) 0.58%*

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

As indicated in the table above, all items on the second scale had high ITC, ranging from 0.48
(item 26) to 0.88 (item 02), and were statistically significant at the levels (o= 0.01 and o =0.05). This
demonstrates that the items have a high level of internal consistency; hence, the scale is valid for
measuring what it was intended to evaluate and can be applied in the actual study. The results related

to the correlation between the overall score of the third scale “EFL teachers’ attitudes towards

technology integration” and the items are shown in Table 2.12.

Table 2. 12 Item- total correlation of section three: EFL teachers’ attitudes towards technology

integration
Items Pearson’s r Items Pearson’s r
(01) 0.75** (08) 0.63**
(02) 0.74** (09) 0.68**
(03) 0.71%* (10) 0.71**
(04) 0.73** (11) 0.73**
(05) 0.71** (12) 0.73**
(06) 0.68** (13) 0.63**
07) 0.62%* (14) 0.58**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
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The correlation between item scores and the second scale’s total score is satisfactory, as seen in
the table above. The correlation values are statistically significant at the level (a = 0.01) and range
between 0.58 and 0.75; item (01) had the highest correlation with the total scale score (r=0.75) while
item (14) had the lowest correlation (r=0.58). Overall, the correlation values indicate the degree of
homogeneity and the strength of the scale’s internal consistency; thus, the scale has construct validity
and can be utilized in the main study. The correlation between the total score on the fourth scale and
the items is presented in the following table below.

Table 2. 13 Item- total correlation of section four: status of technology integration in EFL
writing instruction

Items Pearson’s r Items Pearson’s r
(01) 0.49* (10) 0.74**
(02) 0.66** (11) 0.62**
(03) 0.61%* (12) 0.75**
(04) 0.58** (13) 0.70%*
(05) 0.70** (14) 0.69**
(06) 0.50* (15) 0.61**
07) 0.69** (16) 0.74**
(08) 0.62%* 7) 0.58**
(09) 0.61** (18) 0.61**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

All items on the fourth scale had a satisfactory correlation with the total mean score (r=0.49—
0.75). The item with the lowest correlation was item 01 (r=0.49), and the item with the highest
correlation was item 12 (r=0.75). In general, these items have a high level of internal consistency,
hence the scale is valid for measuring what it was designed to assess.

The correlation between each scale and the entire survey score was also assessed using Pearson’s
product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The correlations between the four scales and the total

survey score are shown in Table 2.14.
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Table 2. 14 Scale total correlation

Scale Pearson’s r
Digital Literacy Level of EFL Teachers 0.80**
EFL Teachers’ Attitudes towards Technology Integration 0.82**
Status of Technology Integration in EFL Writing Instruction 0.78**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

All of the scales exhibited a high correlation with the total survey score, as seen in the table above.
The correlation values are statistically significant at the (o = 0.01) level, ranging from 0.78 to 0.82.
The scale of EFL teachers’ attitudes had the highest connection (r=0.82) with the total survey score,
whereas the scale of the status of digital technology integration had the lowest correlation (r=0.78).
Overall, the correlation values show that there is a high level of internal consistency between the
survey scales; hence, the survey can be utilized in the actual study.

Concerning students’ survey, the ITC of the second scale included in the students’ questionnaire
is assessed using Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient (r) and is presented in the table
below.

Table 2. 15 Item- total correlation of section two: digital literacy level of EFL students

Items Pearson’s r Items Pearson’s r
(01) 0.58** (19) 0.94**
(02) 0.84** (20) 0.90**
(03) 0.94** (21) 0.89**
(04) 0.96** (22) 0.85**
(05) 0.58** (23) 0.92**
(06) 0.71** (24) 0.89**
(07) 0.69** (25) 0.89**
(08) 0.92** (26) 0.90**
(09) 0.74** (27) 0.58**
(10) 0.84** (28) 0.71**
(11) 0.75** (29) 0.69**
(12) 0.67** (30) 0.92**
(13) 0.81** (31) 0.74**
(14) 0.95** (32) 0.84**
(15) 0.94** (33) 0.75**
(16) 0.90** (34) 0.58**
an 0.89** (35) 0.48**
(18) 0.85**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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According to the table above, all items have good correlation coefficients with the total score of
the scale to which they belong. The coefficients ranged from 0.48 to 0.96, with item 04 exhibiting the
strongest correlation (r=0.96) and item 35 the lowest (r=0.48). In general, the scale exhibits a high
level of internal consistency and can thus be applied in the main study.
2.7.1.2.2 Discriminatory analysis

The discriminatory analysis was applied on the pilot sample consisting of 10 participants in order
to calculate the construct validity of the teachers’ survey. This kind of analysis is used to assess the
distinction between the two ends of the survey, i.e. between the lower and upper groups. 27% of the
sample size (27x10/100 = 2.70, i.e. approximately 03 participants) are used to calculate the difference
between the two groups. The independent samples “t” test was used to determine whether there were
any differences between the lower and upper groups, and the results are shown in the following table.

Table 2. 16 Discriminatory analysis of teachers’ survey

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Df T Sig.
Teachers’ Upper 03 332.66 10.40 o o 06 oot
Survey Lower 03 257.00 10.00 ' '

The table above shows that the calculated t- test value (9.08) is statistically significant at the level
(a=0.01), indicating that the teachers’ survey can distinguish between the two groups. This ensures
the validity of the survey.

To analyze the distinction between the two ends of the students’ survey (the lower and upper
ends), a sample of 27% of the 10 pilot students was used (27x10/100 = 2.70, i.e. approximately 03
participants). Then, the independent sample “t” test was used to compare the lower and upper groups
(Table 2.17).

Table 2. 17 Discriminatory analysis of students’ survey

Groups N Mean  Std. Deviation Df T Sig.
Students’
Upper 03 215.00 6.92
Survey PP 04 4.83 0.000
Lower 03 182.66 9.29
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According to the table seen above, the t-test value (4.83) is statistically significant at the level (a
=0.01), therefore, the students’ survey can discriminate between the two groups.
2.7.1.3 Reliability

Reliability analysis, which evaluates the consistency of a measure, was applied to the survey
questionnaire responses of the pilot sample of 10 instructor participants and 10 student participants.
Internal consistency, which refers to the extent to which instrument items measure the same construct
(concept), was tested using two methods: split-half reliability and Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s
coefficient values >0.70 were considered to demonstrate satisfactory internal consistency (Nunnally,
1978). The reliability analysis of teachers’ and students’ survey scales are presented in this section.
2.7.1.3.1 Split-half reliability

The reliability of the teachers’ survey was calculated using the split-half reliability method, which
divides all the survey items into two halves and then correlates scores on each half. If the two halves
of the survey measure the same construct with comparable precision, there will be a high correlation
between their scores. The table below shows the correlation between the two survey parts.

Table 2. 18 Split-half reliability of teachers’ survey

Split-half correlation ~ Spearman-Brown Coefficient Gutman Coefficient
Teachers’ Survey 0.76** 0.86 0.82

The correlation coefficient between the two halves of the teachers’ survey is (0.76), indicating a
high level of correlation between the two halves. Due to the fact that split-half reliability evaluates
the reliability of a half-length survey, the Spearman-Brown formula was applied to the correlation in
order to measure a true estimate for the full length scale. The Spearman-Brown coefficient is (0.86)
and the Gutman coefficient is (0.82), this indicates that the survey of teachers has a high level of
reliability and can be utilized in the actual study.

The split-half reliability method was also used to measure the internal consistency of students’
questionnaire, the correlation between the two parts of the survey is presented in the table below.
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Table 2. 19 Split-half reliability of students’ survey

Split-half correlation ~ Spearman-Brown Coefficient Gutman Coefficient

Students’ Survey 0.67** 0.80 0.78

According to the table above, there is a good correlation between the two halves of students’
survey (0.67). To measure the true estimate for the full length scale, the Spearman-Brown formula
was applied, the Spearman-Brown and the Gutman coefficients were calculated to be (0.80) and
(0.78), respectively. Hence, the students’ survey exhibits a good level of reliability.
2.7.1.3.2 Cronbach’s alpha coefficients

Cronbach’s alpha (a) was used to calculate the reliability of the teachers’ and students’
questionnaires; the results are presented in the table below.

Table 2. 20 Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of teachers’ survey scales

Scales Number of Items  Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient
Digital literacy level of EFL teachers 35 0.96

EFL teachers’ attitudes towards technology integration 14 0.82

Status of technology integration in EFL writing 18 0.75

instruction

Whole survey 67 0.94

Cronbach’s values for the three scales comprising the teachers’ survey were all above the 0.70
threshold, ranging between 0.75 and 0.96, while the Cronbach’s value for the entire survey was (o=
0.94). According to DeVellis (2012), coefficients of reliability between 0.70 and 0.90 indicate a high
degree of consistency. Consequently, the survey has a high degree of reliability and can be utilized
in the main study. Cronbach’s alpha was also used to assess the reliability of the students’ survey as
shown in the following table.

Table 2. 21 Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of students’ survey scale

Scales Number of Iltems  Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient
Digital literacy level of EFL students

35 0.94
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Cronbach’s score for the student survey scale was (a= 0.94) as shown in the table above. Thus,
the survey is sufficiently reliable to be utilized in the main study.

Overall, the testing results indicated that the participants’ survey was a reliable measuring
instrument at the application level. After conducting the pilot study, the final survey was submitted
to the study participants. It was estimated that participants would spend about 20-30 minutes to
complete the questionnaires. Although the survey questionnaire had been pilot-tested and participants
could complete it without the researcher’s presence, it was essential for the researcher to be present

in order to clear out any kind of misunderstanding or ambiguity.

2.7.2 Pilot Testing of Interviews

As recommended by Maxwell (2013), the interview questions should be pilot-tested to improve
and revise them. Therefore, a pilot test was conducted to ensure that the form and structure of the
interview instrument were clear and comprehensible to the participants. After the initial development
of the teachers’ interview questions, a panel of four expert tertiary EFL lecturers gathered to provide
comments on the questions. These educators gathered for two hours at the department to discuss their
perspectives on each interview question. Upon completion of their discussion of the questions and in
response to their suggestions, the interview questions were modified.

The interview questions were piloted with two tertiary EFL teachers. According to the feedback
provided by the expert teachers and the pilot sample, who suggested using clear wordings and
examples to avoid ambiguity, few modifications were made to the instrument’s questions. For
example, clarifications in terminology were made in the interview so that participants would have no
trouble comprehending the questions. In addition, the technical terms were omitted and the overall
wording was revised to simplify the content as much as possible. There was also a minor issue with

the length of the interview questions, therefore the necessary adjustments were made to shorten them.
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2.7.3 Pilot Testing of Writing Tests

The pilot study of the writing tests was conducted during the first semester of the 2017-2018
academic year with the objective of assessing the tests’ validity, reliability, and usability. In this
regard, the validity of the writing performance tests for students was determined by presenting these
instruments to four EFL expert university teachers, who provided feedback and suggestions for
refining the three tests utilized in the study. The instruments were modified and improved in response
to the comments made by these professional educators.

The reliability of the writing tests was achieved through a pilot study. The researcher selected ten
third year EFL students from the English Department of M’sila and administered the three writing
tests to them. The researcher applied the test/retest method on these students, with a two-week interval
between the first and second administration of each test. The purpose of the test/retest method was to
measure the stability of the instruments by examining the consistency of test scores over time.

According to Mitchell and Jolley (2010), the test-retest coefficients might range from 0.60 to
0.98; a coefficient of 0.70 indicates an acceptable level of reliability, whilst a coefficient greater than
0.70 suggests a high level of reliability. This implies that the test scores from the first application
correspond to those from the second. In order to determine the consistency of the writing tests, the
correlation between the different applications of each test was measured. The value of the alpha
coefficients was computed, and the results are presented in the table below.

Table 2. 22 Cronbach’s alpha for the pre-and post-tests

Test Cronbach’s Alpha
Writing test correlated with perceived digital literacy proficiency .92
Pre-test 74
Post-test .89

As shown in the table above, the Cronbach’s alpha values between the two applications for each
test were as follows: the writing test correlated with perceived digital literacy proficiency at a level

of 0.92, while the pre-test was at 0.74, and the post-test was at 0.89. This indicates that there is a high
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level of consistency between the first and second administrations of each test; hence, the reliability

of the three instruments was established prior to their use in the actual study.

2.8 Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations are crucial in both scientific and pedagogical research. Several issues
regarding participants’ informed consent, anonymity and confidentiality rights, avoidance of harm
and deception should be taken into consideration when conducting a study (Creswell, 2008). A careful
plan about ethical issues is required to minimize potential risks that participants might encounter
throughout the research investigation (Bryman, 2012; Cohen et al., 2007). In the current study, the
appropriate ethical standards were adhered to during the data collection process. Issues concerning
consent from the participants, maintenance of anonymity and confidentiality, avoidance of harm, and

reporting data analysis with integrity were all taken into account.

2.8.1 Informed Consent

Informed consent is one of the most essential ethical considerations in educational research. The
researcher should disclose all necessary and required information to the participants so that they can
decide whether or not to participate in a study (Bryman, 2012). During the data collection process,
all participants were given an informed consent form which included information about the nature of
the study, the research objectives, confidentiality, anonymity, and the right to withdraw at any time.
On this form, it was highlighted that participation in the study is completely voluntary. In other words,
participants were free to decide whether or not to take part in the current research, and they had the
right to withdraw any time they wanted (See Appendix (1) — Informed Consent Form). Similarly,
teachers who participated in the interview were given a sufficient explanation of the purpose,
background, and methods of the study. Prior to conducting the interview, consent for audio recording
was obtained from the interviewees.

In addition, participating students were also provided with a consent form, they were given both

written and verbal information about the research, and were assured that their scores would not be
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affected by their participation. Having given the relevant information about the research, participants
were requested to sign the informed consent form to indicate that they understood the information

provided and agreed to take part in the study.

2.8.2 Confidentiality and Anonymity

Concerning the ethical standard of maintaining confidentiality and protecting the participants’
privacy, the researcher kept all the participants’ identities anonymous by assigning pseudonyms to
each participant. In addition, all the documents related to this study, including interview recordings,
transcripts, questionnaire data, and test results, were kept in a secure storage to which only the
researcher had access.

Students in the experimental group had secure access to the wiki and blog platforms. When
notified that some of their online entries would be used as examples for this study, all of the students
gave their consent. Moreover, the transcriptions of interviews were made available to the study
participants. It was important to share these transcriptions with the participants as it assured them that

their consent was sought for the final publication.

2.8.3 Avoidance of Harm

Any kind of potential risk that could harm the study participants was avoided, such as insufficient
information about the research, compulsory participation, deception, lack of confidentiality, and lack
of privacy. All of these issues were avoided to keep the participants’ rights protected. In addition, the
researcher discussed with the participants any concerns that they deemed to be harmful. As regards
interviews, the researcher paid careful attention to avoid placing participants in situations of anxiety,

stress, fatigue, discomfort, and embarrassment.

2.8.4 Avoidance of Deception
Deception in research refers to any intentional presentation of false information on the nature,
purpose, or results of a study. It may involve omission of true facts or invention of misleading data

(Keller & Lee, 2003). To avoid any form of deception, the researcher followed a policy of
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transparency in which true facts regarding the nature, objectives and findings of research were
reported. Regarding the nature and purpose of the research, all study participants were provided with
an informed consent form that included comprehensive information about the study’s objectives and
background. Concerning the truthfulness of findings, all the research data were safely secured. The
study findings and interpretations were based on the collected data. The research procedures were
made clear for checking the credibility of research. In addition, all the interviews transcripts were

given to the participants in order to obtain their consent prior to their use in the current study.
Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter describes the research design, participants, research methods, data
collection procedure, data analysis, pilot study and ethical considerations involved in the study. This
research focuses on examining the efficacy of digital technologies and digital literacy in tertiary EFL
writing instruction. By applying a mixed methods research, it was hoped that this study would
generate a comprehensive set of analyses and triangulate multiple types of data in order to provide an
adequate explanation of the investigated research issues. The research instruments used in this study
were survey gquestionnaires for EFL teachers and EFL students, interviews, and writing tests.
Quantitative data collected from the survey questionnaires were analyzed using the SPSS software.
Descriptive statistics (such as percentages, mean scores, and standard deviations, etc.) were applied
for analyzing the survey questionnaires. Independent samples t-tests were used to analyze the
differences between the experimental and control groups in the pre-and post-writing tests. A paired
samples t-test was used to determine the differences between the experimental group’s pre-and post-
writing tests. The Spearman correlation test was used to assess the correlation coefficient between
the variables of the first research hypothesis, digital literacy proficiency and academic writing
performance. The qualitative data from semi-structured interviews and open-ended survey questions
were analyzed using content analysis method, which entails coding, categorizing, and interpreting

techniques.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS & ANALYSIS

Introduction

This chapter presents the results and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data gathered
from survey questionnaires, interview questions and scores of writing tests. In response to the
research questions, the chapter provides findings about EFL teachers’ and students’ levels of digital
literacy competence, teachers’ attitudes towards digital technology integration in EFL writing
instruction, the current situation of digital technology incorporation in EFL writing classrooms, the
impact of digital literacy proficiency on the development of writing skills, as well as the effects of
digital technology integration on the enhancement of EFL students’ writing performance. Throughout
this chapter, data from different instruments are compared and contrasted in order to both determine
the consistency of the study findings and provide a thorough analysis to the research issues.

An important point to note before presenting the data analysis is that the participants’ responses
to the five-point Likert scale questionnaires were classified into five levels according to the mean
boundary scores. As stated by Narli (2010), analyzing and interpreting a five Likert scale requires the
calculation of the interval width using this formula: Interval Width = (Higher value— Lower value)/n
= (5-1)/5 = 0.8. Accordingly, the interval width (0.80) was used to build the boundary scores of the
five Likert scale, which are presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3. 1 Correction key of the five-point Likert scale

Boundary Judgment scale for perceived digital ~ Judgment scale for Judgment scale for actual

values competence attitudes integration
1.00-1.80 Very low Very negative Not applicable
1.81-2.60 Low Negative Poor
2.61-3.40 Average Average Average
3.41-4.20 High Positive Good
4.21-5.00 Very high Very positive Very good/ applicable

This table serves as an analysis key of the participants’ responses to the survey questionnaire
items, and helps to discuss the research findings based on the above boundary values. It provides a
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judgment scale on which to rate the participants’ perceived level of digital literacy skills, their
perceptions about digital technology integration in EFL writing classroom, and their actual uses of
new technologies in EFL writing instruction. As indicated above, the level of a mean score is
extremely weak between (1.00 and 1.80), weak between (1.81 and 2.60), moderate between (2.61 and

3.40), strong between (3.41 and 4.20), and very strong between (4.21 and 5.00).

3.1 Digital Literacy Competence of EFL Teachers and Students

This section analyses the participants’ current level of digital literacy proficiency, it presents
findings from the survey questionnaire and interview reflections regarding their competence in using
digital technologies. This would show the extent to which the participants possess the digital skills
that enable them to utilize effectively digital technologies in EFL learning contexts, and would show

as well those skills that they need to improve in order to make an optimal usage of new technologies.

3.1.1 Digital Literacy Competence of EFL Teachers

This sub-section provides the results of the survey questionnaire and semi-structured interviews
regarding EFL teachers’ abilities to use digital technologies. The results are presented in two separate
parts: quantitative findings and qualitative findings.
3.1.1.1 EFL Teachers’ Digital Skills- Quantitative Findings

In the survey questionnaire, EFL teachers were asked to rate their perceived ability in utilizing a
variety of digital technologies on a five-point Likert scale: (1) illiterate, (2) poor, (3) average, (4)
good and (5) excellent. Their responses to the questionnaire items are analyzed and presented in the
following table.

Table 3. 2 Mean scores and standard deviations for EFL teachers’ digital skills

Items M SD Rank Level
1. Using computers. 447 50 7 Very high
2. Using cell-phones and tablet devices (iPad or Android). 437 58 11 Very high
3. Using printers. 440 .59 10 Very high
4. Using digital cameras. 425 .77 13 Very high
5. Using electronic readers such as Kindle. 345 131 22 High
6. Attaching files to emails or to sharing websites. 450 .67 6 Very high
7. Transferring files from cell phones to computers or vice versa. 450 .67 5 Very high
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Navigating the web browsers such as Internet Explorer and

. 472 45 1 Very high
Firefox.
9. Using search engines such as Google or Bing. 4.67 47 2 Very high
10. Finding information that you want on a website. 442 59 8 Very high
11. iYﬁ;g;g.mg if information on a website is up-to-date and 392 99 17 High
12. Figuring out how trustworthy a website is. 3.65 .94 21 High
13. Using email. 465 .53 3 Very high
14. Participating in an electronic conferencing or online forum. 340 110 24 Average
15. Using social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, 4135 62 12 Very high
Instagram, etc.
16. Using a Word Processing to create documents. 457 .63 4 Very high
17. Using Presentation software (e.g. PowerPoint or Prezi). 417 .74 14 High
18. Using _electronlc databases (e.g. MS Access) and managing 330 104 25 Average
excel files.
19. Collaborating with others on a group work. 322 109 26 Average
20. Downloading files to different locations on a mobile or 440 77 9 Very high
computer.
21. Operating language labs. 3.02 107 29 Average
22. Using smart boards. 287 118 31 Average
23. Using scanners. 342 117 23 High
24. Establishing networks on a computer. 3.20 120 27 Average
25. Troubleshooting technical hardware and software problems. 295 1.06 30 Average
26. Understanding copyright ownership when downloading files .
(books, videos, images, etc.) from the Internet. d.or 91 18 High
27. Securing your electronic device (Anti-virus software, firewall, 370 75 19 High
spyware, etc.).
28. Creating a wiki. 245 108 34 Low
29. Using and editing blogs. 277 116 32 Average
30. Installing software. 397 .94 16 High
31. Creating and editing video/audio files. 312 113 28 Average
32. Using electromc_ library databases for searching resources such 4100 67 15 High
as books and articles.
33. Editing documents. 3.67 .85 20 High
34. Creating and editing simulations and animations. 260 121 33 Low
35. Creating web pages. 245 115 35 Low
Weighted Mean 3.75 High
Std. Deviation .70

According to the table above, the level of EFL teachers’ digital literacy competency is high, this

can be evidenced by the total mean of the respondents’ digital competence which reached (M=3.75,

SD=0.70). As stated previously in Table 3.1, a mean score ranging between (3.41 and 4.20) is of a

high level; therefore, the observed value score (3.75) indicates EFL teachers’ highly digital literacy

level. To further confirm this result, the one sample t-test was used to determine if the observed mean

of teachers’ digital literacy is different from the hypothesized mean (3.00), which is derived from the

medium of the five- point Likert scale questionnaire (Table 3.3).
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Table 3. 3 One sample t-test results of EFL teachers’ digital literacy level

Observed Std. Hypothesized Mean

Digital N S . Df  Sig.
Literacy Mean Deviation mean Difference
Competence
3.75 54 3.00 75 8.80 39 .00

As indicated above, the t-test value of (8.80), which is statistically significant at the level (0.00),
demonstrates the high level of digital proficiency among EFL teachers. Additionally, the observed
mean of teachers’ digital literacy level (M=3.75, SD=0.54); which is greater than the hypothesized
mean value (M=03.00), also proves that EFL teachers’ digital competence is high and beyond the
average level.

Overall, the results shown in Table 3.2 demonstrate that the teacher participants responded
differently to the questionnaire items. It can be observed that the level of EFL teachers in utilizing
different digital tools ranged between (2.45 and 4.72). This implies that while teachers were very
excellent or good users of some technologies, they were not very highly skilled in the use of others.
The following is a detailed analysis of teachers’ capabilities in relation to the use of digital tools,
which are arranged from the tools with the highest ranking to those with the lowest ranking.

The top thirteen skill areas that the teacher participants perceived themselves to be excellent at
are the skills numbered as (08, 09, 13, 16, 07, 06, 01, 10, 20, 03, 02, 15 and 04); that is to say, they
are excellent at using the web browsers, search engines, emails, word processing, file transfers, file
attachments, and computers. They are excellent also at finding web-information, utilizing printers,
downloading files to computers or phones, using phones and tablet devices, as well as using social
networking sites and digital cameras. The top thirteen ranked-skill areas were identified as belonging
to the excellent/very high level because they have mean values that ranged between (4.25 and 4.72).
The digital skill achieving the highest score and thus the first rank is “navigating the web browsers”
(M=4.72, SD=.45), followed by “using search engines” (M=4.67, SD=.47) as the second ranked skill

, “using email” (M=4.65, SD=.53) as the third ranked skill, “using Word Processing” (M=4.57,
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SD=.63) as the fourth ranked skill, and “file transfers from cell phones to computers or vice versa”
(M=4.50, SD=.67) as the fifth ranked skill.

Respondents reported to have a good level (high level) in each of the following skill areas
numbered as (17, 32, 30, 11, 26, 27, 33, 12, 05 and 23). This indicates that EFL teachers are good at
ten digital skills, including using presentation software as PowerPoint and electronic library
databases, installing software, evaluating web-information, understanding ownership rights,
securing devices, editing documents, recognizing trustworthy websites, using electronic readers and
utilizing scanners. These ten digital skill areas belonged to the high/good level category for having
mean scores that ranged between (3.42 and 4.17). The first three skill areas that respondents believed
themselves to be good at are: “using presentation software as PowerPoint” (M=4.17, SD=.74),
followed by “using electronic library databases” (M=4.00, SD=.67), and then “installing software”
(M=3.97, SD=.94).

Teachers thought that they have only an average competence in the digital skill areas numbered
as (14, 18, 19, 24, 31, 21, 25, 22, and 29). They have a moderate level in nine digital skills, including
participating in electronic conferences or online forums, using electronic databases and spreadsheets
as excel files, collaborating on online group works, establishing networks, editing video/audio files,
using language labs, troubleshooting technical issues, using smart boards and utilizing blogs. The
nine skills were identified as belonging to the average level for having mean values that ranged
between (2.77 and 3.40). The top three skill areas in which respondents rated themselves as average
are: “participating in electronic conferences or online forums” (M=3.40, SD= 1.10), pursued by
“using electronic databases (e.g. MS Access) and managing excel files” (M=3.30, SD=1.04), and
“collaborating with others on a group work” (M=3.22, SD=1.09).

Nevertheless, the teacher participants believed they are less competent in the three lowest- ranked
areas numbered as (34, 28 and 35), which are “creating and editing simulations or animations”

(M=2.60, SD=1.21), “creating wikis” (M=2.45, SD=1.08) and “creating web pages” (M=2.45,
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SD=1.15). These three skills were placed into the low level category due to their low mean scores
which ranged between (2.45 and 2.60).

These quantitative results suggest that the majority of EFL teachers are proficient in using
fundamental technologies such as web browsers, emails, word processing, file transfers and
computers, but are less proficient in utilizing advanced technologies as simulations or animations,
web page creations, wiki designs and online collaborative works. The fact that EFL teachers have a
low level of competence in using these complicated tools is unquestionably an impediment to the
effective implementation of new technologies in the department. Obviously, it can be observed that
as the complexity of the technological tool increases, teachers’ digital competence decreases. This
finding is consistent with what has been found in previous studies which reported that teachers
possess a low level of competence when it comes to use more sophisticated digital tools (Bates 2001,
Levin & Arafeh, 2002; Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005; Prensky, 2001; Trucano, 2005). Teachers’
competence in using fundamental technologies may be attributed to the fact that most of them tend
to use computers for ordinary tasks such as preparing lecture materials, sending emails, downloading
files, recording attendance, participating in social networks, etc. Hence, their proficiency is deemed
to be higher in utilizing basic technology tools.

Notably, the findings indicate that EFL teachers’ digital literacy belongs to the foundational level
of the DigEuL.it project developed by Martin and Grudziecki (2006), which covers the mastery of
basic technologies as internet searching, word processing, email, social networking, etc. In this
respect, Martin and Grudziecki (2006) contended that tertiary teachers should have a higher
competence level of digital usage in order to meet the professional requirements and competency
standards of this digital age. Therefore, teachers are expected to have proficient skills in using
advanced technologies such as designing wikis, web pages, and online learning materials.

Although the quantitative results showed that the perceived level of digital literacy among EFL
teachers is high, the majority of them reported to have a moderate level of confidence in their digital

competence. When asked to rate their confidence in their digital literacy proficiency, the teacher
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participants responded differently to the five given options: “very low”, “low”, “average”, “high”,
and “very high”. Their responses to these options are presented in the following table.

Table 3. 4 Chi-Square goodness of fit test for EFL teachers’ level of digital literacy confidence
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Figure 3. 1 Percentages for EFL teachers’ level of digital literacy confidence
According to Table 3.4, most of the teacher respondents (57.50%) believed that they have an
average level of confidence in their digital competence, while only nine (22.50%) reported to have a
high confidence in their digital competence, and eight (20.00% ) reported to have extremely high
confidence in their digital literacy skills. The Chi-Square value (10.550); which was used to determine

the significance of these frequency differences is statistically significant at the level (o = 0.01) with
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the freedom degree of (02). Therefore, there are statistically significant differences among the
participants’ responses in favor of the “average” option.

The teacher participants were also asked to rate their digital literacy proficiency as compared to
that of their students, they were given these three options: “Our knowledge levels are somehow
equal”, “I know more than my students do”, and “my students know more than me”. Their responses
are presented in Table 3.5.

Table 3. 5 Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test for EFL teachers’ perceived level of digital
proficiency in comparison to their students’ digital competence
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Figure 3. 2 Percentages for EFL teachers’ perceived level of digital proficiency in comparison
to their students’ digital competence
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Table 3.5 which shows the responses of EFL teachers regarding their own level of digital
proficiency as compared to that of their students reveals the following: Half of the respondents
(50.00%) claimed that their students are more knowledgeable than they are, while seventeen (42.50%)
reported that their knowledge levels are almost equal, and three (07.50%) thought that they are more
knowledgeable than their students. There are statistically significant differences among the
participants’ responses in favor of “my students know more than me” option, as indicated by the Chi-
Square value (12.350), which was statistically significant at the level (o = 0.01) with the freedom
degree of (02).

Overall, the results showed that the teacher participants were not confident about their digital
abilities. This is evidenced by the fact that the majority of them (57.50%) reported to have a moderate
level of confidence in their digital competence, and half of them (50.00%) believed that their students
have a greater level of digital literacy than they do. As indicated by several studies, the usage of new
technology demands teachers to have confidence in their digital skills, which affects significantly the
successful adoption of digital technologies in classrooms (Chen, 2008; Lee, 2000; Rahimi &
Yadollahi, 2011). Hence, teachers’ confidence needs to be enhanced to increase the potential uses of
technological tools in educational settings.
3.1.1.2 EFL Teachers’ Digital Skills- Qualitative Findings

Qualitative findings from interviews with EFL teachers concurred with the above guantitative
data from survey questionnaire. All the interviewees stated that they have an average level of digital
literacy, and considered themselves to be proficient only in the use of fundamental technologies. One
of the interviewed participants claimed that his proficiency in using advanced technologies is
moderate: “my digital competence is average, | am not professional in technology use. | feel that |
am just an amateur, doing something very simple in the classroom” (Teacher B). Additionally, other
participants reported to have moderate digital skills:

Well, let’s say perhaps sometimes one might be subjective when asked about his literacy

or digital literacy competence. If we relate to experience what we are using, what we
are doing...let’s say | have an average competence in digital literacy because we have
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learnt in life to be realistic. We do not go beyond realistic things so that we do not go
beyond our expectation. We have used so far certain digital technologies that are at our
disposal in class or in laboratories, let’s say we have excelled only in the use of simple
tools. (Teacher A)

If we relate our digital literacy competence to our Algerian environment as it is, we
might say we are competent, but compared to other societies and environments which
have already gone beyond the industrial age and are really knowledgeable societies in
digital technologies, we can say that we are really beyond the requirements of this age.
(Teacher E)

Some of the interviewees expressed their anxiety in utilizing unfamiliar digital tools, revealing
their lack of confidence in the use of novel technologies. For example, Teacher (B) stated that “I use
only the digital tools that I know, and for those that I don’t know I feel scared about trying them”,
and teacher (E) declared that “frankly speaking, | do not feel comfortable in using all new
technologies, | tend to use only the materials 1 am familiar with, and | feel anxious about trying new
tools”. Similarly, teacher (C) shared the views of participants (B) and (E), and highlighted teachers’
inadequacies in using advanced technological tools. However, she believed that teachers could truly
improve their digital skills through the excessive use and practice of these tools:

Well, 1 think that teachers are weak at using complicated tools such as designing web
pages and online conferences. As far as | am concerned, | think that | have no idea about
them maybe because | have not tried them. But, what is amazing about technology is
that it is feasible to be learnt, once you try it and try it again, then everything will be ok,
you will learn it. For example, it is easy to learn about the use of email, blogs, Facebook
and word processing though practice. (Teacher C)

Similar reflections have been expressed by teacher (D), who further confirmed the inadequacy of
teachers ’digital literacy by asserting that he and his colleagues lack digital abilities when it comes to
the use of more complicated technologies:

I think we all have an average level of digital literacy. If you do not mind, I might tell
you something related to my experience with digital technologies. The first time | came
to use really what is meant by digital technologies was when | followed the course of
the American Institute of English at Oregon University, which was sponsored by the
American Information Agency. From this experience | came to know what is meant by
digital literacy and digital technology through the use of wikis, instant answers, instant
feedback, instant collaboration, cooperation and interaction with learners all over the
world. I think it is not enough to have skills only in the use of PowerPoint, tactile boards,
computers, phones and so on in this age, because these tools are becoming traditional
modes of technologies.
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Moreover, most of the interviewees assumed that their students are more “tech-savvy” than they
are. In this respect, teacher (B) claimed that “sometimes students overpass teachers in technology
because we are not deeply oriented into these technologies”, and teacher (C) viewed that “students
might have a good level because they have time to get in contact with these technological materials
more than teachers do”. Teacher (E) explained that students tend to have a higher level of digital
competence because they are the digital natives of this age, she contended that,

Because of experience, age and time, students seem to be more competent in the use of
these digital technologies, sure because they are the digital generation. But we are doing
our best to be a competent generation of migrants towards this, and we are trying to
bridge the gap between what is existing in their competencies and what is missing in
our skills.

When asked about the impediments to the advancement of digital abilities, many teachers
identified the lack of technology tools and materials, the lack of institutional support, teachers’
workload, and insufficient time as major obstacles to the proficient use of digital technologies. The
following statements illustrate their viewpoints:

The first thing is that the institution itself does not have the financial means to provide
digital technologies for all teachers and all learners in classes, so that all the subjects
would be run through digital technologies. So in this way, if digital technologies are
present, there is no other solution except to prepare and develop one’s digital literacy.
Another issue is related to learners, a teacher might use digital technologies, but some
learners do live in very remote areas and they don’t have the financial capacities to
provide themselves with tools and instruments so that they will be within the wave of
learning. Another issue is the overload of work for teachers; for example, lecture
preparation, exams, supervision; in addition to this, there is no sufficient time. (Teacher
D)

Time pressure is a huge barrier, you know how time affects. To learn you have to spend
time, you have to get a good training on technologies, you have to use them. But if you
learn without using them then for what you learn! So, mainly time can affect the
development of digital skills. (Teacher C)

We have many barriers that hinder the improvement of digital skills such as those
related to time, space, financial problems, human resources, etc. In order to be taught
there should be very equipped and competent people in the use of digital technologies
to help teachers, but the problem is that if you find some one expert in digital
technologies, this person lacks the foreign language by which he would provide a lot of
help for both teachers and learners. (Teacher E)
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As evidenced by their comments, the interview participants expressed the difficulty of having an
adequate level of digital literacy among students and teachers within the existence of the above
mentioned constraints, which impeded the advancement of their digital abilities. Nevertheless, almost
all participants emphasized the need to develop their digital competence, arguing that a professional
development in the use of advanced technology becomes a must in the current digital age. Participants
(A) and (E) explained this perspective:

Well, the world is changing, developing and being globalized. Within little time in the
future, the teacher would not have the traditional modes of knowledge and those printed
materials, and the only way left is to prepare himself or herself for this digital age.

Otherwise, he or she will not be a part of this world that has been being totally
automated. (Teacher A)

We have to do our best to improve our digital skills because nowadays learners
sometimes do overtake their masters. You know learners belong to a digital generation,
they are all the time using and developing competencies, some of them have got
fantastic skills in the use of digital technologies, and this urges us to seize the
opportunity for developing our digital skills. I think that the improvement of digital
competence becomes now a must for all teachers. (Teacher E)

Overall, the interview results showed that EFL instructors rated their own level of technology
expertise as being relatively moderate, and believed that their students possessed a higher level of
digital skills than they did. According to the assumptions of Chen (2008), Lee (2000), as well as
Rahimi and Yadollahi (2011), the perceived lack of ability and uncertainty about digital competence
would negatively affect the incorporation of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction, it would
decrease the motivation of teachers to adopt advanced technologies, and hence rule out the use of
some digital tools in classrooms. In addition, the results indicated that the interviewees acknowledged
the importance of improving digital competence in order to further enhance their own professional
identity and meet the requirements of working in the digitally academic settings. These reflections on
the necessity of promoting digital competencies are consistent with the significance of developing
teachers’ digital professional identities which were highlighted in the research literature (e.g., Bates,
2005; Ertmer, 2005; Kim, 2002; Knobel, 2011; Lee, 2000; Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Prensky 2001;

Trucano, 2005).
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3.1.2 Digital Literacy Competence of EFL Students

This section presents findings related to EFL students’ perceived level of digital literacy, it
examines how they evaluate their digital skills and overall technological expertise. In response to the
survey questionnaire, EFL students rated their proficiency in using digital tools on a five-point Likert
scale: (1) illiterate, (2) poor, (3) average, (4) good and (5) excellent, as shown in Table 3.6.

Table 3. 6 Mean scores and standard deviations for EFL students’ digital skills

Items M SD Rank Level
1. Using computers. 3.28 1.16 4 Average
2. Using cell-phones and tablet devices (iPad or Android). 337 1.10 2 Average
3. Using printers. 288 1.15 14 Average
4. Using digital cameras. 311 1.00 7 Average
5. Using electronic readers such as Kindle. 217 131 26 Low
6. Attaching files to emails or to sharing websites. 3.00 1.04 11 Average
7. Transferring files from cell phones to computers or vice versa.  3.01 1.14 9 Average
8. Eli?g/;(g)itmg the web browsers such as Internet Explorer and 322 1.00 5 Average
9. Using search engines such as Google or Bing. 331 1.06 3 Average
10.Finding information that you want on a website. 3.01 1.13 10 Average
11. rEe\II?a:lL)j?et_mg if information on a website is up-to-date and 242 113 21 Low
12.Figuring out how trustworthy a website is. 223 1.10 23 Low
13.Using email. 321 112 6 Average
14.Participating in an electronic conferencing or online forum. 182 111 33 Low
15. Using social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, 351 115 1 High
Instagram, etc.
16.Using a Word Processing to create documents. 297 1.13 12 Average
17.Using Presentation software (e.g. PowerPoint or Prezi). 260 131 18 Low
18.Using glectronlc databases (e.g. MS Access) and managing 210 1.28 27 Low
excel files.
19. Collaborating with others on a group work. 207 1.27 28 Low
20. Downloading files to different locations on a mobile or 287 1.4 15 Average
computer.
21.Operating language labs. 200 1.15 29 Low
22.Using smart boards. 191 117 31 Low
23.Using scanners. 220 1.27 24 Low
24.Establishing networks on a computer. 218 119 25 Low
25. Troubleshooting technical hardware and software problems. 195 1.06 30 Low
26. Understar_1d|ng qopyrlght ownership when downloading files 245 99 20 Low
(books, videos, images, etc.) from the Internet.
27.Securing your electronic device (Anti-virus software, firewall, 260 115 17 Low
spyware, etc.).
28.Creating a wiki. 182 1.12 34 Low
29.Using and editing blogs. 187 1.19 32 Low
30. Installing software. 3.08 1.25 8 Average
31.Creating and editing video/audio files. 291 1.24 13 Average
32.Using electronlc_ library databases for searching resources such 251 120 19 Low
as books and articles.
33.Editing documents. 2.76 1.18 16 Average
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34.Creating and editing simulations and animations. 230 121 22 Low

35. Creating web pages. 165 .99 35 Very low
Weighted Mean 2.58
Std. Deviation .53

Low

The table above shows that EFL students have a low level of digital competency. This is
evidenced by the total mean score for digital literacy which was (M=2.58, SD=0.53). As noted
previously in Table 3.1, mean scores ranging between (1.81 and 2.60) represent a low level of digital
competence. Therefore, the arithmetic mean score of (M= 2.58) indicates low digital literacy
proficiency among EFL students. This result was further confirmed through the use of the one sample
t-test, which compared students’ observed mean of digital competence (M=2.58) against the
hypothesized mean (M=3.00) to find out the statistical differences between the two mean scores
(Table 3.7).

Table 3. 7 One sample t-test results of EFL students’ digital competence level

.- Observed Std. Hypothesized Mean .
Digital N . _ Df  Sig.
. Mean Deviation Mean Difference
Literacy
Competence g 2.58 1.00 3.00 41 367 79 .00

As observed in the table above, the t-test value (3.67); which is statistically significant at the level
(0.00), demonstrates that EFL students have a low level of digital competence. Additionally, the fact
that the actual mean score (M=2.58, SD=1.00) for digital competence is lower than the hypothesized
mean score (M=03) provides further evidence on the lack of digital proficiency among the 80
respondents.

According to the results presented in Table 3.6, students’ mean scores in utilizing technological
equipment ranged between (1.65 and 3.51), implying that they have both strengths and weaknesses
in a variety of digital skill areas. This suggests that students may have a high, average, low or
extremely low competencies in mastering different digital technologies. The following is an
explanation of EFL students’ capabilities with regard to the use of digital tools, which are ordered
from the highest ranked to the lowest ranked tools.
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Out of thirty five skill areas, item (15); “using social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, etc.”, was rated as the top skill by the student participants. Interestingly, this is the only
skill area in which EFL students demonstrate a high level of proficiency, it has taken the first ranking
position with a mean score of (M=3.51, SD=1.15). It was classified as a high skill area because its
mean score was between (3.41 and 4.20). In fact, using social media was the only skill that belonged
to the high level category, no other skill was reported to be in this category.

The results show that EFL student have an average level of expertise in fifteen digital skill areas:
(02, 09, 01, 08, 13, 04, 30, 7, 10, 06, 16, 31, 03, 20 and 33). In other words, they exhibit moderate
competency in each of the following skill sets: using phones and tablet devices, utilizing search
engines, using computers, navigating the web browsers, using emails, using digital cameras,
installing software, transferring files, finding web-information, attaching files, using word
processing, creating and editing video/audio files, using printers, downloading files and editing
documents. The fifteen digital skills belonged to the category of the average level for having mean
scores that ranged between (2.76 and 3.73). The top five skills in this category are as follows: “using
cell phones and tablet devices” (M=3.37, SD=1.10), which ranked second after “social networks”;
“Using search engines” (M=3.31, SD=1.06), which ranked third; “using computers” (M=3.28,
SD=1.16), which ranked fourth; “navigating the web browsers” (M=3.22, SD=1.00), which ranked
fifth; and “using emails” (M=3.21, SD=1.12), which took the sixth position.

However, students believed that they have low/poor competence in these skills numbered as (27,
17,32, 26, 11, 34, 12, 23, 24, 05, 18, 19, 21, 25, 22, 29, 14 and 28). This includes securing electronic
devices, utilizing presentation software, using electronic library databases, understanding
ownership rights, evaluating web-information, creating and editing simulations/ animations,
knowing trustworthy websites, using scanners, establishing networks, using electronic readers, using
electronic databases and spreadsheets, collaborating on an online group work, operating language
labs, troubleshooting technical issues, using smart boards, using blogs, participating in electronic

conferences and creating wikis. These eighteen skill areas had mean scores ranging between (1.82
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and 2.60), and thereby they were identified as the lowest ranked skills. The top three lowest skills
are: “creating wikis” (M=1.82, SD=1.12), “participating in electronic conferencing or online forum”
(M=1.82, SD=1.11) and “using blogs” (M=1.87, SD=1.19). Moreover, one digital skill that students
reported to have an extremely low level at is “creating web pages”, which took the last ranking
position (M=1.65, SD=.99). It received a mean score lower than (1.80) and consequently was deemed
a very low ranked skill.

In the light of these reported findings, it is conceivable that EFL students have limited abilities to
make an effective use of digital technologies in their learning process. The above quantitative findings
reveal that EFL students are not tech-savvy because they lack proficiency with modern technologies,
they do not have strong abilities to use certain tools such as Web 2.0 tools, collaborative online works,
web conferencing, website creations and so on. The only technological tool that students considered
themselves to be competent at is the use of social networks. One reason for students’ high proficiency
in the use of social media is the fact they tend to frequently utilize these tools in their daily lives.

These basic findings are consistent with previous study findings indicating that today’ learners
are social networking savvy, yet not necessarily digitally literate (Lai & Gu, 2011; Guo et al., 2008;
Trucano, 2005; Winke & Goertler, 2008). From this standpoint, the results suggest that age alone
should not be used to categorize users of digital technologies and determine peoples’ digital
competencies. The results suggest also that students need training programmes on how to use
advanced technologies effectively for educational purposes. Therefore, educational stakeholders
should constantly provide opportunities for the development of students’ digital competencies, as

asserted by Warschauer (2008).
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3.2 Teachers’ Attitudes towards Digital Technology Integration in EFL
Writing Instruction

This section provides results about teachers’ attitudes towards the integration of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction. Findings from both survey questionnaire and semi-structured
interviews are presented in two separate parts in order to develop a rich understanding of teachers’

underlying opinions on the use of technological tools in EFL writing contexts.

3.2.1 Beliefs and Attitudes-Quantitative Findings

The teacher participants were asked to inform about their current attitudes toward technology
usage in EFL writing instruction through a survey questionnaire on which they had to indicate their
answers to the given items using a five-response Likert scale: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral,
agree, and strongly agree. Their responses to the questionnaire items are calculated via the use of
descriptive statistics consisting of frequencies, relative frequencies, means and standard deviations.
The three items with negative polarity numbered as (06, 07 and 11) have been reverse coded before
conducting the analysis. As Table 3.8 illustrates, teachers’ attitudes towards the integration of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction are generally positive, the overall mean score was above (03),
which shows that EFL teachers have positive feelings towards the incorporation of new technologies
in EFL writing classrooms.

Table 3. 8 Descriptive Statistics of teachers’ perceptions regarding technology integration in
EFL writing instruction

SA A N D S.D M SD  Rank

1.1 generally.hold po_sitive attit.uc.jes E 22 14 1 2 1
towards integrating digital
technologies in EFL  writing 435 .94 01
X X RF 550 350 25 5.0 2.5
Instruction.
2. Digital technology promotes F 20 15 3 2 00
interaction between EFL teachers 432 .82
and students. RF 500 375 75 50 00 03
3. The use of digital technologies F 12 23 4 1 00
facilitates classroom management. 415 .69
J RF 300 575 100 25 00 04
4. Using web-based writing F 14 15 5 5 1
activities makes the learning of 3.90 1.10 10

writing more attractive and faster R.F 350 375 125 125 25
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than using the conventional hand
writing method.

5. Digital technologies enhance F 10 23 5 1 1

students’ personal expression and 400 .84
creativity. RF 250 575 125 25 25 08
6. When utilizing  digital

technologies, students write faster F 3 6 2 16 13

and carelessly, with poor grammar 225 L2 12

; ’ . ' RF 75 150 50 400 325
spelling and punctuation.
7. Digital technologies distract F 00 5 6 9 20
shudent from academic work and "o -0 125 150 225 s00 NP M w
8. Technology provides teachers F 22 14 00 4 00
with effective learning materials 435 92
gnd resources for EFL writing RE 550 1350 00 10.0 00 ' ' 02
Instruction.
9. Technology facilitates the = 12 29 2 2 2
writing process  as it _enabl_es 400 101
stuc_ients to revise and edit easily RE 300 550 50 50 50 09
their works.
10. Students can collaborate and 1 o5 3 00 1
share their work with a larger 412 75
audlence_ thanks to  digital RE 275 625 75 00 9 05
technologies.
11. Today’s technologies make it = 3 2 00 19 16
more difficult for students to find 192 114

RF 75 50 00 475 400 13

and use reliable resources.
12. Because technology use is E 1 o5 5 00 2
important in EFL writing contexts,
courses on digital literacy should be RE 275 625 50 00 50
incorporated into the curriculum. ' ' ' ' '
13. The gap between the most and
least successful students in

407 .88 06

academic writing is narrowed dueto o - 5 5 325 150 125 125 390 L% gy
technologies. ' ' ' ' ' :
14. Technology helps students to F 14 20 2 3 1
understand and develop different 4.07 .97 07
writing styles. RF 350 500 5.0 7.5 2.5

Weighted Mean 3.63

Std. Deviation. .90 Positive

Note: F: frequency, R.F: relative frequency, S.A: strongly agree, A: agree, N, neutral, D: disagree, S.D: strongly
disagree, M: mean, SD: standard deviation.

The table above shows that the forty teacher participants have a favorable attitude regarding the
use of technology in EFL writing instruction. The overall mean of teachers’ attitudes (M=3.63,
SD=0.90) is within the range of (3.41 - 4.20) on the judgment scale for attitudes in Table 3.1, making
it a positive level. The high mean scores of several questionnaire items, which reflect the high rate of
respondents’ agreement with the survey questionnaire, further demonstrate the participants’ positive

feelings. The participants reported high positive perceptions about the effectiveness of technology
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incorporation on all items (except items 06, 07, and 11), the highest positively ranked items are the
following: 01, 08, and 02.

According to the results shown above, item (01) “I generally hold positive attitudes towards
integrating digital technologies in EFL writing instruction” is ranked first (M=4.35, SD=.94) among
the identified opinions on technology integration in EFL writing classroom. The majority of teachers
(55%) strongly reported to have positive views about the implementation of technologies in EFL
writing instruction. Item (08) “technology provides teachers with effective learning materials and
resources for EFL writing instruction” is ranked second (M=4.35, SD=.92). The reason for the very
high approval on this item could be the fact that technology is frequently used by instructors for
accessing a variety of educational materials that are important for the teaching of writing skills. The
feature of being interactive has taken the third place among the teachers’ views on the effectiveness
of technologies in EFL writing instruction (M=4.32, SD=.82). Half of the participants (50%) showed
strong agreement with item (02) “digital technology promotes interaction between EFL teachers and
students”, thus they highly valued the potential of technologies in facilitating interaction for
developing writing skills.

As Table 3.8 indicates, views on the value of technology in facilitating classroom management
(M=4.15, SD=.69), enhancing collaboration and shareability (M=4.12, SD=.75), and the need for
incorporating digital literacy courses into the curriculum (M=4.07, SD=.88) received high mean
scores. Positive views were also reported on the merits of technology in developing writing styles
(M=4.07, SD=.97), promoting personal expression and creativity (M=4.00, SD=.84), facilitating
revision and edition processes (M=4.00, SD=1.01) increasing interest in EFL writing instruction
(M=3.90, SD=1.10) and narrowing the gap between the most and least successful students (M=3.50,
SD=1.35).

On the other hand, the items (06, 11 and 07) are the three lowest ranked items. Item (06) “when
utilizing digital technologies, students write faster and carelessly, with poor grammar, spelling and

punctuation” 1S among the three lowest ranked items, it has taken the twelfth rank position (M=2.25,
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SD=1.27). In other words, many participants (40%) did not agree with the view that technologies
negatively influence students’ writing quality. Item (11) “today’s technologies make it more difficult
for students to find and use reliable resources” is the second lowest ranked item, its position is
thirteen (M=1.92, SD=1.14). A large number of respondents (47.5%) showed their disagreement with
the opinion that technologies make it hard for students to find reliable resources. The lowest ranked
item is the one numbered (07) “digital technologies distract students from academic work and
effective learning”, which has taken the fourteenth and the last rank position with a low mean score
of (M=1.90, SD=1.08). Half of the participants strongly disagreed (50%) with the view that
technologies distract learners from their academic studies.

Generally, the results of the survey questionnaire showed that teachers hold positive attitudes
towards the integration of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. Teacher participants
recognized the potential of technology to provide learning materials and resources that are important
for the enhancement of writing skills. They also acknowledged the advantage of technology in
enhancing interaction between them and their students. This appears to be in line with other
researches indicating that digital technologies offer a plethora of resources and provide various
channels of communication and interaction which can be used for language learning purposes (Azmi,
2017; Burbules, 2006; Craig, 2012; Dowling, 2003; Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Thorne, 2009; Warschauer
& Kern, 2000; Zhang & Barber, 2008).

Major benefits of technology use in EFL writing classroom, such as its potential in facilitating
classroom management, and promoting collaboration as well as shareability were also highly
appreciated by the teacher participants. In addition, the participants emphasized that digital
technology supports the enhancement of writing style, personal expression and creativity among
students, and facilitates the edition and revision processes. This is consistent with other study findings
indicating that digital tools enable students to iteratively edit and revise their written works, and allow
them to practice writing at their own pace, which is significantly important for the development of

EFL students’ writing skills (Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Warschauer, 1996).
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Due to the perceived merits of new technologies, the majority of participants thought that digital
literacy courses should be incorporated into the curriculum.

Participants also reported that the use of technology increases students’ motivation, which is
critical in promoting effective learning as attested in the research literature (Azmi, 2017; Chen, 2016;
Craig, 2012; Crook et al., 2010; Lankshear et al., 2000; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Peterson, 2012;
Thorne, 2005). To some extent, participants of this study also considered that the use of technology
narrows the gap between the most and least successful students, implying that technologies provide
students of low proficiency levels with essential skills that make them more competent in the use of
English language. Furthermore, most of the participants did not believe that technologies create
difficulties among students for finding and using reliable resources, and they did not believe as well

that the web-based writing practices would negatively influence EFL students’ academic writing.

3.2.2 Beliefs and Attitudes-Qualitative Findings
To a certain extent, qualitative findings gathered from semi-structured interviews concurred with
the quantitative results of the survey questionnaire. The interview respondents highlighted the
importance of using digital technology in EFL writing instruction for reinforcing the learning of
writing skills, and asserted that its incorporation in classrooms becomes an essential requirement in
this age. Participant (A) and participant (B) explained this view:
No one can deny that digital technologies in EFL learning or in learning in general
whether at secondary, primary or tertiary context is so important. It is in fact quite
important to use all possible technological means, because these ICTs are amongst the

possibilities that might faster or foster the learning of EFL writing skills among
students. (Teacher A)

I think it is very important to include digital technologies in tertiary EFL context
because everything today is digital and everything is related to the internet: Content of
lessons, activities, and all what we need as materials or as aids. (Teacher B)

Three of the participants stated that the use of web-based writing motivates EFL students to write.
They thought that the use of technology in classrooms makes the learning process more attractive and

engaging for students. Generally, the idea of technology integration is quite appealing for this
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generation, because students tend to view it as a more suitable teaching method for the digital age.
Some participants commented,

Let me say there is a saying in English and in other languages that variety is the spice
of life. The use of new technologies in class is something related to variety. The more
there is variety in the modes of teaching and in the instruments, the better we and the
learners feel, the learners are attracted by these tools that arise their curiosity. (Teacher
A)

Well, I don’t have exact statistics, you see, but | think that this generation is a digital
generation. So they will be comfortable about using digital technologies in classrooms
because that is the best channel through which they learn a language. (Teacher C)

I think that students like the use of technologies because these technologies create a
favorable atmosphere in the classroom. For example, when | give them a paragraph to
write and | see them using the web dictionaries, it is motivating as they enjoy this
atmosphere of using technologies in classrooms. In addition, these digital tools save
time, and help students also in ameliorating their pronunciation and improving other
language skills. (Teacher E)

Concerning the major advantages of technology in the learning process, teacher (A) viewed that
technology use is time-saving, economical, and more convenient for EFL learning. He believed that
technology provides students with opportunities to access web-content and learn conveniently
regardless of time and place constraints:

Sometimes there are certain advantages of technology that are short term, there are
others that are long term. We start with advantages on learning writing or EFL learning
in general in terms of space and time. In terms of space, learners can learn through these
digital technologies whether in class or outside the class. In terms of time, it is time
saving. In terms of content, the flow of knowledge content surely will be more available
and at hand for learners, better than the traditional environment of learning.

Participants acknowledged the potential of technology to provide authentic language materials,
promote writing practices and increase students’ motivation. However, they expressed that its
inappropriate use might lead to certain problems such as language inaccuracy, laziness, plagiarism
and time wasting among students. The following comments show these views:

Technology provides or widens the scope of using authentic learning materials: books,
stories and all of the writing resources we find them available. It opens the gate for
students to read, write and share their writing. Concerning the negative effect, it might
be on the accuracy of the language and the formal style. Also it creates somehow lazy
students, if students get used to the use of technology, once you turn back to the classical
traditional method, they will not cooperate with you or engage in classrooms. (Teacher
C)
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Using digital technologies in EFL writing instruction is a two-edged sword. On one
hand, teachers should know what, why, when, and how to use them. They are
advantageous as they may bring variety to their writing class. They are faster if they are
employed well. One the other hand, they can encourage laziness or bring boredom for
students. (Teacher D)

Well, technology is beneficial in terms of saving time, providing learning content and
creating motivation in classroom. However, students sometimes use it inappropriately;
for example, some of them use it for chatting, wasting time, and plagiarizing. If they
use it in a good way, | think it will have an effective outcome on their learning. (Teacher
E)

One of the participants reported that technology consumes time, this means that teachers would
have to do extra work for the preparation of the instructional content and the design of learning
materials. Such preparation might take several hours of work for teachers who already have
pedagogical, academic and administrative responsibilities to undertake. According to teacher (C),

Well, the negative point of technology use is that it is time consuming. It takes time to
gather these digital devices, to prepare the lessons and materials for the classroom, and
to reorganize the classroom. You know that we already have a lot of work to do, and
the classical scene of the classroom where you have the teacher in the front is not time
consuming like this. That is why | think the use of technology takes a lot of time.

Additionally, the use of digital technologies also worried some participants for the fear that online
writing practices might deteriorate essential writing aspects such as accuracy and formality. The
following statements illustrate their viewpoints:

Well, the problem of this technology; mostly used in the digital age, is texting that
breaks the grammatical and syntactic rules. This might affect because learners
sometimes do bring with them what they exchange as online messages in classes.
Though it is language and it is understood, yet it affects their academic writing
competence. In order to achieve certain academic writing level that is accepted, we have
to consider the use of grammar which is sometimes not respected on digital
technologies, and we have to give attention to the choice of words. In fact, these
academic issues are not often given attention during the use of technologies. (Teacher
A)

To a certain extent these technologies help novice writers, but still we are afraid of
making mistakes because some blogs and online spaces are not purely written by
proficient students. We risk to have this deterioration in students’ writing because these
mistakes might transfer to affect their academic language. (Teacher B)

As | have told you before, the effectiveness of technology depends on how students use
them. Sometime we find students who got really inspired by creative ideas, style and
expressions from some tools such as blogs and wikis, others might just take the
vernacular language or the informal language and its negative effects on writing.
(Teacher C)
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Although the interview teachers expressed favorable opinions on the integration of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction, they showed great concerns about the appropriate use of
technologies among students, indicating that the effective outcomes of technologies on writing skills
rely mainly on the critical decisions and adequate selections that students make when learning online.
The following statements reflect their concerns:

We have to be selective while using technology, we advise students to select the
material they read, they shouldn’t take anything for granted. They have to use their
critical thinking and their critical reading, they have to read behind the lines, they have
to read what is good and what is bad, and then select what is appropriate on the net.
(Teacher B)

These digital technologies provide a huge amount of knowledge, but sometimes the way
learners might choose what is important, what is less important would be a bit difficult,
and sometimes also learners are taken by the way of these digital technologies while
surfing and perhaps they might go straight looking for other things rather than learning.
If learners don’t know how to choose the appropriate web-content and use web-
information critically, they may find themselves go beyond the objectives of academic
learning. (Teacher D)

Technology; if used appropriately, can develop EFL writing skills to a great extent,
because students can have everything they need on the web-content, but if students do
not manipulate their uses, or do not know how to make their adequate selections, it
might affect their writing skills negatively, so it all depends on the way it is used.
(Teacher E)

Most of the interview participants believed that technology is an important tool in EFL writing
instruction if it is used for well-planned objectives. They strongly emphasized that it should be
integrated in classrooms only when necessary. This implies that technology is useful only if it is used
in specific ways to enhance the instructional practices, and if it fits with the targeted learning aims.
Teacher (E) clearly illustrated this view by stating that “I believe that digital technologies should not
be used for the sake of digital technologies. Digital technologies are effective and they are good when
you have got a clear objective in learning”. Other participants strongly confirmed this idea:

Let’s say there is this English proverb that every little helps. Anything which helps
learners to learn is for sure advantageous. So we can say that technology would help a
lot of learners, but the problem is not in technology itself, it is in the goals and the

objectives that we set for our learning, and in the objectives that are set for web-based
writing. If we have got clear objectives, and have got clear strategies to use, then we
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would surely have an effective use of these digital technologies in writing classrooms.
(Teacher A)

New technologies might help if they are under the guidance of a teacher, or a specific
program or well-planned objectives. But if they are left to the personal use of students,
we can confidently say that not all students are aware or know how to use and profit
from these devices. They might spend the whole day in chatting without learning, or in
breaking their language proficiency through the use of Facebook chat language. So the
positive outcomes of technology depend on how it is used, by whom it is used and as
well for what purposes it is used. (Teacher C)

In my opinion, | can say that these digital technologies are really very positive if there
is a good use or excellent intake of knowledge. However, the use of digital technologies
Is not a requirement in life, the objective is to learn a foreign language. So if you can
use technology in the best way to learn, then there will be some good results. If it is not
the case, so we can say that these technologies bring nothing. (Teacher D)

In general, findings from semi-structured interviews revealed that teachers had both positive and
negative attitudes towards the incorporation of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. The
interview participants expressed their enthusiasm and concerns regarding the use of technologies in
classrooms. On the one hand, they believed that digital technology is important for accessing learning
resources, gathering authentic materials, saving time and increasing students’ motivation in EFL
writing class. On the other hand, they reported that digital technology could lead to certain problems
such as students’ distraction, laziness, plagiarism and deterioration of academic writing competence.

Therefore, the participants suggested that students should not blindly accept all what they access
on the network, they should rather use technology appropriately, and reflect on the potential benefits
and risks of web content. This indicates that students need to put sufficient effort into their digital
practices through the use of critical thinking skills and adequate decision making for the efficient
enhancement of their writing skills. This finding is consistent with the research literature highlighting
the importance of critical and reflective uses of technology for constructive goals (Buckingham 2006;
Gilster, 1997; Martin, 2008). Additionally, the interview participants asserted that technology use is
not essential in language learning, and strongly believed that it should be used only if it would enhance

EFL writing instruction. This is in line with earlier research indicating that the benefits are greater
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when technology is used as an instructional aid to meet learning objectives and enhance pedagogical

practices (Azmi, 2017; Beatty, 2003; Craig, 2012; Davies, 1997; Pierson, 2001).

3.3 Current Situation of Digital Technology Integration in EFL Writing
Instruction

Results about the current state of technology integration in EFL writing instruction are provided
in this section. Findings obtained from survey questionnaire and semi-structured interviews are
presented in distinct parts in order to provide rich evidence on how EFL teachers use digital

technologies in writing classes.

3.3.1 EFL Teachers’ Technology Practices-Quantitative Findings

As regards the survey questionnaire, teacher participants were asked to select statements
representing the technological tools and digital activities they frequently use for teaching EFL writing
skills. They were asked to rate how often they integrate digital tools in their EFL writing instruction
according to a five-response Likert scale: all the time, most of the time, sometimes, rarely, and never.
Their responses to the questionnaire statements are calculated through the use of frequencies, relative
frequencies, means and standard deviations and presented in the following table.

Table 3. 9 Descriptive statistics of teachers’ technology uses in EFL writing instruction

AT MT S R N M SD Rank

1. Using a website, wiki or blog for F 00 2 8 7 23

i i iti i 172 .96 13
supporting English writing practice. RE 00 50 200 175 575
2. Asking students to use discussion F 00 1 7 14 18
groups for working collaboratively on 177 .83 12
an online writing project. RF 00 25 175 350 450
3. Using online search engines to = 22 14 2 2 00
prepare  for authentic learning
materials related to EFL writing pE 550 350 50 5.0 00
skills. ' ' ' ' '
4. Participating in students’ online E 00 1 8 10 21
forums and providing necessary 172 .87 14
feedback on students’ writing. RF 00 25 200 250 525
5. Asking students to share their = 00 1 6 10 23
electronic writings with peers for 162 .83 16
exchanging feedback and ideas. RF 00 25 150 250 575
6. Encouraging online submission of g 00 3 17 12 )

students’ written assignments. 237 .89 8
RF 00 75 425 300 200

440 81 1
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7. Taking and displaying pictures of F 00 1 4 16 19

(s:tlgglsernotgm. written assignments in RE 00 25 100 400 475 167 .76 15
8. Having students use web-based 3 10 15 8 4

research to look for useful
information before writing RFE 75 250 375 200 10.0
paragraphs, reports, or essays.

9. Using social networking sites

(Facebook, LinkedIn or Google+) for F o 13 8 ! 3
exchanging ideas and interacting with 5 ¢ 225 325 200 175 75
students.

10. Using educational videos or other F 1 2 9 16 12
multimedia resources in classroom. RE 25 50 225 400 300 210 98 10

3.00 1.08 6

345 1.23 5

11. Using the internet for keeping up
updated on the latest knowledge
(researches, content and methods) in
EFL writing field. RF 275 525 150 5.0 00
12. Using e-mail for written F 19 16 5 00 00

icati i 435 .69 2
communication with students. RE 475 400 125 00 00

13. Using Microsoft Word and F 13 17 7 2 1

PowerPoint to prepare for course RE 325 425 175 50 25 3.97 .97 4

F 11 21 6 2 00
402 .80 3

materials.
14. Using online platforms such as = 2 5 9 7 17
Moodle to upload lectures and 220 126 9

15. Encouraging students to engage = 00 3 5 17 15
into online reading (books or articles)

to promote their knowledge on RE 00 75 125 425 375

190 .90 11

writing skills.
16. Having students use online g 00 11 10 11 8
references (e.g. dictionaries) to enrich 260 1.10 7
their writing. RF 00 275 250 275 200
17. Using online language tests and E 00 1 3 11 o5
exercises for the assessment of 150 .75 18
students’ writing skills. RF 00 25 75 275 625
18. Using LCD projectors in F 00 2 3 12 23
classrooms to present lectures. RE 00 5.0 75 300 575 160 .84 17
Weighted Mean 2.55
— Poor
Std. Deviation 1.03

Note: F: frequency, R.F: relative frequency, A.T: all the time, M. T: most of the time, S: sometimes, R: rarely,
N: never; M: mean, SD: standard deviation.

The overall mean score (M=2.55, SD=1.03) in the above table demonstrates that digital
technologies are poorly integrated into EFL writing instruction. As previously stated on the judgment
scale for actual integration in Table 3.1, mean values ranging between (1.81 and 2.60) represent a low
level of integration. The participants’ low response rates to several questionnaire items is also an

indicator of the inadequate use of digital tools in EFL writing classes. As shown above, participants
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reported low integration rates on most of the questionnaire items (except items 03, 12, 11, 13, 09 and
08).

The teacher participants reported that they highly engaged in the activities of items (03) and (12)
in EFL writing instruction. The highest applicable tool by EFL teachers is item (03) “using online
search engines to prepare for authentic learning materials related to EFL writing skills”, which has
taken the first ranking with a mean score of (M=4.40, SD=.81). Most of the participants (55%)
reported to use all the time the internet to find reliable resources and prepare useful materials for
teaching writing skills. Using emails is the second highly applicable tool in EFL writing instruction
(M=4.35, SD=.69). Many participants (47.5%) claimed to all the time use item (12) “using e-mail for
written communication with students ”. Such written interactions and exchanges between teachers and
students through e-mails could be useful for the improvement of students’ writing skills. According
to this finding, teachers’ high usage of search engines and emails in EFL writing classroom seem to
reflect the digital practices that they were frequently engaged into in their daily lives.

As shown in Table 3.9, the third applicable digital practice is item (11) “using the internet for
keeping up updated on the latest knowledge (researches, content and methods) in EFL writing field. ”
(M=4.02, SD=.80). More than half of the participants (52%) reported that they used most of the time
the internet for gaining knowledge on the latest updates regarding the context of EFL writing
instruction. Item (13) “using Microsoft Word and PowerPoint to prepare for course materials ” has
taken the fourth ranking position of application (M=3.97, SD=.97). A large number of participants
(42.5%) indicated that they rely most of the time on the use of Microsoft Word and PowerPoint tools
to prepare for lectures and assignments. The fifth highly applicable tool is item (09) “using social
networking sites (Facebook, LinkedIn or Google+) for exchanging ideas and interacting with
students ” (M=3.45, SD=1.23). Several participants (32.5 %) reported to use most of the time social
networks for exchanging written interactions with their students.

In addition, a moderate rate of usage was given to item (08) “having students use web-based

research to look for useful information before writing paragraphs, reports, or essays”, which has
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taken the sixth ranking position with a mean score of (M=3.00, SD=1.08). Participants (37.5 %)
indicated that they tended to sometimes ask their students to search for online materials before doing
writing. This implies that teachers recognize the merits of exposure to online language content and
have their students also exposed to it. Such kind of input is essential for the development of students’
writing skills (Belz, 2003; David, 2001).

On the other hand, teacher participants reported to poorly use the following digital practices in
EFL writing instruction: Online references (e.g. dictionaries) (M=2.60, SD=1.10), online submission
of students’ written assignments (M=2.37, SD=.89), online platforms such as Moodle (M=2.20,
SD=1.26), educational videos or multimedia resources (M=2.10, SD=.98) and online reading (books
or articles) (M=1.90, SD=.90). Furthermore, the majority of participants rated to almost never use
the following technology-based activities in EFL writing classroom: students’ online collaborative
projects (M=1.77, SD=.83), website, wiki or blog for writing practice (M=1.72, SD=.96), online
forums and feedback on students’ writing (M=1.72, SD=.87), pictures of students’ written
assignments (M=1.67, SD=.76), exchanges of electronic writings and feedback among peers
(M=1.62, SD=.83), LCD projectors for presenting lectures (M=1.60, SD=.84) and lastly online
language tests and exercises for assessing writing skills (M=1.50, SD=.75). These activities (i.e.
using a webpage, web-based feedback, online discussions, etc.) which require students’ collaboration,
problem solving and critical thinking skills are considered to be less frequently used by the teacher
participants.

These quantitative findings show clearly that teachers tend to use digital technologies in EFL
instruction mainly for accessing online information, preparing course materials, exchanging emails,
planning lectures, typing lessons, and interacting online. Five web-based activities were found to be
rarely utilized by teachers in EFL writing classroom including the use of online references, online
submission of written assignments, lectures upload on Moodle, educational videos or multimedia
resources, and online reading. Additionally, some digital resources and online activities are not

integrated in EFL writing classes. According to teachers, they almost never use technology for
170



designing collaborative writing works, creating webpages or bogs, participating in online forums,
displaying photos for students’ writings, encouraging the exchange of online writings among peers,
using LCD projectors, and assessing students’ writing skills.

These results suggest that there is a poor use of sophisticated web-based activities and
technological tools among teachers of the department, though they hold positive attitudes towards
digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction. Teachers’ uses of technologies for less
complex purposes could be due to the fact that they do not frequently use technologies for advanced
purposes in their daily lives. They usually tend to use digital tools for ordinary tasks such as sending
emails, searching the internet, accessing information, participating in social networks, etc. As a result,
they have a tendency to exclusively include fundamental technologies into classrooms. Teachers’
reported digital practices in EFL writing instruction are in accordance with their level of digital
literacy proficiency reported in the first section of this chapter. Their current adoption of digital
technologies seems to fit the description of early stages of digital literacy competence, in which

teachers use only the most basic technological tools (Martin & Grudziecki, 2006).

3.3.2 EFL Teachers’ Technology Practices- Qualitative Findings
Qualitative findings gathered from semi-structured interviews with EFL teachers concurred with
the above quantitative results of the survey questionnaire. Most of the interviewees stated that they
tend to use the less complicated technological tools in EFL writing instruction. The most commonly
used technologies among them were computers, projectors, PowerPoint, and Word Processing
applications. These technologies were mainly used for presenting lectures embedded with photos,
texts or videos. In this regard, teacher (A) and teacher (B) reported that they always used PowerPoint
and projectors to deliver their lectures,
Let’s say sometimes | use digital technologies in EFL writing class, and | would say |
always use them if I consider the use of data show projector as one of the digital tools.

I all the time present lectures through the use of projectors and PowerPoint programmes.
(Teacher A)

I always use some technological tools especially with writing projects. All the lessons
of written expression course are projected on videos, they are also prepared in the form
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of PowerPoint slides or sometimes Word document and presented in classroom through
the use of data show. (Teacher B)

The above quotes indicate that teachers used digital technologies for low-level tasks such as
lesson preparation and lecture delivery purposes. Some participants criticized the limited use of new
technologies in EFL writing instruction, arguing that the overuse of data show projectors and
PowerPoint presentations reflects the traditional modes of teaching. According to participant (E), “I
sometimes use data show in writing class which is a very traditional mode, but for the use of other
advanced digital technologies, | would certainly say that we are really behind the curve”. The
interviewed participants stated that they had to employ their own devices in classrooms because the
faculty staff did not equip them with technological materials, with the exception of data show
projectors. For instance, teacher (B) emphasized that “the department provides only the use of a data
show, and | use my own personal computer and everything that | use in the classroom is personal
apart from the data show”.

However, some teachers reported that they did not use web-based writing activities in their
instruction due to several reasons such as the lack of technological equipment, beliefs about the
ineffectiveness of technology use in EFL writing course, insufficient time and teaching overload.
Teacher (D) expressed that he did not employ digital | tools because of the shortage of resources and
inappropriateness of technology integration in the subject of EFL writing,

I don’t use technology in my teaching process because of the lack of those resources.
Besides, every module is unique, digital tools can be destructive in some contexts. So,
both teachers and students should apply them adequately if their use is necessary... In
fact, 1 think that the integration of technology depends on the nature of the learning
subject because even if we have got many digital technologies, sometimes not all the

digital technologies might fit for developing the different skills or learning skills.
(Teacher D)

In addition, some participants believed that the use of technology in EFL writing class is a
demanding endeavor that requires prior preparation and significant investments of time. Participant

(A) and participant (E) illustrated their viewpoints:

172



Well, let say I have to be frank never before | have used web-based activities in teaching
any of the modules | am supposed to teach because of the lack of time, the overload of
module among students, the number of students, or the hardships we face at work. Up
to now | have not ventured or tried to use such activities. (Teacher A)

Frankly speaking, | do not use any kind of web-based activities. | work in a traditional
way, | deliver lectures in the normal teaching method and students do their activities in
classroom or at home. I think we don’t have sufficient time to design such online
activities, we cannot receive, check and give feedback to this great number of students
that we have in classrooms, it is indeed time consuming. (Teacher E)

For some teachers, EFL writing instruction is largely based on the use of knowledge content and
learning resources available online. Teacher (C) explicitly said that she used in her teaching process
the internet for finding some language materials that suited the learning objectives. For instance, she
claimed to incorporate in her instruction audio stories which students had to listen to and then re-
write, and to design as well some reading and writing activities for students to do:

Examples of some web-based activities which | use are these audio stories that students
hear from the net. | give them the link, they just hear it, and then | suggest some
activities. | design the activities, but the materials are there from some websites,
especially the classical American literature which is a good website. They go there and

listen to the story. And then | ask the students about the character, the plot and I ask
them to re-write the story, so | do some re-writing and reading activities.

Teacher (B) believed that the internet is the best resource which he used for finding instructional
language materials. He expressed that he used a variety of online tasks which expose students to a
range of language input such as reading stories, finding information and watching videos for the
improvement of students’ writing skills:

We can say that | use all the time the internet for finding teaching resources. I use it also
with students, I give them some online tasks or activities related to what we study in the
classroom as; for example, filing in the gaps, reading some real stories or articles,
watching educational videos or writing something creatively online. I oblige them to go
to the internet to find resources and to do some activities there. So the aim behind this

Is to develop students’ writing and also familiarize them with the use of technology,
though at the beginning it is difficult, but they got somehow accustomed to it.

Many participants acknowledged the merits of new technologies in promoting students’ writing
accuracy. They viewed that encouraging students to practice online grammar exercises and see

writing models supports the development of their writing performance. In this context, teacher (B)
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reported to have his students do some online readings, observe models of writing and check online

grammar rules:

I think that technology helps to develop students’ grammar and writing, so students
need to read some online texts and do grammar exercises. | sometimes ask my students
to do some extensive and intensive online reading, because they need to have an idea
about how the best writers write, they need to see models of writing on the net, they
need to have their hands at writing not only at the level of theory, they need also to
practice web-writing. So writing should be practiced, not learnt, 1 sometimes ask
students to do some online grammar exercises because they need to learn some rules,
but we must apply these rules when writing online.

Teacher (D) concurred with this view. He believed that students have weaknesses in language

competence; therefore, he supported the use of technology for finding effective learning resources

and models.

There are some shortcomings in students’ language ability, so I think they have to find
some effective digital tools. They can watch educational videos; for example, and take
rules from these videos and then practice them. Other useful tools is to check online the
spelling mistakes, they need a checker, they can use also online dictionaries, and use
personal writing like online essays and paragraphs. Students need to review their
grammar, they need to enrich their vocabulary and we have a plenty of digital resources
to use. So when we talk about writing we talk about everything, it is reading, it is
vocabulary, it is spelling, it is punctuation, it is everything, so students should find good
tools to develop all these skills.

The qualitative findings also confirmed that E-mails and Facebook were highly used among the

participants of this study as tools of communication between teachers and students. The interview

participants commented that they used these tools for assigning writing activities, sharing written

projects, providing feedback and interacting with students. These are some examples of their

comments:

I think that I use digital tools to some extent, I don’t know whether you consider them
as tools or not. Sometimes | ask students to write and email me what they write, or to
record videos, I give them projects which they record and bring in CDs, they share them
with me also on Facebook. Sometimes, I bring my laptop because I don’t have a data
show and | expose them to some videos, authentic materials and audiovisual aids for
enhancing their writing skills. (Teacher C)

Most of the online practices that | do are outside classroom settings. Technologies help
me to prepare my courses and tasks, | use sometimes social media as Facebook and
email to foster my communication with students, they help me for example in
supervising students’ researches and providing feedback on their writing. (Teacher D)
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Although advanced technologies such as discussion forums, blogs and wikis are not used among
teachers in EFL writing instruction, a number of interview participants supported the idea that such
technologies could significantly enhance collaborative work, feedback and writing performance.
They expressed how students can benefit from writing practices on these technological tools. The
following statements are examples of their reflections:

As far as writing skill is concerned, | think we can integrate technology through the use
of wikis where learners are given a topic to debate, to collaborate, to interact with one
another, to correct one another instantly while they are developing compositions. We
can use these technologies to help learners collaboratively develop a whole composition
or essay, when everyone is providing a sentence or a part of the sentence. We can use
these technologies in correction or feedback, in developing topics, in making
suggestions and in comparing students’ progress, so these tools; although not used in
our classrooms, can refine the pieces of writing. (Teacher A)

Well, technology may be integrated in an appropriate way by creating students’ online
writing groups to ameliorate the proficient or the formal use of English, because you
know some of these digital devices are destroying language proficiency. If we want to
implement technology effectively in writing class, we can for example make students
reflect on online conferences or re-write what they hear from a video they are exposed
to. In writing class, blogs and wikis help a lot in facilitating writing practice, but 1
haven’t been able to use them for the reasons I have mentioned before. (Teacher C)

Sure, there are plenty of technologies and other possible media to improve students’
writing as the use of blogs and wikis, where learners are present there and everyone is
trying to give assistance to the collaborative work, and others would correct or provide
any kind of feedback. There are many technologies that are available to develop writing
skills, but we don’t use them, the problem is related to space and time, there is always
the time pressure of the module itself in terms of content and in terms of time allotment.
(Teacher E)

The main conclusion that can be drawn from these qualitative findings is that teachers used digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction for getting language learning resources and presenting course
lectures. The interview participants explicitly reported that they used technological tools to support
low-level tasks such as finding instructional materials, and introducing students to a wide range of
authentic input. They used mostly the internet to access and download instructional resources, audio-
visual materials, computers and projectors for delivering lectures as PowerPoint presentations and
interactive tools such as Emails and Facebook. Nevertheless, technology was not used to engage EFL
students in more high-level tasks such as online writing practice, collaborative projects, feedback
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exchange and online discussions. Generally, qualitative results revealed that the interview
participants valued the potential of technologies in promoting EFL writing skills; however, they
expressed that they could not incorporate more advanced technologies in their instruction due to
several factors such as the lack of technological equipment, concerns about the inappropriateness of

technological tools in EFL writing course, insufficient time, and teachers’ workload.

3.3.3 The Department’s Level of Technology Integration

This sub-section presents results related to EFL teachers’ opinions on the level of digital
technology integration at the department through the use of quantitative and qualitative data.
Participants were asked to rate the department’s efficiency in integrating digital technologies on three
options: “behind the curve”, “about average” and “ahead of the curve”, their responses to these

options were analyzed using Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test and presented as follows.

Table 3. 10 Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test for the perceived level of technology integration
among EFL teachers

(5]
2 g & BT T tg & g 5
S s £ g3 = 88 F g% 2
o) 5 e S8 & oL L g - D
o K i T o Qw 5 5_)» o)
Behind the curve 25 62.50 13.30 11.70 02 18.350  0.000 significant at
(0=10.01)
About average 12 30.00 13.30 1.30

Ahead of the curve 03 7.50 13.30 10.30

Total 40 100% 1
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= Behind the curve

= About average

= Ahead of the curve

Figure 3. 3 Percentages for the perceived level of technology integration among EFL teachers

Most of the teacher respondents (62.50%) evaluated technology application at their work context
as being “behind the curve”, while twelve (30.00%) considered it “about average” and three (07.50%)
believed it is “ahead of the curve”. The Chi-Square value (18.350); which was used to determine the
significance of these frequency differences is statistically significant at the level (oo = 0.01) with the
freedom degree of (02). Therefore, there are statistically significant differences among the
participants’ responses in favor of the “behind the curve” option.

The qualitative findings obtained from semi-structured interviews revealed also that there is a
poor level of digital technology integration at the department. Many interview participants asserted
that there was insufficient technological materials or there is almost an absence of technologies in
their work context. Teacher (D) explicitly reported that “technology integration is limited at least for
our department, | am not aware of what is going on in other departments, but in our department we
have just one data show, you can imagine the rest”. In addition, teacher (A) stated that that there is a
low level of technology integration in classrooms due to the shortage of resources, and argued that
teachers had to use their own personal devices if they wanted to make use of technology in their EFL
writing instruction,

Well, let say with the exception of the use of language laboratories and the technologies
that are available there and also the personal efforts of teachers, | can say that the
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department is not really integrating digital technologies in classrooms. If we speak about
the department, or the faculty or the university, the integration of digital technology
should be a policy that would last for a long term, and every time there should be some
expansion of these technologies in the department. However, what is happening is that
if there is no personal efforts done by the teachers themselves, | would say that the
department is not using technologies at all because it is not a part of the policy.

Others confirmed the inadequate incorporation of new technologies in classroom settings, noting

that teachers had to use their own personal efforts and seek assistance from one another because the

faculty staff did not provide them with technical support:

I think we have a poor integration because we don’t have the exact materials that we
need, and any attempt of integration is due only to teachers’ support, only teachers are
doing their best, but there is no support from the administration. (Teacher B)

There are no attempts of technology incorporation from the department, but from
colleagues there are some attempts. Sometimes we try to use some digital tools in
writing classes, we try to exchange; for example, good websites for learning languages
or information about these digital tools, we do collaborate in such things limitedly, but
it is ok in general. (Teacher E)

Regarding the actual availability of digital technologies, teachers were asked whether or not the

faculty staff provides them with the essential digital resources for integrating technologies into EFL

writing instruction. Their responses which were distributed between the two options “yes” and “no”

are analyzed through the use of Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test and presented in the following table.

Table 3. 11 Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test for EFL teachers’ opinions on the availability of
technologies in the department
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= YES

= NO

Figure 3. 4 Percentages for EFL teachers’ opinions on the availability of technologies in the
department

According to Table 3.11, the majority of respondents (80.00%) reported that the faculty staff does
not provide them with digital resources for the integration of digital technologies in EFL writing
instruction, while a low percent of respondents (20.00%) thought that the faculty offers adequate
digital resources. There are statistically significant differences between the participants’ responses in
favor of “no” option, as indicated by the Chi-Square value (14,400) which was statistically significant
at the level (a. = 0.01) with the freedom degree of ().

The interview participants strongly believed that there is a lack of classroom facilities in the
department, arguing that only traditional modes as PowerPoint presentations are used in classrooms.
Teacher (A) indicated that “let say we have got thirty five teachers who can only use the very
traditional digital technologies like the slides and PowerPoint formats, with the exception of this there
is nothing else”.

Unsurprisingly, most of the participants regarded the lack of technological materials as a key
barrier to the use of new technologies in EFL writing instruction. Teacher (C) and teacher (D)
explained their viewpoints:

Digital technologies are poorly used, | think. The only thing that we use is the data show

projector, and in oral expression module which is in the lab we use records, but it still
depends on the teacher to bring these records. Sometimes we use online lectures, but
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only few teachers use them, I think it happens only once or twice, not more. Ultimately,
this lack of resources affects technology integration in writing classes. (Teacher C)

The provision of digital materials help a lot, you can’t keep encouraging me by words
and you don’t provide me with materials. | should have materials, equipment and these
digital tools in classrooms, of course we can’t use technologies in writing classroom if
we don’t have them. (Teacher D)

Concerning the provision of training in new technologies, respondents were asked if their
institution staff does a satisfactory job of offering teachers formal training on how to integrate digital
technologies into classrooms. Their responses which were distributed between the two options of
“yes” and “no” and are shown in Table 3.12.

Table 3.12 Chi-Square goodness-of-fit test for EFL teachers’ opinions on the provision of
formal training
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Total 40 100% 11/
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Figure 3. 5 Percentages for EFL teachers’ opinions on the provision of formal training
Apparently, the majority of respondents (90.00%) chose the “no” response, indicating that they

do not believe their institution staff offers adequate training on the use of new technology, while the
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minority of respondents (10%) responded positively, suggesting that they think their institution staff
provides sufficient training on the use of digital technologies in classrooms. The Chi-Square value
(25.600); which was used to determine the significance of these frequency differences is statistically
significant at the level (a.=0.01) with the freedom degree of (01). Therefore, it can be concluded that
there are statistically significant differences between the participants’ responses in favor of the “no”
option.

The interview participants revealed that the lack of adequate technical support affects the
adoption of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. Teacher (C) criticized the training
programs offered by the institution staff which served only administrative purposes, illustrating that
“all what they provide is training on using progress website and on using technological tools that
serve only administrative objectives”. In addition, teacher (D) stated that the institutional training is
offered only to newly recruited teachers, and questioned the usefulness of such training programs
when classrooms lack technological resources:

Let’s say for the last years there has been certain programs to teach and to prepare
especially the newly recruited teachers to use technologies in their instruction. But the
problem is not limited to training teachers. When you train a teacher for one year to use

technologies and the he goes to learning classrooms, where there is no technology, so
for what!

Many interview participants reported that they did not receive effective formal training from the
faculty institution, and that they had to use their own personal efforts for dealing with technical
problems. In this respect, teacher (A) expressed that “as far as | am concerned, | had some training
but from personal efforts only. Never before have I been taught by the institution or by someone’s
help. All what I have is from personal experience and personal efforts”, and teacher (E) explained
that the lack of technical support was due to the administrative staff’s unfavorable attitudes towards
new technologies:

You might have support from the one who is interested in the use of these technologies.
You might have support from the one who possesses the equipment for the use of

technologies. However, from the rest who do not have any equipment or are not
interested in the equipment, you will have no support. Also not all people are interested,
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if you have got a number of people who are interested in the use of technologies, you
will have perhaps more people who are not interested or are still resenting and refuting
the use of technologies.

In spite of these pressing conditions, the interviewees were still optimistic about the future uses
of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. Thy expected that there would be promising
programs and plans promoting the incorporation of advanced technologies, as well as more resources
available for use in the near future. The following statements represent their perspectives:

Well, in the near or mid-term future if there are resources, learning policy changes, and
philosophy of education changes in Algeria, | might say that in the future we will have
our EFL writing classrooms and our amphi-theatres equipped with all possible digital
technologies, and of course in this way we have to adapt ourselves in terms of modes
of teaching and learning with these available technologies. So anyway, if the changes

occur, we have to change. If things remain as they are, we have to change because things
outside the learning institutions have totally changed. (Teacher A)

I expect that the teaching policy will change in the far future and all types of learning
will be online, so we have to look for the ways of improving technology uses in writing
classes, and we have also to develop our digital competence so that we can meet the
requirements of this digital age. (Teacher E)

Generally, the quantitative and qualitative findings revealed that there is a low level of digital
technology integration at the department. The lack of technological resources and technical support
seemed to slow down the effective adoption of new technologies in EFL writing instruction. Although
teachers recognized the merits of technology use in EFL writing context, it was difficult for them to
incorporate digital tools in EFL writing instruction due to the lack of these facilities in classrooms.
This finding is consistent with other study findings which indicated that the insufficient technological
equipment and lack of technical support were key obstacles to the use of digital technologies in
classrooms (Bates, 2005; Becta, 2004; Ertmer, 2005; Hunter, 2001; Lee, 2000; Pedro, 2007,

Williams, 2003).
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3.4 Relationship between Digital Literacy and EFL Writing Performance

In this section, the relationship between digital literacy proficiency and EFL writing skills is
examined through the use of both quantitative and qualitative findings. Spearman correlation
coefficient was used to test the first hypothesis which states that “there is a statistically significant
relationship between EFL students’ digital literacy proficiency and their academic writing
performance”. In addition, EFL students’ responses to the open-ended questions of the survey
questionnaire were utilized to examine the effects of their digital literacy competence on the
development of their English writing skills. Many students expressed their ideas on how they used
digital skills for writing purposes and offered rich perspectives on the potential of digital literacy to
develop writing skills. The responses presented in this section represent a small portion of data set
gathered from a large sample consisting of 80 EFL students enrolled in third-year writing course at
the English department of M’sila University.

Concerning quantitative findings, the test of spearman correlation coefficient was used to
measure the correlation coefficient value between the first hypothesis variables: digital literacy
proficiency and academic writing performance. The results are presented in the following table.

Table 3. 13 Spearman’s correlation coefficient between digital literacy proficiency and writing
performance

Variables Sample Spearman’s correlation Significance

Size coefficient level Decision
Academic writing
performance Statistically
Digital literacy 80 709 000 Si(g(: i;‘igag;)at

proficiency

As shown in the table above, the spearman’s correlation coefficient value between the total mean
of digital literacy proficiency and the writing performance test is (**0.95). The coefficient value
(**0.95) is extremely high, positive, and statistically significant at the level (o= 0.01), indicating that

there is sufficient evidence to support a strong relationship between digital literacy proficiency and
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EFL students’ writing sKills. This result has a confidence level of (99%) and an error probability of
(1%). Therefore, the null hypothesis which denies the existence of a statistically significant
relationship between digital literacy proficiency and academic writing performance is rejected, and
the alternative research hypothesis which confirms the existence of a relationship between the
hypothesis variables is accepted. Consequently, the higher EFL students’ digital literacy skills, the
better their academic writing performance. The first hypothesis of the study, which states that “there
is a statistically significant relationship between EFL students’ digital literacy proficiency and their
academic writing performance” is confirmed.

In examining students’ responses to the open-ended questions of the survey questionnaire, it was
remarked that many students have cited the advantages of digital literacy abilities in developing
academic writing skills. They expressed that the digital practices they engaged into outside of college
settings could offer valuable insights into the enhancement of their writing performance. A large
number of students valued the fact that digital literacy enabled them to access digital language content
in online spaces, which had rich potential for promoting the development of their writing
competences. They shared ideas on how digital literacy facilitated their use of digital language
resources for EFL writing learning purposes. The following are samples of students’ written
reflections on how digital literacy helped them to promote writing skills:

I think there is a strong relationship between writing and digital literacy, it is similar to
the direct relationship between vision and writing. If we see the frequency, we see the
word, we see the structure, we will be more able to memorize the writing structure and
we will minimize the spelling mistakes, the grammar mistakes and so on. So, the more

we write online, the more we read online, the more we check online writing resources,
the more we use technology, the more we get ameliorated in our writing. (Student #07)

I consider myself as a digitally literate student, | use a large set of digital tools that help
to develop my writing knowledge and practice. Sometimes when | get frustrated with
printed handouts and books, I search for new interesting writing resources which put
my enjoyment back to writing, these resources could promote my language knowledge
and made me reflect more on how writing is composed. So I consider digital literacy as
a great assist to all students because it offers them a real help in their studies, without it
they can’t properly use technological tools. (Student #09)

Digital literacy is helpful in the module of academic writing, because we like to learn
in a different way, we need to put our hands on the learning materials, we need to
manipulate, we need to touch and we need to practice. In case the teacher does not have
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sufficient time for us to practice writing, we seek digital tools where we have unlimited
opportunities to practice and reflect on our writing. (Student #24)

Students’ written reflections revealed that digital literacy proficiency allowed them to experience
writing for broad audiences in a variety of digital contexts. Students reported that their use of digital
writing practice tools contributed to their EFL writing development, and helped them do well on
written expression exams:

In fact, I am grateful that | have good digital skills which allow me to practice my
favorite types of writing through websites or online applications. | really enjoy this way
of writing because it takes the stress away from me. | feel comfortable to express my
ideas to people I don’t know, they don’t mind if I make grammar mistakes or other
mistakes, they care about how | feel in my writing and at the same time they just go
smoothly when they want to draw my attention to some rules of writing. (Student #35)

Digital competence opens up for me good ways to practice writing and help me do well
on exams. | think that because am proficient with technology, | can engage in online
writing practices and receive responses or feedback from online readers, which help
considerably in improving my writing. (Student #80)

Some students proposed the idea that academic writing skills could be practiced through social
networks such as Facebook and Email messages. They explained that digital literacy enabled them to
engage in written interactions within online communities, which could help them become better
writers, and suggested that online writing practices outside of classroom settings could raise their
awareness to essential writing issues. Respondents clarified this perspective by stating that,

The best way to improve writing is when | am not trying to learn it, digital skills allowed
me to practice more and thus naturally learn more about writing, | could learn about

important writing topics outside of classes, and could profit also from Facebook or
email communications. (Student #04)

It is one thing to learn something but it is another different thing to see how it is actually
applied in different contexts, this is the same when you learn to write, even social
applications could teach you how to write in a better way if you are competent enough
to use them. (Student #72)

Additionally, participants noted that digitally literate students may practice situated writing using
social applications, which would offer them opportunities to write in different social contexts. They
highlighted that when writing through these real-world applications, they kept in mind that they were
writing for a specific audience for whom they needed to consider the appropriate writing style:
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I think that digitally literate students have more chances for writing online, and have
more awareness on what they write and read. For example, if they use social media, you
will find them think more about what they see or read, they don’t take things for granted,
and when they send messages or emails, they would think of different ways of writing,
they may try new expressions, vocabulary or stylish forms that are suitable to the
readers. (Student #24)

Digitally literate people will know how to use and how to write through Facebook or
other applications. For example, If | want to practice my English writing through
Facebook, maybe | will contact somebody | know so | use informal English, or maybe
| use more standard and formal English with people who are unfamiliar to me or have
higher academic position than me. (Student #59)

I have some friends who are native speakers | contact them via email or Facebook. If |
write for them | think more about the best way to express my ideas and the appropriate
way to write for them. Sometimes they correct for me my mistakes and sometimes they
teach me other better ways of writing. I can’t keep updated about language knowledge,
and I can’t extend my learning and practice of writing if I am not digitally literate.
(Student #66)

One of the significant concerns expressed by students is that the lack of digital literacy

proficiency would make it difficult for them to grasp academic forms of language. They maintained

that students with insufficient digital skills tend to fall into some writing deviations such as the use

of abbreviations, improper capitalization, slang words and chat language, because they lack the

critical thinking skills necessary for effective online learning. These are samples of students’ written

comments:

Many students have access to digital technologies, but not all of them are able to use
properly these technologies in their studies, some cannot acquire knowledge or produce
appropriate written drafts because they don’t have adequate awareness on the effective
use of technology. (Student #25)

I know some English students who have poor digital skills and want to be professional
in writing, but they use texting language and slang words in their writing. | think they
don't understand what they read online or cannot select what is good or wrong, this may
be because they don’t use their critical thinking when accessing information from the
internet. (Student #40)

Although it is hard to draw such a causative relationship between proficiency in using
technologies and proficiency in writing, | think honestly that students who lack digital
skills and critical abilities practice wrongly writing; for example, they use abbreviation
just as they use them in the Facebook chat, and this might have a negative effect on their
academic writing competence. (Student #63)

Another important point mentioned by participants is that students with limited digital abilities

would face complicated online issues such as intellectual property, credibility and validity of
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information, which can lead to illegal practices as plagiarism. Participant (#40) explained that “the
lack of critical thinking skills in using the internet make a lot of students fall in the trap of copy and

paste technique”. Another participant clarified this idea by writing:
Some students write quickly and finish their tasks by plagiarizing other peoples’
writing. | think that they do not have the ability to assess information or they cannot
manipulate all what they find in the internet, it is too much for them to grasp everything
they see on the net, so they just prefer to practice plagiarism. Perhaps they are not used
to technology or they do not have intelligent abilities to navigate through the internet

and get what they want without putting themselves in the danger of plagiarism. (Student
#18)

Moreover, some participants highlighted that digital illiteracy would minimize students’ access
to online knowledge and participation in web-based writing communities. Those who lack ability to
use digital technologies cannot access web-based learning materials, contribute in online writing
groups, participate in blogs, distribute writing to large audiences, and use other digital tools. Their
learning process is largely based on books and printed materials, and thus their learning opportunities
might be restricted to classroom settings:

Now students who are poor at the use of technology cannot participate in writing
websites. They cannot stay in touch with others either through e-mails or social media
or other tools, and of course they are not able to enhance their academic writing through
profiting from internet materials, they will just wait for the teacher to give knowledge
and information, their learning is somehow limited in many ways. (Student #07)

You are not really going to get proper English writing resources when you are digitally
illiterate. 1 think students cannot benefit from this huge set of online content if they
cannot use technology, they will miss a lot of important resources, and also they cannot
take part in writing through online tools as blogs or other means. (Student #13)

In general, participants suggested that poor digital skills would make students struggle in
manipulating the standard rules of English language, arguing that those who lack critical engagement
with technologies would often break down the conventions of academic writing. Conversely, having
excellent levels of digital literacy enables students to engage in academic writing practices that
resemble their existing traditional practices. This finding is consistent with other research findings
which have shown that critical digital literacy correlates positively with writing development (Caws,
2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Goldberg et al., 2003; Hafner, 2015; Mudra, 2020; Warschauer & Ware,
2006). Therefore, the enhancement of students’ digital literacies is an essential requirement to

promote EFL students’ writing skills.
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3.5 Effects of Digital Technology Integration on the Development of EFL
Writing Skills

This section presents quantitative and qualitative findings related to the impact of digital
technology integration on the development of EFL students’ writing skills. The t-test was employed
to assess the research’s second hypothesis, which states that “digital technology integration has a
positive impact on the writing performance of EFL students”. In addition, data gathered from the
experimental group’s responses to the open-ended questions were utilized to examine their underlying
opinions and overall attitudes towards technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction.

The first part of this section provides results of the independent samples t-test statistic, which was
applied in order to examine differences in writing performance between the control group and the
experimental group. The control group and the experimental group were both taught the course of
academic writing by the researcher; however, they had a different instructional method. The
experimental group received technology-enhanced writing instruction, while the control group was
taught using the conventional method of teaching. To make sure that the two groups were equivalent
in their writing performance before starting the experiment, a writing pre-test was applied on the two
groups, and then the independent samples t-test was utilized for measuring the significance of
differences in their writing performances. Results of the pre-test writing performance of the two
groups are summarized in Table 3.14.

Table 3. 14 Independent samples statistics of the control group and experimental group on
pre-test

N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig.
Control 35 8.43 2.85

Pretest 0.01 0.98
Experimental 35 8.45 2.79
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Figure 3. 6 Mean scores for the control group and experimental group on pre-test

According to Table 3.14, the mean score of the control group is (M=8.43, SD=2.85), and the
mean score of the experimental group is (M=8.45, SD=2.79). The differences in mean scores between
the control group and the experimental group were not statistically significant because the p-value
(P=0.98) of the t-test value (T=0.01) is greater than the significance level (a = 0.05). Therefore, it can
be concluded that the writing performance of the two groups were nearly equivalent before
conducting the experiment. After the end of the experiment, the two groups were administered a post
writing test to examine if there was improvement in their writing performance. Results of the post-
test are shown in the table below.

Table 3. 15 Independent samples statistics of the control group and experimental group on
post-test

N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig.
Control 35 10.07 2.15

Posttest 7.35 0.00
Experimental 35 13.91 1.90
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Figure 3. 7 Mean scores for the control group and experimental group on post-test

As illustrated in Table 3.15, after the end of the experiment the mean score of the control group
was (M=10.07, SD=2.15), while the mean score of the experimental group reached (M=13.91,
SD=1.90). The differences in mean scores between the control group and the experimental group are
statistically significant (T=7.35, P=0.00). Therefore, it can be concluded that there are significant
statistical differences in the post-test writing performance of the two groups in favor of the
experimental group. Hence, the second hypothesis of this study which states that “digital technology
integration has a positive impact on the writing performance of EFL students” was confirmed.
Differences in the experimental group’s writing performance on the pre-test and post-test are
displayed in the following table.

Table 3. 16 Paired samples statistics of the experimental group on pre-test and post-test

N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig.
Prettest 35 8.45 2.79

Experimental 19.00 .00
Posttest 35 13.91 1.90
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Figure 3. 8 Mean scores for the experimental group on pre-test and post-test

Table 3.16 shows that the mean scores of the experimental group on the pre-test was (M=8.45,
SD=2.79), and on the post-test was (M=13.91, SD=1.90). This indicates that the differences in the
mean scores of the experimental group’s writing performance on the pre-test and post-test were
statistically significant (T=19.00, P= 0.00). Therefore, it can be concluded that there are significant
differences between the experimental group’s pre-test and post-test writing performance, in favor of
the post-test. Additionally, participants’ performance in four sub-skills of writing were examined, the
pre-test and post-test results of the two groups on these writing skills are presented in Table 3.17.

Table 3. 17 Paired samples statistics of writing sub-skills of the control group and experimental
group on pre-test and post-test

Sub Skills Group Test Mean SD T-value Sig.
Pre test 2.64 1.00
Content Control Post test 3.28 73 4.35 00
. Pre test 2.42 .69
Experimental Post test 45 &7 14.98 .00
Pre test 1.95 71
L. . Control Post test 2.14 .55 183 07
Organisation of ideas
Experimental |—retest | 2.06 17 10.95 00
P Posttest | 3.34 55 ' '
Pre test 2.30 .99
Language Control Posttest | 2.91 75 4.64 00
. Pre test 2.25 .96
Experimental Post test 3.9 52 12.55 .00
Pre test 1.54 .70
stle Control Posttest | 1.72 65 1.36 18
. Pre test 1.71 .76
Experimental Post test 537 17 6.38 .00
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Figure 3. 9 Mean scores for writing sub-skills of the control group and experimental group on
pre-test and post-test

According to the results of Table 3.17, the post-test mean scores of the control group and
experimental group shows that the experimental group outperformed the control group in all writing
sub-skills. The writing aspect that was significantly improved by the experimental group was the
aspect of content (pretest: M=2.42, SD=.69 and posttest: M=4.25, SD=.74; T=14.98, P=.00), which
was followed by the aspects of language (pretest: M=2.25, SD=.96 and posttest: M=3.92, SD=.62;
T=12.55, P=.00), organization of ideas (pretest: M=2.06, SD=.77 and posttest: M=3.34, SD=.55;
T=10.95, P=.00), and style (pretest: M=1.71, SD=.76 and posttest: M=2.37, SD=.47; T=6.38, P=.00),
respectively.

In brief, these results show clearly that the experimental group made more significant
improvements in their writing performance on the post-test than the control group. Therefore, it could
be concluded that the integration of digital technologies strongly supported the development of EFL
writing skills among participants of the experimental group. This significant improvement could be
attributed to the fact that the use of technological tools in EFL writing instruction fostered the

experimental group’s motivation and interest in writing, developed the quality of their feedback and
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critical reflection, enhanced their communication and collaboration, and promoted their overall
autonomy and responsibility of learning. This finding is consistent with many study findings which
demonstrated the usefulness of digital technologies in developing EFL students’ writing skills (e.g.,
Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Caws, 2006; Chen, 2016; Murray & Hourigan, 2006).

The qualitative findings obtained from the experimental group’s responses to the open-ended
questions also confirmed the effectiveness of digital technologies in improving EFL writing skills
among the participants. Generally, students from the experimental group showed positive attitudes
towards the integration of technologies in EFL writing classes, and expressed strong preferences for
the use of technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction over the traditional method because online
writing tools allowed them to reduce anxiety and boost self-confidence. They explained that as, digital
natives, they supported the use of digital resources in classrooms to make the learning process more
appealing and interesting. In addition, participation in online writing applications such as blogs and
wikis, on which students wrote for different purposes and real audiences, enhanced their overall
motivation in writing, as reported by three participants:

To tell the truth, I always thought that to be a good writer you have to be friend with
pen and paper, but now I changed my view. | think that writing on computers has a lot
to do for writing skills, especially when writing for online audience, it could indeed
improve my writing performance to a certain extent. | started to prefer this new type of

learning to the traditional one because it is more enjoyable for our generation.
(Student#01)

I liked web-based writing because it offered an interesting and comfortable space for
practicing writing about different topics. As a shy person, | felt more at ease posting my
essays online even though | knew they contained mistakes, | did not worry about my
mistakes as | did in the traditional teaching way, | would prefer if writing activities were
all the time online. (Student#15)

This new environment did not improve my writing skills only, it also helped me to
improve my self-confidence while sharing my opinions online with my classmates. In
fact, I could learn from their mistakes and from mine as well. We all were enthusiastic
about this learning experience. (Student#31)

Students from the experimental group indicated that the use of digital technologies helped them
to improve their EFL writing skills. They expressed that the use of blogs and wikis engaged them in
collaborative learning activities such as sharing ideas, exchanging feedback and revising peer
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writings. Besides, these tools gave them opportunities to promote their independent learning, and
helped them to direct and evaluate their learning process without a strong presence of the teacher.
The following comments illustrate their views:

One of the useful aspects of online writing is that we had chances to work with each
other. It was helpful to collaborate with peers because sometimes | worked with students
who have higher levels than mine, they gave me suggestions or ideas or corrected my
mistakes, and | trusted their feedback to a certain extent because of their advanced
language skills. (Student#01)

I think it is a useful idea for both students and teachers to implement this learning
method, it made them communicate with each other easily, it also let students get more
information and knowledge from each other, especially in the collaborative writing on
wiki, where students could share their ideas and suggestions of writing. In general,
students could be independent and could learn by themselves during the whole period
of studies. (Student#11)

I liked the use of digital technology in our writing class because it made learning more
autonomous and flexible. We could do collaborative tasks at home, interact and discuss
ideas with classmates more easily. For me, this way of teaching is better because it
allowed us to practice writing independently and control our learning without being
required to attend classes. In addition, we didn’t have enough time to do all writing
activities in class, so we could take the opportunity of technologies to do these activities.
(Student#29)

In their responses to the open-ended questions, students emphasized that the use of blog and wiki
tools helped them to improve their critical thinking skills, they explained that they needed to think
and read more before writing or providing comments. This is because they knew that their writings
and comments would be viewed by online audiences, thus they had to spend some time on thinking
deeply and reflecting critically before publishing their posts. In this respect, participant (#29)
expressed that “online writing is helpful in developing our thinking abilities. It made me think
multiple times before publishing my writing, | had to spend more time in modifying, editing and
adding links to my written draft”. Other participants strongly confirmed this perspective:

Absolutely, web-based activities helped me in a way or another to develop my critical
thinking, I had to read others’ writing several times before giving my opinion, and I had
also to think more about my essay before posting it, 1 had to reconsider the formal

structures, organization of ideas, supporting arguments, and other writing aspects.
(Student#03)

The online writing applications helped us to develop our thinking skills. We learnt to
be more careful in our writing, we learnt also that we had to read thoroughly the essays
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for evaluation. We took time to reflect on the posts because we had to think about the
writing mistakes and how to provide more accurate suggestions. (Student#35)

Most of the participants revealed that the use of blog and wiki platforms helped them to improve
their writing accuracy, indicating that they could improve grammar, vocabulary and more formal
aspects of language through online writing practices. In addition, they pointed out that the feedback
provided by the teacher or peers helped them to write more logically and coherently. Students
explained how online discussions and suggestions enriched their writing, and offered them different
ideas on how to support their compositions with arguments, evidence and examples. Several
participants commented that,

The feedback provided by my peers was very helpful in improving my writing, because
| have learnt from others about my mistakes, | also learnt from their good style of
writing which inspired me to work harder to develop my own writing. More precisely,
my language accuracy was improved because most of the feedback that | received
showed me the grammatical or lexical mistakes that | often did. So I found myself
paying more attention to the academic formal style of writing. (Student#05)

I think that the online feedback was extremely beneficial in that we could get different
points of views on how to write more coherently, on how to develop better arguments,
use evidence or further explanation in order to make our writing appear more logical
for the readers. I think that the online feedback we got from the others was very efficient
and unforgettable. (Student#11)

It was very useful to participate in blog or wiki applications because we could do there
practical writing activities and receive a lot of feedback that improved writing skills,
especially the feedback of the teacher which guided us by giving us precise instructions
and reminding us of the writing rules we have learnt in classroom. (Student#15)

Additionally, students appreciated the use of web learning resources and presentation materials
in EFL writing instruction. For example, they viewed that the use of PowerPoint presentations
facilitated the comprehension of the course content and made the writing class more interesting.
Students also believed that online writing was easier than writing with a pen and paper, they could
easily draft, edit and modify their written texts, and could as well add or remove ideas by simply
typing on the keyboard. Two students explained this assumption by writing:

I personally find the use of PowerPoint presentations efficient and interesting, they

presented the course lectures in an easy and understandable way. Online writing is also
quite convenient and appealing. | find it easier to type down, edit and post my essays, |
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could also easily post my comments and answer my classmates’ questions, | think this
way of writing is more easy and flexible. (Student#17)

Unlike normal writing activities, web-based writing activities make writing much
easier, we could easily do proofreading and revise our drafts. In addition, the use of
technology in EFL writing instruction allowed us to have a fast access to writing
lessons. (Student#31)

However, participants had also some negative conceptions about the use of digital technologies

in EFL writing instruction, they pointed out that there were certain constraints which hindered

effective learning on virtual environments. First, participants noted that there were some options not

realized on wiki or blog platforms, which influenced the quality of writing in one way or another. For

example, wiki tool was prone to collaborative editing, therefore the content that some students shared

on this tool could be wrong or misleading. One participant (#03) commented that “on wiki, we wrote

with classmates who did not have the same level of English language, so some published unreliable

content or incorrect language which could influence the linguistic level of others”. Another

participant illustrated more this view by writing:

I think wiki tool has some options that are not fully developed, it is open for edition at
any time, and this is a negative aspect. Due to this, some students who had low levels
of writing could publish on wiki writing that contained many mistakes. | feel that using
wikis for writing was not appropriate because it included content that was not valid or
reliable. (Student#35)

Second, some students felt that collaborative writing was a complicated and time-consuming task

to conduct, revealing that they had to spend more time and exert more efforts to accomplish this type

of writing:

Actually it costs time and effort to work online with peers, | have to contact the team
members, plan together, and schedule suitable time for all of us to organize the work. It
is very tiresome to do collaborative works in the traditional way, and more tiresome to
do that online, that is why I prefer individual works. (Student#06)

Some students did not want to participate in online collaborative works, so they did not
provide any kind of help, and I had to do all the work by my own. This is why | believe
that group works were difficult, they took a lot of effort and time. (Student#22)
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Third, students also remarked that technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction requires
constant access to computers and internet, which was a huge constraint for those who lived in remote
areas:

| felt sometimes frustrated because this type of learning requires computers and internet
connection, and this was hard for me and for other students. | was not able to be always

connected to the web network, it is really frustrating that | could not participate in all
online writing activities because of such circumstances. (Student#05)

I think using blogs and wikis in EFL writing is more difficult than the traditional way
of writing, it was problematic to be online all the time because there are students as me
who did not have adequate access of internet at home for doing the activities.
(Student#17)

Personally speaking, | had an adequate access to blog and wiki sites at home for doing
the online writing activities, but some other students needed a fast internet connection
and laptops, so it was hard for those who did not have these technology materials to do
the online activities. (Student#22)

On the whole, participants from the experimental group revealed that they had positive attitudes
towards technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction, they expressed that they could gain significant
achievements from the online writing project via blog and wiki tools. These achievement gains; as
indicated by the participants, could be attributed to the comfortable online learning environment
which facilitated interactions between students and teachers, fostered motivation and enhanced
collaboration among learners.

Additionally, technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction enabled participants in the
experimental group to provide constant feedback and critical reflections on each other’s writing.
These participants had opportunities to learn autonomously, assess their writing performance, and
seek online assistance from peers, which were lacked in the control group’s traditional teaching
method. Besides, the web-based writing facilitated the writing process more than the conventional
writing, allowing students to easily compose drafts, insert ideas, correct mistakes, and revise the
whole texts. It is also important to note that students’ different learning styles were accommodated

during the learning process by using a variety of multimedia tools such as audios, videos, photos and
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power-point slides. Not surprisingly, the use of digital technologies helped the experimental group to

achieve significant improvements in their writing performance.
Conclusion

As a conclusion, this chapter provided results and analysis to the research issues regarding digital
literacy of EFL teachers and students, views and uses of technology-enhanced EFL writing
instruction, and the efficiency of digital literacy proficiency and technology integration on improving
EFL students’ writing skills. The data from survey questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and
scores of writing tests were integrated to answer the research questions and hypotheses.

Generally, the study findings revealed that EFL teachers had a high level of digital literacy, but
they were more proficient with basic technologies than with advanced technologies. By contrast, EFL
students had a low level of digital literacy; they were proficient with social networking but lacked
expertise in utilizing modern technologies. The findings indicated that; despite teachers’ positive
attitudes towards new technologies, the incorporation of technology into EFL writing instruction was
limited. Most of EFL teachers utilized technology for low-level rather than higher-level activities.
Several internal and external factors were cited as reasons for the ineffective use of technology in
EFL writing instruction.

Moreover, the statistical results confirmed the first research hypothesis, which stated that there is
a statistically significant relationship between EFL students’ digital literacy proficiency and their
academic writing performance, as well as the second research hypothesis, which stated that digital
technology integration has a positive impact on the writing performance of EFL students. Discussions

and implications of these findings are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSIONS & IMPLICATIONS
Introduction

This chapter presents a discussion of the major study findings. It provides understanding about
the technological skills of EFL teachers and students, and offers insights into teachers’ perceptions
and practices of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. Additionally, it discusses the benefits
of digital literacy proficiency, and the efficacy of Web 2.0 technologies in improving EFL students’
writing skills. In light of the study findings, this chapter suggests implications for the effective use of

digital literacies and digital technologies in tertiary EFL writing contexts.

4.1 Discussion of Study Findings

In this section, the discussions aim to address five research issues that are fundamental to this
study. Key references from the quantitative and qualitative data were used to demonstrate the
discussions of major findings. Each research finding was examined in light of several theoretical

frameworks about the use of digital literacy and digital technologies to support EFL writing.

4.1.1 Digital Literacy: EFL Teachers and Students’ Technology Skills

The current study attempted to analyze EFL teachers and students’ digital literacy proficiency in
an effort to provide rich understanding on how they utilized digital skills in academic settings. It
presented profound insights on the technological uses of teachers and students in EFL writing
contexts. The major findings of this study emphasized that the perspective of digital divide between
teachers and students is not as simple as Prensky (2001) has suggested. In this study, all the
participants could use a variety of technologies, but the skills they demonstrated were very different.

Generally, EFL teachers had a high level of digital competence, while students had a relatively
low level of digital literacy. This suggests that age is not the sole determinant of digital proficiency
and technological expertise. These results support Lei (2009)’s assumption that age alone should not

be used to classify users of digital technology and evaluate individuals’ digital skills. The results also
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support earlier research showing that it is an inaccurate notion to always classify teachers as digital
immigrants and students as digital natives (Bennett et al., 2008; Guo et al., 2008).

The findings demonstrated that EFL teachers exhibited a high level of digital literacy; however,
they were proficient in using basic technologies such as web browsers, emails, word processing, file
transfers, and computers, and less proficient in using more complex technologies as online
collaborative works, simulations or animation, web page creations, and wiki designs. This shows that
EFL teachers’ digital literacy belongs to the foundational level of the DigEuL.it project developed by
Martin and Grudziecki (2006), indicating that as the complexity level of the digital tool increases,
teachers’ technological proficiency decreases. These findings correspond with previous study
findings, which suggested that teachers had technology skills and expertise in integrating fundamental
technologies such as email and word processing, while they lacked skills and expertise in using other
sophisticated technologies such as Web 2.0 tools, interactive whiteboards and content-based
technologies (Bates 2001; Levin & Arafeh, 2002; Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005; Trucano, 2005).

Despite having a high level of digital literacy, teachers appeared to have modest confidence in
their technology abilities, according to the findings of the study. They reported a lack of confidence
in their digital skills, voiced fear and anxiety while using new digital tools, and even stated that their
students were more “tech-savvy” than they were. In line with earlier studies on barriers to digital
technology incorporation (e.g., Chen, 2008; Lee, 2000; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011), this study
suggests that teachers’ lack of confidence in their digital skills impedes the efficient integration of
technologies in EFL writing classrooms.

In stark contrast to Presnky’s (2001) descriptions, the results of this study revealed that students
are not tech-savvy or digital natives. Student participants had a low level of digital competence. In
particular, they had low proficiency in using new technologies such as Web 2.0 tools, collaborative
online works, web conferencing and website creations, while they had good expertise in using social
media. Such competence in using social networks could be attributed to students’ frequent uses of

these networks in their daily lives. These findings concur with previous researches on students’ digital
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skills by Kvavik et al., (2004), Bennett et al., (2008), Lei (2009), and Hargittai (2010) who found that
students have limited skills in terms of technology knowledge and expertise, and concluded that there
are differences in students’ digital abilities, opposing Prensky’s (2001) claims that young students are
all digital natives and competent at the use of digital technologies.

The findings of this study revealed that such an unsatisfactory level of digital literacy among EFL
teachers and students could be attributed to the existence of factors similar to those reported in the
research literature (Bates 2005; Ertmer 2005; Gray, 2001; Guri-Rosenblit, 2004; Pelgrum, 2001,
Williams, 2003; Zemsky & Massy, 2004). The interview participants reported the unavailability of
digital resources, the lack of institutional support, teacher’s workload and insufficient time to be the
key obstacles to digital literacy development. Due to these factors, teacher participants thought that
they were not well prepared for the incorporation of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction.

Importantly, the study results demonstrated that the department’s technical support was
inadequate and that the training programmes offered only to newly recruited teachers were
insufficient to improve their digital literacies. According to the interviewees, even those teachers who
had the opportunity to engage in the university’s training programmes did not gain any beneficial
experience that would have resulted in enhancements to their digital skills or modifications to their
instructional practices. Due to the insufficiency of these training programmes, participants were
compelled to seek alternative means for enhancing their digital competency. The majority of
interviewees stated that they relied on their own efforts to develop their technological knowledge;
some of them engaged in self-study, others attended specific types of training to improve digital skills,
and others sought assistance from colleagues on technical difficulties or issues related to technology-
based pedagogical practices.

Participants indicated that, despite all of the obstacles they faced, these impediments could be
easily overcome if they had a strong desire to develop expertise in the use of digital technology. They
were excited about the usage of digital technology in EFL learning contexts and exhibited a strong

willingness to enhance their technological abilities in order to meet the professional requirements of
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this age. The majority of interviewees emphasized the need for training that would raise teachers’
awareness of the pedagogical and critical uses of new technology in instructional practices. In
accordance with what has been stated in the research literature (Becta, 2004; Buckingham, 2006;
Guri-Rosenblit, 2004; Hague & Payton, 2010; Lei, 2009; Martin, 2008; Mishra & Koehler, 2006),
they believed that pedagogical and critical understanding rather than technical knowledge should be
the primary focus of training programmes.

Briefly, the increasing importance of digital literacy demands both teachers and students to
reconsider their existing digital skills and develop new ones to meet the needs of this age. Today, the
improvement of English language literacy entails the capacity to read, write, and interact via digital
technologies (Warschauer & Kern, 2000). Putting it differently, teachers should have an adequate
level of digital proficiency to benefit from networked information, and to teach English to students
with the goal of training them to utilize digital technologies critically and appropriately for

educational purposes.

4.1.2 Understanding EFL Teachers’ Attitudes towards Digital Technology
Integration

This study investigated teachers’ attitudes and perceptions about digital technology integration
in EFL writing instruction through the use of quantitative data obtained from a survey questionnaire
and qualitative data gathered from semi-structured interviews. The quantitative findings of the survey
questionnaire revealed that teachers held positive beliefs about the use of technology in EFL writing
classes. Teachers’ optimistic views about the potential of digital technologies in EFL writing
instruction would positively influence the use of digital tools in classrooms, as suggested by a number
of studies which indicated that teachers’ positive attitudes towards technologies have a significant
impact on their incorporation into classroom settings (Ertmer, 2005; Gray, 2001; Lee, 2000; Rahimi
& Yadollahi, 2011).

The teacher participants highly appreciated the potential of technology to provide a wide variety
of language resources and learning materials that could be useful in EFL writing instruction. They
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also valued the fact that digital technologies facilitate interactions and exchanges between teachers
and students, which would help in reinforcing the effective learning of EFL students’ writing skills.
Teachers held such strong views because they considered the internet as the primary resource for
accessing knowledge content and lecture-related materials. The use of internet enabled them to read,
use and edit learning materials to prepare for their lessons in an easier and faster way than the use of
print-based materials such as texts, books or dictionaries. Additionally, technology was the primary
means through which they interacted and communicated with others. These perspectives of teachers
regarding the usefulness of technology in enhancing EFL writing instruction align with findings from
previous studies, which indicated that technologies provide instructors and learners with a plethora
of learning resources and ample opportunities for interactions in EFL writing contexts (Azmi, 2017,
Burbules, 2006; Craig, 2012; Dowling, 2003; Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Thorne, 2009; Warschauer &
Kern, 2000; Zhang & Barber, 2008).

The participants recognized additional benefits of integrating technology into EFL writing
instruction, such as its potential in supporting classroom management, enhancing collaboration and
shareability, developing students’ writing style, personal expression and creativity, facilitating
revision and edition processes, and fostering students’ motivation as well as language proficiency
skills. These reported advantages of technologies are critical in developing EFL writing skills as
indicated in research literature (Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Azmi, 2017; Chen, 2016; Craig,
2012; Crook et al., 2010; Lankshear et al., 2000; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Peterson, 2012; Thorne,
2005). Due to this perceived effectiveness of technologies, participants strongly believed that digital
literacy courses should be incorporated into the curriculum to support the efficient use of
technological tools in classrooms.

Qualitative findings further confirmed that the participants exhibited positive perceptions on the
use of digital technology in EFL writing instruction. The interviewed teachers highlighted the idea
that technology is attractive, convenient, economical, time-saving, and effective in providing

authentic language materials. In particular, they enthusiastically emphasized that the internet is the
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main resource of information and language learning materials in the digital era, and that technology
is appealing to students of this generation as it becomes more relevant in their daily lives. However,
some of them had reservations and worries about the negative aspects related to digital technology
uses in EFL writing classes. The participants reported that the use of technology is time-consuming
and demanding for teachers. In addition, they showed great concerns about the inappropriate use of
technologies among students, and thought that academic writing skills could be negatively affected
by students’ misuse of digital technology and their lack of critical thinking skills.

As presented in chapter three, the interviewees reported that technology integration in EFL
writing instruction consumes time. The use of technology would require them to spend long hours
for preparing learning materials and designing web-based activities, while they already had other
pedagogical, academic and administrative responsibilities to undertake. Such views reflected
teachers’ preferences for the traditional teaching method which they found more comfortable and less
demanding. These results are consistent with several study findings showing that instructors have
different expectations to fulfill in university contexts; therefore, they might have reservations about
technology integration in classrooms, and may prefer to deliver their lectures using the conventional
teaching method (Gray, 2001; Guri-Rosenblit, 2004; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011; Williams, 2003;
Wilson et al., 2004).

In a similar vein, the interviewees reported their worries about students’ misuse of digital
technology, expressing that the use of technologies may lead to certain problems among students such
as distraction, laziness and plagiarism. They noted that students might use digital tools for purposes
other than learning; for instance, they may spend long hours wasting their time on online games,
social networks or internet surfing instead of studying. Due to laziness, some of them might fall easily
into the trap of plagiarism which diminishes the quality of their written works. Teachers were also
concerned about the inappropriate use of digital technologies which would result in the deficiency of
students’ writing skills, indicating that academic writing competence could be negatively influenced

by students’ informal language practices in online spaces. This finding about teachers’ negative
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conceptions on web-based writing is supported by other studies, which showed teachers’ concerns
regarding the detrimental impact of digital media on academic writing skills (Murray & Hourigan,
2006; Warschauer & Kern, 2000).

The negative writing practices of some students on online platforms imply that they are not
digitally savvy enough to use technology effectively for educational objectives. Therefore, the
interview participants suggested that EFL students should put sufficient efforts to enhance their digital
skills. They believed that students should use critical thinking skills, make adequate decisions and
reflect on their learning in order to get the best out of technology use with regard to their EFL writing
competence. They thought that students’ digital literacy proficiency would allow them to maximize
the benefits of technology use for the development of their writing skills. This echoes the findings of
other researches, emphasizing the importance of digital literacy as an essential skill for participation
in all educational contexts (Barell, 2010; Lent, 2012; Trilling & Fadel, 2009; Warschauer &
Matuchniak, 2010).

Overall, the interview participants recognized the increasing importance of digital technology
integration in EFL writing instruction, especially considering that it becomes highly used by students
in and outside of classroom settings. Nevertheless, they strongly believed that technology should be
incorporated in EFL writing classes only when necessary. This implies that the use of technology is
meaningful only if it would enhance the instructional practices, and fit with the targeted learning
aims. Therefore, technology should be used for adding some values to the teaching process; for
instance; for achieving curriculum objectives, motivating students, or developing learning skills. As
a matter of fact, the interviewees stated that technology is effective but not essential to language
learning, and expressed that digital technologies should not be used for the sake of digital
technologies, but rather when they are compatible with the instructional practices and learning
objectives. These beliefs about the appropriate use of technology to achieve learning goals correspond

with other previous studies showing that instructors will adopt new digital tools efficiently if they
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value their actual usefulness in classroom settings (Bates, 2001; Cennamo et al., 2010; Laurillard,

2013).

4.1.3 Technology Usage in EFL Writing Instruction

In this study, the current situation of technology integration in EFL writing instruction was
investigated through the use of quantitative and qualitative methods. The results obtained from both
survey questionnaire and semi-structured interviews revealed that the integration level of digital
technologies in EFL writing classrooms is low, indicating that the advancement of digital tools has
not yet caused any profound changes in the instructional practices of EFL teachers. Technologized
traditional classroom could be the best description of teachers’ technology uses in EFL writing
classes, who used mostly basic technologies that did not lead to pedagogical innovations and changes
in their teaching practices. Although teachers exhibited positive attitudes towards the incorporation
of new technologies in EFL writing instruction, they failed to reach a compromise between their
attitudes and usage of technology resources in classrooms, as their practices did not correspond with
their favorable opinions on digital technologies.

Quantitative findings showed that teachers tended to use only the most fundamental technologies
in EFL writing instruction. For example, they used the internet as the main resource for accessing and
downloading lecture materials related to English writing such as lessons, books, ideas, exercises and
activities, and instructed students to search the internet for relevant information prior to conducting
writing assignments. They used also word processor and PowerPoint applications for preparing and
presenting lessons, as well as emails and social media tools for communicating and interacting with
students. However, it was found that the lowest means of use were given for the integration of high-
level technology tools such as collaborative writing websites, wikis or blogs, online forums, online
writing exchanges, LCD projectors and web-based assessment tools.

These results indicate that digital technology tools were used primarily for low-level tasks as

getting, preparing and creating learning materials, while the use of technology for high-level tasks
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which require students’ critical thinking, analytical abilities and collaborative skills was rarely used
by teachers in EFL writing instruction. Despite their great affordances, digital technologies were not
implemented for promoting active, autonomous and collaborative learning in EFL writing classroom.
This means that technological resources were incorporated mainly for facilitating the teaching process
rather than developing exploratory learning. This finding about teachers’ technology uses in EFL
writing instruction is consistent with earlier study findings which concluded that teachers utilize
technological applications in classrooms merely to facilitate lecture delivering and enhance
pedagogical practices (Bates, 2001; Collis & van der Wende, 2002; Dockstader, 1999; Hanna, 2003).

Moreover, qualitative findings gained from semi-structured interviews also demonstrated that
EFL teachers used basic technologies for simple activities such as seeking information, planning
lessons and communicating with students. The interview participants reported to use less complicated
technological equipment as computers, projectors and PowerPoint application in EFL writing
instruction, with PowerPoint presentations being the most commonly used tool in classrooms. Very
similar to what was revealed in quantitative results, the use of more advanced technologies such as
blogs, wikis and virtual assessment tools was unfamiliar to EFL teachers. In line with previous study
findings (Bates 2001; Collis & van der Wende, 2002; Trucano, 2005), these results suggest that
teachers used technology for low-level purposes such as finding instructional resources, exposing
students to authentic input, displaying audiovisual materials and interacting with students. With
regard to interactive tools, the use of Emails and Facebook were very popular among the interviewed
teachers who utilized these applications to facilitate the sharing of students’ written assignments,
offer feedback and communicate with students.

Teachers’ use of technologies for low-level purposes could be attributed to the fact that they used
frequently digital tools for ordinary tasks such as web searching, emailing, and social networking;
consequently, their use of technology in EFL writing instruction was limited to basic tools. It can be
concluded that teachers’ digital practices in EFL writing classrooms reflected their level of digital

literacy proficiency. An apparent relationship seemed to exist between teachers’ level of digital
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literacy competence and their current uses of digital technologies, their incorporation of digital
technologies represented the foundational level of digital literacy competence, as indicated by Martin
and Grudziecki (2006).

Notably, the investigation of teachers’ technology uses in EFL writing instruction showed that
they transferred their practices from face-to-face teaching environment to technology-mediated tools.
Teacher participants reported that they preferred the integration of technology for structural purposes,
as exposing students to authentic input, viewing writing models and practicing online grammar
exercises, which deemed to be the most applicable web-based activities for improving English writing
practice. Similar to what they did in face-to-face classroom settings, they regarded technology as a
tool to build structural language skills that are essential for the development of writing performance.
This result ties well with previous studies which showed that teachers tended usually to transfer
instructional activities used in face-to-face context to online learning environments without exploiting
the limitless opportunities provided by technologies for the design of productive and creative tasks.
(Collis & van der Wende, 2002; Dockstader, 1999).

Although participants in this study expressed positive perceptions on the incorporation of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction, their use of technology tools remained limited in classrooms.
This could be attributed to their concerns and fears over the potential negative effects of digital
technologies on EFL writing skills. In addition to this, their digital literacy proficiency, and
accessibility to technological resources and technical support also influenced their adoption of digital
tools in EFL writing instruction. Clearly, this study suggests that there are three main factors impeding
the effective use of technology tools in writing classroom, namely, teachers’ personal concerns about
technology use in EFL writing classes, teachers’ competence to use digital tools in the instructional
process, and the availability of digital technologies and technical support for EFL teachers in the
department.

One of the important reasons explaining the low level of technology integration in EFL writing

instruction relates to the fact that the participants considered the use of technology in classrooms as
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a demanding and time-consuming endeavor. While all the participants valued the merits of new
technologies as tools for finding authentic teaching materials and facilitating lesson preparation in
EFL writing instruction, some interview participants reported that the use of digital technology was
more demanding than the use of traditional text-based materials as textbooks, handouts and printed
learning materials, which were more convenient for use. They expressed that they preferred the use
of the traditional teaching method, because digital technology integration was a time-consuming and
challenging task for them to undertake. This was because teachers had to spend long time in searching,
selecting and preparing the learning materials attained from technology resources. This finding
supports those results reported in previous researches, which revealed that teachers often resist the
use of digital technology in their instruction as it is time-consuming (Becta, 2004; ElI Aggoune &
Ghaouar, 2019; Ertmer, 2005; Guri- Rosenblit, 2004; Pelgrum, 2001; Zemsky & Massy, 2004).

In addition, teachers’ views on the inappropriateness of technology use in EFL writing course
seem to be one of the most influential factors for the limited use of technology tools in EFL writing
classes. When they reported their uses of web-based activities in EFL writing instruction, some
interview participants referred to important issues including preferable traditional teaching methods,
the nature of learning subject, course objectives and uselessness of technology in EFL writing
module. These teachers believed that technology use is related to the nature of the instructional course
and the context in which it is implemented, and thought that the use of technology tools in writing
classes is less efficient for the development of students’ writing skills.

They considered that digital technology was only suitable for particular pedagogical subjects and
language skills, and were willing to implement technology-enhanced instruction only if it would fit
their instructional courses and targeted objectives. What can be induced from this finding is that
technology incorporation in EFL writing instruction was largely based on the personal perceptions
and pedagogical concerns of the teacher participants. This finding is in accordance with those studies

by Gray (2001) and Ertmer (2005), who stated that the critical factors affecting technology integration
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are not external ones such as the unavailability of equipment, but teachers’ perceptions and
willingness to use innovative tools in classrooms.

Equally important, the interview participants expressed their concerns about students’ misuse of
digital technology which may lead to certain problems such as distractions, laziness, academic writing
deficiencies, lack of responsibility as well as plagiarism. They believed that technology could
deteriorate students’ writing competence and distract them from effective learning, arguing that
students might be exposed to inappropriate linguistic content which they could transfer to their
writing skills, and thus diminish their English writing proficiency. In this respect, students’ negative
online practices and inappropriate uses of technology tools contributed to teachers’ low usage of
digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. This result confirms those results from previous
studies which showed teachers’ fears to use technology resources, while simultaneously pursuing the
development of academic writing skills and minimizing the distractions of online learning (Murray
& Hourigan, 2006; Warschauer & Kern, 2000).

Teachers’ digital literacy was another key factor that may have contributed to the low integration
level of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. The study results revealed that the teacher
participants had a high level of digital literacy competence; however, they were proficient in using
basic technologies as web searching, computers, emails and word processing applications, and less
proficient in using more advanced technologies as online collaborative works, simulations,
animations, web page creations and wikis. Teachers’ use of technology for low-level activities such
as preparing lessons, projecting information and presenting audiovisual materials in classrooms also
indicated their limited digital abilities. As discussed in the chapter of literature review, teachers’
digital literacy competence is a significant contributor to the effective use of digital technologies in
classrooms (Becta, 2004; Chen, 2008; Ertmer, 1999; Hunter, 2001; Pelgrum, 2001; Trucano, 2005).
Therefore, the limited use of technology tools in EFL writing instruction could be attributed to

teachers’ low competence in using advanced digital resources.
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The study findings showed that teachers believed that their students were more tech-savvy and
proficient in using digital tools than they were, and claimed that their students could use advanced
digital technologies more successfully and efficiently than they could. This high regard for students’
digital literacy competency reduced teachers’ confidence in using technology facilities in classrooms.
Consequently, it can be inferred that teachers’ low confidence in their digital skills may have
weakened the situation of technology integration in the department. This result is consistent with
previous research findings which demonstrated that teachers’ high confidence in their digital
competence would increase chances of technology use among them, while their low confidence
would decrease intentions to use technology resources in pedagogical contexts (Chen, 2008; Lee,
2000; Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011).

Furthermore, the lack of technological resources and technical support also impeded the effective
incorporation of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. Teachers reported that they could
not integrate new technologies in writing classrooms because they had insufficient equipment, and
were not adequately trained to use advanced digital tools in their teaching process. Echoing other
study findings (Becta, 2004; Pedro, 2007; Williams, 2003), this study suggests that teacher
participants recognized the merits of technology in enhancing EFL writing performance, but could
not implement it in their instruction because of the lack of digital resources and technical support.

Due to the lack of formal training programmes, the interview participants expressed that they
relied on their own efforts or sought assistance from colleagues to address problems and complicated
issues related to the use of technology in EFL writing instruction. Despite the diverse support they
provided for one another, teachers still felt the need for professional training on the use of digital
technology so that they could use more innovative resources when teaching EFL writing skills. It is
evident that the insufficient technology materials and technical support influenced EFL teachers’ use
of technologies within the department. This result is in line with other study findings indicating that
the unavailability of technology facilities and technical support would rule out the use of digital

technology in instructional settings (Ertmer, 2005; Hunter, 2001).
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4.1.4 EFL Students’ Digital Literacy and Writing Achievements

The study findings showed that there is a strong significant relationship between students’ digital
literacy proficiency and academic writing performance test (r = .95, p = .000). The high value of
spearman’s correlation coefficient which was statistically significant at the level (o = 0.01) suggests
that there is sufficient evidence to support a causative relationship between students’ technological
skills and their writing performance, indicating that an increase in digital skills correlates with an
improvement in writing quality. The strong relationship between digital literacy and writing skills
was also apparent in students’ responses to the open-ended questions of the survey questionnaire.
Generally, students revealed positive experiences on how digital literacy skills facilitated the
development of writing performance in digital spaces. These findings are consistent with previous
research results demonstrating a positive correlation between digital proficiency and writing
development (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Goldberg et al., 2003; Hafner, 2015; Mudra, 2020;
Warschauer & Ware, 2006).

In their written reflections about the impact of digital literacy on writing skills, participants
reported that digital competence had helped them to increase writing achievement gains throughout
time. They stated that digital literacy is conductive to strengthening online academic writing practices
that resemble the existing traditional ones. In addition, they argued that digital competence allowed
them to easily access, evaluate and communicate written content in web-based learning environment.
Thus, as suggested by Hull and Schultz (2001), being digitally literate enabled them to access a
growing set of digital information, and broaden their potential resources of knowledge, instead of
being restricted to traditional-based materials of learning.

Furthermore, students noted that having digital skills to critically evaluate web information by
assessing its validity, quality, relevance and usefulness helped them to reflect on linguistic choices,
select reliable resources, and make adequate learning decisions. These digital skills came to play a

vital role in developing sophisticated writing competencies among EFL learners. These findings are
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in line with the research literature, which indicates that students’ ability to use and reflect on internet-
based knowledge positively affects their writing development (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017).

Moreover, participants identified the ability to easily communicate and interact with a broad
audience as one of the merits of digital literacy skills. They stated that they could access a complex
digital space for writing, which provided them with a large set of multimedia features to use. For
instance, they reported to use different technological tools for composing and sharing texts as e-mails,
blogs, and social networks. These applications enabled them to contact online audience for discussing
ideas, exchanging feedback, and offering assistance on complex linguistic matters. Students were
able to practice situated writing through these tools by modifying registers, styles, and discourse
identities according to the target audience. This finding supports the assumptions of Bloch (2007) and
Hafner (2014) that digital literacy has the potential to improve English academic skills and discourse
identities.

Students’ ideas on how online interactions facilitate writing development draw on Vygotsky’s
(1978) concept of ZPD, which posits that learners can reach their potential development levels
through interactions and collaboration with more capable people. Students believed that digital
literacy helped them to enhance their writing skills by allowing them to access online content and
practice situated writing. As indicated by Bloch (2007), online interactions in which students practice
different types of writing, relevant discourses, and critical thinking would contribute to the
enhancement of their writing skills. The finding that students had beneficial learning experiences
when writing online and interacting with digital audiences who were more proficient in writing is
consistent with prior research findings, which emphasized that online interactions correlate positively
with writing development and learning achievements (Caws, 2006; Chen, 2016; Elola & Oskoz, 2017;
Hafner, 2015; Mudra, 2020; Murray & Hourigan, 2006; Rosatelli & Self, 2004).

Equally important, the findings of the open-ended questionnaire revealed that digitally literate
students often use formal and more sophisticated forms of writing, because they have critical thinking

abilities and cognitive skills which enable them to work hard while receiving or producing online
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language content within digital spaces. However, those who lack digital skills may experience
deterioration in academic writing skills and face particular learning challenges. Students with low
digital literacy abilities may not be able to critically think, evaluate and synthesize online information,
and they may not be able also to recognize grammatical errors and manipulate the standard rules of
English written language. These students would often break down the conventions of academic
writing by using informal styles, contractions, slang words, and other forms of text messaging
language. This is because they lack the critical digital skills necessary to distinguish thoroughly
between formal and informal types of online writing and to comprehend the contexts in which the
appropriate writing style is used. Additionally, their lack of critical thinking abilities and awareness
about intellectual property rights makes them more susceptible to plagiarism.

These findings on the importance of digital literacy for successful writing aligns with prior
research findings which highlighted that students’ critical digital literacy skills correlate favorably
with their writing development (Caws, 2006; Elola & Oskoz, 2017). Evidently, it can be concluded
that digital literacy comprises not merely technical skills, but also analytical and critical capabilities
to use digital technology adequately for learning purposes. Therefore, students are advised to utilize
critical reflections and analytical abilities to effectively enhance their writing skills in online

environments.

4.1.5 Efficiency of Web 2.0 Technologies in Enhancing EFL Writing Performance

This study aimed to examine the effects of digital technology integration on the development of
EFL students’ writing skills. In particular, special effort was made to use the asynchronous online
witting tools of blogs and wikis in order to investigate whether or not their implementation could lead
to any improvement in the writing performance of EFL students. With such a purpose, the study
participants were divided into two groups: a control group and an experimental group who were both
taught the course of academic writing by the same instructor; however, they had different instructional
methods. The experimental group received technology-enhanced writing instruction which was
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largely based on the use of blog and wiki writing tools, while the control group was taught academic
writing course using the traditional method of teaching.

Before starting the treatment, a pre-writing test was administered to the two groups, and the
results showed that there were no significant differences in the writing performance of the control
group and the experimental group. Yet, the results of the post-writing test indicated that there were
statistically significant differences in the writing performance of the two groups, in favor of the
experimental group. This indicates that the incorporation of the online writing tools led to a significant
progress in the experimental group’s writing abilities. These findings are in line with several research
studies highlighting the usefulness of technologies in enhancing EFL writing skills (e.g., Adas &
Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Caws, 2006; Chen, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Cunningham, 2000; Murray &
Hourigan, 2006). The results of this study are also in line with earlier studies, which showed that
using wiki and blog technologies can significantly enhance EFL writing performance (e.g.,
Alshumaimeri, 2011; Arnold et al., 2012; Franco, 2008; Kuteeva, 2011; Lundin, 2008; Miyazoe &
Anderson, 2010; Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015; Pinkman, 2005; Wichadee, 2010). More specifically, the
experimental group achieved higher mean scores on the post-writing test in the sub-skills of content,
language, organization of ideas, and style than the control group.

These results indicate that there is a close correlation between the experimental group’s writing
improvement and the treatment, and suggest that the experimental group could improve their
autonomous learning and extend their knowledge on writing skills through the use of online writing
tools. These findings correspond with previous research findings, which highlighted that Web 2.0
tools have many benefits for the improvement of lexical and syntactical accuracy, organization of
ideas and writing creativity (e.g., Alshumaimeri, 2011; Cunningham, 2000; Fellner & Apple, 2006;
Godwin-Jones, 2003; Lee, 2010; Peterson, 2012; Sun & Chang, 2012; Wichadee, 2010).

The significant differences in the writing performance between the experimental group and the
control group can be attributed to the change in the instructional method. This implies that

technology-enhanced instruction was more effective than the conventional teaching method in
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improving students’ writing abilities. The two groups had the same learning objectives, the same
course content, and the same instructor. The only difference between them was the method of
instruction, thus technology-enhanced writing instruction proved to be more useful in promoting EFL
writing skills than the traditional writing instruction.

As a matter of fact, students in the experimental group had more opportunities for practicing
writing on digital tools, they could receive more feedback and benefit from extra time of learning
outside of classroom settings. However, students in the control group had limited opportunities for
writing practices due to the short class time. In addition, they had few chances for developing their
independent learning and extending their knowledge on writing skills, because they had been
constrained to the teacher’s direct instruction and paper-based materials. As evidenced by the research
literature, the sole reliance on paper-based materials was insufficient to accommodate all students’
learning needs and preferences (Azmi, 2017; Borden, 2011; Thorne & Payne, 2005). Furthermore,
the traditional writing instruction did not provide adequate opportunities for students to engage in
situated writing contexts, which are essential for the development of their writing competences
(Thorne, 2009).

Notably, technology-enhanced writing instruction helped to address the limitations of the
traditional teaching method in that the use of online writing tools as blogs and wikis supported the
development of the experimental group’s knowledge, abilities and writing practices. The
experimental group could benefit from a set of web-based learning resources that suited their different
interests and needs, and could as well engage into a variety of situated writing contexts outside of
classroom settings. According to the research literature, the use of internet-based learning materials
and exposure to situated writing contexts offer strong potential for supporting the development of
students’ writing skills (Elola & Oskoz, 2017; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). Additionally, the virtual
writing platforms offered a comfortable learning environment for demotivated or shy students to

participate and construct knowledge meaningfully (McLaughlin, 1990; Peterson, 2012). Therefore,
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the effects of technology-enhanced writing instruction in promoting EFL writing proficiency were
greater than that of the traditional teaching method.

As indicated in their written responses to the open-ended questions, students’ attitudes towards
the integration of digital technologies in EFL writing instruction were rather positive. Participants in
the experimental group expressed that the use of blog and wiki could boost their interest and
motivation in the learning process, foster interactions and discussions, and promote their collaborative
learning. As claimed by Miyazoe and Anderson (2010), these promising aspects provided by digital
tools are essential for the development of writing competences. Participants also valued the efficiency
of Web 2.0 tools in providing a less threatening environment which reduced anxiety, increased self-
confidence, and made writing practices more comfortable. These results; which showed students’
enjoyment with technology incorporation in EFL writing instruction, are consistent with previous
studies demonstrating students’ positive attitudes towards the use of Web 2.0 tools in EFL writing
classrooms (e.g., Campbell, 2004; Chao & Lo, 2011; Lin & Yang, 2011; Wichadee, 2010).

According to students’ written reflections, the use of blog and wiki platforms helped to improve
their writing quantity and quality. Students indicated that they had opportunities to learn more
complex grammatical forms, vocabulary and sophisticated expressions of writing through these tools.
In addition, they stated that writing on this online environment indirectly boosted their critical
thinking abilities, and that receiving feedback from their teacher or peers made their writing more
logical and coherent. Research has shown that meaningful feedback provided through online tools
increases students’ motivation in learning and improves their writing abilities (e.g., Barrios, 2003;
Chao & Huang, 2007; Chen, 2016; Huffaker, 2005; Johnson, 2004; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000; Sun,
2010).

Moreover, students believed that online writing tools facilitated the writing process in the sense
that they could draft and revise their texts on such tools more easily and flexibly than with a pen and
paper. This is in line with research studies showing that students get more motivated when using

computers and mobile devices than when using the traditional method of pen and paper (Adas &
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Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Warschauer, 1996). Furthermore, most of the students
appreciated the use of PowerPoint presentations and other technological materials in writing
classroom, which promoted their understanding and overall comprehension of the course content.

Despite the fact that the majority of participants held positive attitudes towards the integration of
digital technology in EFL writing classrooms, a few participants held certain negative conceptions
regarding technology-enhanced writing instruction. Specifically, they found online collaborative
writing activities to be difficult and time-consuming. Several students reported to prefer individual
writing activities because they could modify compositions according to their own personal
preferences and work at their own pace. They could also be more dependent on their own abilities
and less reliant on the assistance of others. Students’ preferences of online individual writing over
collaborative writing activities could be explained by the fact that students who were used to
individual writing struggled with cooperative works outside of classroom settings, as they had to
arrange meeting dates, resolve technology-related issues on their own, and rely on the assistance of
others for the accomplishment of the work.

Another significant remark noted by the participants was that the option of collaborative editing
on wiki platform might contain less meaningful and constructive input, which could diminish their
writing quality. This finding is in line with the result of Wu (2005)’s study, which revealed that
students’ negative attitudes towards digital technology may be attributable to technical issues and
difficulties in using online writing tools. Additionally, participants pointed out to the fact that
technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction requires constant access to computers and internet,
which was a challenging obstacle for students, especially those who lived in remote areas. These
findings are consistent with several study findings which demonstrated that the integration for
technologies could present major challenges for both learners and instructors in classrooms, and thus
it is essential to provide technological equipment and develop the critical use of it among learners in
order to ensure an effective learning environment in EFL writing contexts (Ertmer, 2005; Hunter,

2001; Warschauer, 2008; Wenglinsky, 2005).
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Overall, the results of this study indicated that the experimental group’s writing performance was
improved due to the efficiency of technology-enhanced instruction in developing students’ writing
skills. These findings align with earlier research indicating that learning through Web 2.0 tools such
as wikis and blogs have positive effects on writing development, motivation, authenticity, learning
style, attitudes towards writing, collaboration and interaction (e.g., Chao & Huang, 2007; Ducate &
Lomicka, 2008; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Kovacic et al., 2007; Lundin, 2008; McPherson, 2006;
Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015; Parker & Chao, 2007; Richardson, 2010; Sun,
2010; Sun & Chang, 2012; Turgut, 2009; Ward, 2004; Xiao & Lucking, 2008; Zhang, 2009). Several
justifications can be given to explain the significant writing improvements made by the experimental
group in the following paragraphs.

First, technology-enhanced writing instruction increased students’ motivation in the learning
process, which ultimately led to improvements in their writing abilities. Students appreciated the
interactive features of blog and wiki platforms, because they boosted their enthusiasm and inspired
them to write better compositions. In this respect, Kessler (2009) asserted that online environments
motivate learners and enhance their positive attitudes, hence contributing to their overall writing
achievements. Numerous research findings highlighted the efficiency of technology tools in fostering
students’ motivation and developing writing skills (e.g., Chen, 2016; Craig, 2012; Godwin-Jones,
2008; Murray & Hourigan, 2006; Peterson, 2012; Sun, 2010; Warschauer & Grimes, 2007).

Second, another contribution of technology-enhanced writing instruction was the involvement of
the reading-writing method. Students in the experimental group were required to read extensively
before writing about any topic, and they were strongly encouraged to research, read and examine
additional materials available on learning websites. As a result, their writing performance improved
because they had acquired enough background information about the subject. This finding is
consistent with the research literature indicating that online reading and exposure to multimodal
learning input could significantly boost students’ academic writing achievements (Elola & Oskoz,

2017; Ward, 2004; Zhang & Barber, 2008).
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Third, technology-enhanced writing instruction placed students in a low-anxiety environment of
learning. Students expressed that they felt more comfortable to practice web-based writing and
engage in online discussions, and revealed that they were enthusiastic to take part in this novel
experience throughout the entire study period. Due to the low anxiety settings of Web 2.0 tools, they
could write and interact with a greater ease than with the traditional writing method. Therefore, this
innovative method of teaching is believed to have a strong potential in developing the experimental
group’s writing performance. These results are in accordance with earlier research, which identified
technology-based programs as a revolutionary method of teaching that lowers anxiety and promotes
writing development (e.g., Adas & Bakir, 2013; Ahmed, 2016; Chuo, 2007; Ducate & Lamicka, 2008;
Ozdemir & Aydin, 2015; Richardson, 2010).

Fourth, technology-enhanced writing instruction offered a collaborative learning context which
encouraged the experimental group to actively participate in the writing process. Through
collaborative writing projects on wiki tool, students had opportunities to practice cooperative writing,
exchange ideas, share group work and take part into peer reviews. Engagement in wiki-based writing
enabled students to gain knowledge and insights from each other, which in turn led to improvements
in their writing performance. These collaborative web-based activities are assumed to facilitate the
development of students’ ZPD (Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Warschauer,
2005). Numerous study findings reported that students who use wiki application to practice situated
writing and collaborate with peers could effortlessly improve their writing abilities (e.g., Craig, 2012;
Kessler, 2009; Lundin, 2008; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Xiao & Lucking, 2008; Warschauer &
Kern, 2000).

Finally, technology-enhanced writing instruction improved students’ independent learning.
According to the participants’ written reflections, this innovative method of teaching encouraged
them to use technological resources for autonomous learning in order to enhance their writing skills.
Due to the active learning opportunities provided by blog and wiki tools, students could have control

over their written products, and became more responsible for their learning process. These online
220



tools enabled them to develop their writing skills without a significant involvement of the teacher.
They were able to develop and organize ideas on their own, work collaboratively with others, and
learn linguistic forms independently. As a result, their linguistic abilities and writing performance
improved.

According to Franco (2008), the encouragement of autonomous learning through the use of online
tools outside of classroom settings is crucial for the overall writing skill gains. It makes students feel
more comfortable when expressing thoughts, exchanging feedback and discussing new ideas. Several
earlier studies asserted that the use of technology in writing instruction promotes students’
independent learning by allowing them to explore, write, revise, and review their work at their own

convenient pace (e.g., Dowling, 2003; Fairman, 2004; Godwin-Jones, 2003; Horvath, 2009).

4.2 Implications of the Study

In light of the study findings, it is evident that developing EFL teachers and students’ digital
skills, fostering positive attitudes toward technology integration, providing technology resources and
technical support, and recognizing the potential of digital literacies and digital technologies in
enhancing EFL writing skills are essential for the development of EFL writing learning. As a result,
the following pedagogical implications which are feasible in tertiary EFL writing contexts are

proposed.

4.2.1 Development of EFL Teachers and Students’ Digital Literacies

In this information age, instructional practice requires the incorporation of digital technologies in
all learning settings. Consequently, digital competence becomes a significant area of focus in
education. To utilize digital technologies effectively in pedagogical contexts, and especially in EFL
writing instruction, EFL teachers and students need to continually develop their technological
expertise. This study suggests the development of efficient training programmes that support

innovative pedagogy and foster digital literacy skills among EFL teachers and learners.
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Concerning the development of EFL teachers’ digital literacy, the current study indicates that the
institution should provide teachers with adequate training programmes on the use of digital
technologies in order to meet the professional standards. The emphasis of these training programmes
should be on developing EFL teachers’ pedagogical, critical and technological knowledge to prepare
them for these evolving digital spaces of learning. EFL teachers should be encouraged to participate
in professional development workshops and courses that explain how to utilize technology tools in
the learning process. They should be provided with examples on how educational technologies are
utilized effectively in classrooms.

In addition, they should be made aware of the potential obstacles associated with technology
adoption such as technical issues, access, and the difficulty of integrating technology into specific
instructional curricula. Most importantly, the administrative staff should provide teachers with
immediate technical assistance whenever it is required in classrooms. Evidently, the success of digital
technology integration in EFL writing instruction can be realized if EFL teachers’ technological and
pedagogical knowledge is developed.

Regarding the development of EFL students’ digital literacy, the study findings revealed that
there were many differences among students’ digital literacy abilities, knowledge and experiences.
As a matter of fact, most of them reported to be competent at using social networking sites and good
users of simple technologies such as computers, web browsers, emails and word processing, but they
were not necessarily competent at using digital technologies for learning purposes.

Therefore, the results of this study imply that students require sufficient training on how to use
technology for educational purposes. EFL students should be provided with a variety of training
opportunities, including courses, seminars, and workshops, to develop their digital competence. Quite
clearly, they need a continual instruction on the appropriate use of basic and advanced digital tools
so they can take advantage of new technologies in their learning process. As suggested by Warschauer
(2008), what students needed most is knowledge on how to effectively retrieve web information,

critically use technological tools, and meaningfully engage in online communicates. Therefore, for
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the development of EFL students’ digital skills, training programmes should promote their uses of
technology and put strong focus on improving their abilities to think critically, access web content

quickly, evaluate online information appropriately, and use it effectively for learning.

4.2.2 Enhancement of Attitudes towards Digital Technology Integration

This study highlights the vital need of including teachers’ perspectives and attitudes towards
technology integration as a as a crucial element of any technology integration strategy. The analysis
of what digital resources teachers employ or how they employ them in classrooms is not as important
as the evaluation of their underlying motives. Due to the fact that teachers’ perspectives determine
whether or not they employ and accept a specific technology, it is essential to improve EFL teachers’
attitudes regarding technology integration in EFL writing instruction. Therefore, policymakers and
administrative personnel are advised to analyze the assumptions and viewpoints of EFL instructors
on digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction.

This study has the potential to provide insights on how EFL instructors feel about the usage of
technology in EFL writing classrooms and the difficulties they encounter while utilizing it. For
instance, the findings revealed that the effects of pedagogical and contextual variables on the attitudes
of EFL teachers towards technology incorporation cannot be disregarded. A teacher’s decision to
adopt technology in EFL writing instruction was influenced by a variety of factors such as lesson
preparation, learning objectives, expectations of teacher and student roles, and concerns about
detrimental effects of technology on EFL writing skills. Therefore, the university administration
should understand the influence of contextual factors on shaping EFL teachers’ views towards
technology integration.

Attempts to change the opinions of teachers should not be the major emphasis of the
administrative staff. Instead, the primary focus should be on assisting teachers to accept the
innovative changes in pedagogy. It is important to investigate the reasons why certain teachers are

resistant to using technology in EFL writing classrooms. Understanding teachers’ educational goals,
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their perspectives about technologies, and the obstacles they face while adopting them is the first step

to integrate digital technologies successfully in EFL writing instruction.

4.2.3 Provision of Technology Resources and Technical Support

According to the findings of this study, digital resources like wikis, blogs, and LCD projectors
were rarely used in EFL writing instruction. A number of factors contributed to the low integration
of digital tools in EFL writing classrooms, including the unavailability of technology tools, the lack
of technical support, participants’ unfamiliarity with novel tools and teachers’ lack of time to learn
how to apply and utilize these tools in their instruction. Therefore, this study suggests for university
administrators and policy makers to provide EFL teachers with more technology resources and
technical assistance in order to better integrate digital technologies in EFL writing classes.

In higher education, strategic priorities should be established to improve the quality of instruction
by employing technology tools to enhance the learning process. The government should raise funding
for universities so they can improve internet and network services, educate teachers and students, and
build technology infrastructures and facilities. The effectiveness of digital technology integration in
EFL writing instruction depends largely on the availability of a high-quality of technology
infrastructure, such as laptops, internet connection, and uninterrupted electricity supply in

classrooms.

4.2.4 Recognition of Digital Literacy’s Potential in EFL Writing Instruction

The study findings indicate that writing nowadays is different from what it was yesterday. The
advancement of new technologies has facilitated the process of writing and contributed to the
enhancement of EFL students’ writing skills. Hence, EFL teachers and university administrators
should take the responsibility to develop EFL students’ digital literacies to ensure that they would
benefit from effective writing practices on technological tools. For example, when technology is used
in classrooms, EFL teachers should encourage students to think about online content, reflect on

linguistic choices in digital spaces, consider how poor choices affect negatively writing styles, and
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explore how English writing conventions are used based on the type of online audience in different
social contexts.

This study highlights that the concept of digital literacy encompasses not only the technical skills
required to use digital tools, but also a set of thoughtful, analytical and critical abilities for using
digital technology effectively to achieve particular goals. It reflects the ability of being able to think,
evaluate and communicate well in online environments. Therefore, digital writing requires that EFL
students have a thorough understanding of how to engage effectively in web-based writing practices,
use English language appropriately with adequate multimodal features, address different types of
online audiences, construct academic writing identities, and participate meaningfully in collaborative
learning communities. If EFL students are to succeed in developing sophisticated writing skills and
become effective contributors in the academic digital world, it is essential for them to improve digital
competencies, which would allow them to use technological resources critically for gaining writing
achievements.

Importantly, the study emphasizes that using digital technologies in classrooms is no longer
sufficient; having adequate digital literacy skills to learn efficiently through these technologies is an
essential requirement in EFL writing contexts. Therefore, students should not be left to use
technologies to develop their linguistic competences in digital spaces at their own, they should be
rather guided by adult models or teachers to instruct them on how to use technological resources
effectively to gain writing achievements.

In order to improve digital skills among EFL students, EFL teachers need first to develop their
own digital literacies so that they would be authentic users of digital technologies. They need to reflect
on their digital ability levels in order to enhance the skill areas that require improvements, and should
seek further support on technology usage by enrolling in professional training courses. They should
develop adequate competencies to work efficiently with the most advanced digital equipment, keep
abreast of the latest technological innovations in pedagogical contexts, and expand their knowledge

on how to integrate new technologies properly within the educational curriculum.
225



Additionally, EFL teachers should recognize that simple access to technologies will not guarantee
effective and thoughtful digital writing practices among EFL students. Therefore, they should develop
their students’ technological skills so that they can attain adequately targeted learning goals. They
need to teach their students how to find, evaluate, synthesize and use information within online
learning environments. For instance, they may share their experiences of digital technology uses with
students in order to help them engage in efficient writing practices outside of classroom settings.

Evidently, EFL writing classrooms should be equipped with modern technologies to create a
digital environment where students can participate in a set of powerful learning opportunities and
adequate writing practices. Within this online learning environment, teachers should encourage
students to question, think, analyze and carefully select web-based information. They should also
remind students to reflect critically on the digital contexts they write within, the audiences they write

for, and the linguistic forms they choose for their writing.

4.2.5 Integration of Web 2.0 Tools in EFL Writing Instruction

The study findings indicated that technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction could
successfully provide a secure space for students to explore learning and practice writing skills. It
made it feasible for the teacher and students to communicate in a way that would not have been
possible in the traditional instructional method. In addition, the use of online writing tools made it
easier for EFL students to write, reflect, edit, and review their works. Generally, the use of Web 2.0
tools had a great potential for improving EFL students’ writing performance, attitudes, motivation,
feedback, autonomy, critical thinking, interaction, and collaboration.

Therefore, it is recommended that EFL teachers incorporate Web 2.0 technologies in their writing
instruction, and encourage their students to use these resources both within and outside of the
classroom to enhance their writing achievements. Although Web 2.0 technologies should not
completely replace the face-to-face teaching approach, their use offers a practice setting where

students can think and evaluate critically their writing before publishing it for a real audience.
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Additionally, their authentic, motivating, and interactive nature provides a great asset in the learning

process.
Conclusion

In conclusion, this final chapter discussed significant issues raised by the study findings in light
of previous theories and studies related to the research topic. In addition, it presented implications for
the effective use of digital literacies and digital technologies in tertiary EFL writing contexts. From
this study, it can be concluded that the effective use of digital technology in EFL writing instruction
will be attained if the instructional challenges and contextual issues regarding the application of TELL
in classrooms are well handled. The study findings suggest that the successful use of technologies
can be gained if participants’ attitudes towards technology integration in EFL writing class are
enhanced, their digital literacy skills are improved, and classrooms are equipped with technology
facilities. Obviously, teachers who are provided with technological resources and technical support
would use more technology tools in their instruction than those who are poorly supported.

In addition, EFL teachers’ positive attitudes which include several aspects such as perceived
usefulness, self-confidence and training have a substantial impact on the effective use of technology
in pedagogical contexts; therefore, the current beliefs of teachers should be improved to develop the
level of digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction. Most importantly, the study
suggests that EFL teachers are required to incorporate technological tools into their writing instruction
due to the potential of digital literacies and digital technologies in supporting the development of EFL

writing skills.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

This study was undertaken to investigate the potential of digital technologies and digital literacy
for the learning and teaching of EFL writing skills among EFL teachers and students at the English
department of M’sila University. It particularly aimed to examine participants’ digital literacy
competencies and their beliefs about technology integration in EFL writing classrooms, the current
state of digital technology integration in EFL writing instruction, and the influences of contextual
factors on teachers’ incorporation of digital tools. It also attempted to examine the relationship
between EFL students’ digital literacy proficiency and their EFL writing skills, and the impact of
digital technology integration on the development of EFL students’ writing performance. This
concluding part summarizes the major findings reported in the preceding chapters, discusses the

limitations of the study and recommends suggestions for future research.

1. Summary of Major Findings

This study presented and analyzed findings on the following research issues: levels of digital
literacy proficiency among EFL teachers and students; teachers’ perspectives regarding technology-
enhanced EFL writing instruction; the actual state of technology adoption in EFL writing classrooms;
the impact of digital competence on the enhancement of writing skills; and the effects of digital
technology incorporation on the improvement of EFL students’ writing performance. A mixed-
method approach was utilized to integrate the advantages of both quantitative and qualitative data. In
this study, quantitative methods, including survey questionnaire and scores of writing tests, and
qualitative research methods, including semi-structured interviews and open-ended responses, were
used to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses.

Several key results arose in answer to the first research question about the level of EFL teachers
and students’ digital literacies. Although it is widely believed that students are digital natives and
teachers are digital immigrants, this study revealed the opposite to be true: EFL teachers had a high
level of digital competence, while students had a low level of digital literacy. EFL teachers were more
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competent at using basic technologies such as web browsers, emails, word processing and computers,
and less competent at using sophisticated technologies as simulations, web page creations, wikis or
blogs, and online collaborative works. Despite their high levels of digital literacy, EFL teachers
lacked confidence in their technology abilities. They expressed concerns about utilizing novel digital
tools, and claimed that their students were more “tech-savvy” than them. The findings of this study
demonstrated that EFL students had an unsatisfactory level of digital literacy. They were proficient
with social networking but had low abilities and expertise in using advanced technologies such as
Web 2.0 applications, online collaborative projects, and content-based tools.

According to the findings attributed to the second research question on EFL teachers’ beliefs and
perspectives about technologies, EFL teachers held favorable attitudes towards the integration of
digital technologies in EFL writing instruction. They acknowledged the merits of technology use in
EFL writing classroom, such as its potential to provide learning materials and resources, offer
opportunities for interactions, and increase students’ motivation. However, several teachers were
concerned about the negative aspects related to the use of digital technology in EFL writing classes,
such as students’ distraction, laziness, plagiarism and deterioration of academic writing competence.
Consequently, teachers considered that technology should be used in EFL writing classes only if it
enhanced the teaching practices and aligned with the targeted learning goals.

Although teachers exhibited positive attitudes towards new technologies, they had a low level of
technology integration in EFL writing classrooms. They largely used technology tools for low-level
tasks, such as seeking information, preparing learning materials, and communicating with students,
while they rarely used technology for high-level tasks which require critical, analytical, and
collaborative abilities. This suggests that technology was mainly used to facilitate the instructional
process rather than promote students’ exploratory and collaborative learning in the classroom. The
ineffective use of technologies in EFL writing instruction was attributed to several factors, including

the lack of digital resources and institutional support, lack of digital literacy skills, teachers’ fears
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about the detrimental effects of technology use in EFL writing classes, teachers’ workload, and
insufficient time.

The first hypothesis of this study which stated that there is a statistically significant relationship
between EFL students’ digital literacy proficiency and their academic writing performance was
confirmed. The statistical results showed that there was a strong significant correlation between
students’ digital literacy proficiency and writing outcomes, indicating that an increase in digital skills
associates with an improvement in writing quality. This strong relationship was also evident in the
open responses of students who shared positive experiences regarding how digital literacy abilities
supported the enhancement of their writing skills in digital environments. Participants reported that
students with a high level of digital literacy were better able to engage in academic writing practices
in online contexts, whereas those with a low level of digital literacy had greater difficulty adopting
the standard rules of English language in such contexts. This is due to the fact that students who lack
critical engagement with technologies are more prone to break down the conventions of academic
writing.

The second hypothesis of the study which stated that digital technology integration has a positive
impact on the writing performance of EFL students was also confirmed. The statistical findings
revealed that the experimental group made more significant improvements in their writing
performance on the post-test than the control group. On the post-writing test, the experimental group
outperformed the control group in terms of mean scores for content, language, organization of ideas,
and style. The qualitative findings collected from the experimental group’s open responses
demonstrated also the effectiveness of digital technologies in developing EFL writing skills.
Generally, students in the experimental group expressed favorable opinions regarding technology-
enhanced EFL writing instruction due to its potential in developing motivation, feedback, critical

thinking, autonomy, interaction, and collaboration.
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2. Limitations of the Study

This study has some limitations. First, the sample size was insufficient to adequately represent
the whole population of EFL teachers and students at M’sila University. The study utilized data
collected from third year EFL students enrolled in an academic writing course at the English
department of M’sila University. These EFL students are not reflective of the university’s EFL
learners as a whole. In addition, only few tertiary EFL teachers in this study were interviewed. If
more teachers had been able to express their views on technology-enhanced EFL writing instruction,
more in-depth findings would have been obtained on technology incorporation in the tertiary EFL
writing context. Therefore, the study results cannot be generalized to include to the entire population
of EFL students and teachers.

Second, this study relied mostly on the use of survey, interview, pre-test and post-test methods.
If additional methods of classroom observation and focus-group discussion were employed, it would
be feasible to gain a deeper understanding of the situation of technology integration in EFL writing
instruction. The use of classroom observations could have been beneficial to investigate the influence
of EFL teachers’ attitudes on their actual use of technology tools in EFL writing instruction.

In addition, conducting focus-group discussions with EFL students could yield further insights.
Information regarding how EFL students evaluate their teachers’ technology implementation and how
they perceive the impact of digital technology on the development of their EFL writing skills could
have been gained through the use of focus-group discussions. The study could provide more insights
on how closely the attitudes of EFL students and teachers towards technology-enhanced EFL writing
instruction align, if the method of focus-group discussion was utilized.

Third, in order to obtain data regarding technology integration and digital literacy in EFL writing
instruction, the study’s design and measures were adjusted to fit tertiary EFL writing context at M’sila
university; hence, the generalizability of the findings beyond this study’s specific setting is limited
because various EFL contexts will yield different results. Nevertheless, there is a potential of

generalizability, if other EFL contexts are similar to this study context.
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3. Suggestions for Future Research

Given the limitations of this study, it would be useful to recommend some suggestions for future
researches. First, it would be beneficial to replicate the study with a larger sample size. Since this
study only covered tertiary EFL contexts, it would be also advantageous to conduct comparable
studies with different samples (and possibly modified methodologies) to determine if the same
findings will be revealed in other contexts. Researchers might be interested in a study involving
samples from primary, elementary, or secondary EFL contexts. Other case studies would enhance
understanding of how EFL teachers and students’ digital competencies, attitudes and uses of
technology change in various educational settings.

Second, this study highlighted the significance of EFL teachers’ attitudes and perspectives, as
well as contextual factors, as a crucial aspect for the success of technology-enhanced writing
instruction. Therefore, it would be worthwhile to examine how EFL teachers’ beliefs and attitudes
towards technology, as well as their own digital proficiency, impact the success of technology
integration in EFL writing classrooms. Additionally, it would be beneficial to investigate EFL
students’ needs in technology-enhanced writing classrooms and their views on the use of technology
to promote writing performance.

Third, it is recommended to conduct longitudinal studies to explore the effects of providing
technology resources, training progarmmes, and digital literacy courses on the integration of digital
technologies in EFL writing instruction. These studies would determine if EFL teachers will have
more favorable opinions on the implementation of technology and use it more frequently in
classrooms, after having more technology equipment and facilities available, and after acquiring more
digital expertise through the training programmes.

Fourth, in light of the potential of the media technologies, it is interesting to investigate how other
online resources such as videos, photographs, and audio files, etc. can assist EFL students in learning
EFL writing skills or other language skills. This would allow researchers to draw upon the full

benefits of new technologies for the development of language competence.
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Finally, the primary objective of this research was to focus on the effectiveness of digital literacy
and technology integration in improving EFL writing skills. Future research is recommended to
investigate the significance of digital literacy and the viability of introducing technology into the
learning of multiple EFL language skills, such as speaking, listening and reading. Additionally,
further research is required to examine novel areas. For instance, it is recommended to study the

effects of various technology tools on facilitating collaboration, critical thinking and reflection.
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Appendices

Appendix (1): Informed Consent Form

Title of the Research Project:

Digital technology and Digital literacy in tertiary EFL writing instruction: A case study of EFL teachers and
third year EFL students at M’sila University

Researcher: Hamouma Chahrazad

This study is about digital technology and digital literacy in tertiary EFL writing instruction. It attempts to
investigate the efficacy of digital literacy and digital technology on the development of writing skills.
Particularly, it aims to explore EFL teachers and students’ digital literacy proficiency and their current digital
practices, to elicit teachers and students’ perspectives regarding the integration of digital technologies in EFL
writing instruction, and to examine the status of technology incorporation in EFL writing class.

Survey questionnaires will be administered to both teachers and students during the data collection process.
Participants may spend about 20 minutes to complete the survey. A few teachers will be asked to participate
in semi-structured interviews in order to find out their views on the research issues under discussion. The
interviews sessions will take approximately 20-35 minutes and will be held at a comfortable classroom in the
English Department.

Participation in this study is non-compulsory, and all respondents have the freedom to withdraw from the study
at any moment. No participant will be identified as an individual in this study. Pseudonyms will be used instead
of participants’ real identities in order to maintain anonymity and confidentiality. In addition, all the collected
data will be secured safely and kept confidentially. The transcriptions of interviews will be available to the
study participants to check before undertaking data analysis.

If you have any questions regarding the research study, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher via the
email or phone number provided above.

Please sign and give this form back to the researcher, if you accept to take part in this research.

Thank you for your collaboration
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Appendix (2): Teachers’ Survey Questionnaire

This survey is about digital literacy and digital technologies in tertiary EFL writing instruction, it aims to assess
EFL teachers’ digital literacy competence and their digital practices, and to elicit how EFL teachers think about
using digital technologies in writing instruction. The survey comprises of four sections: The first section is
biographical, it aims at gathering some personal information, the second section attempts to measure EFL
teachers’ digital literacy proficiency, the third section investigates EFL teachers’ attitudes towards digital
technology incorporation in writing classrooms, and the fourth section examines the current situation of digital
technology integration in tertiary EFL writing context.

I hope that you will be willing to spend about 20-30 minutes to complete this survey. Thank you for providing
information that will be regarded as confidential.

Section One: Background Information

Please put a check (V) to provide information about yourself.

1. Gender: [1 Male [l Female

2. Age: lessthan25 [126-35 [136-45

3. Your Major is:

Applied linguistics

Didactics (TEFL)

146 -55

over 55

Civilization and literature

Doctorate

Translation ESP (English for specific purposes)
4. Academic Degree: Master Magister
5. Teaching Experience: 1-5 years 6-10 years

11-15 years 15-20 years

More than 20 years

Section Two: Digital Literacy Level of EFL Teachers

Other:

How would you rate your digital literacy level of the following skills? Please indicate with a tick (V) the
response that is most appropriate for your proficiency.

Items llliterate | Poor | Average | Good | Excellent

1. Using computers.

2. Using cell-phones and tablet devices (iPad or
Android).

3. Using printers.

4. Using digital cameras.

5. Using electronic readers such as Kindle.

6. Attaching files to emails or to sharing websites.

7. Transferring files from cell phones to computers
or vice versa.

8. Navigating the web browsers such as Internet
Explorer and Firefox.

9. Using search engines such as Google or Bing.

10. Finding information that you want on a website.

11. Evaluating if information on a website is up-to-
date and reliable.

12. Figuring out how trustworthy a website is.

13. Using email.

14. Participating in an electronic conferencing or

online forum.
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15.

Using social networking sites such as Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram, etc.

16.

Using a Word Processing to create documents.

17.

Using Presentation software (e.g. PowerPoint or
Prezi).

18.

Using electronic databases (e.g. MS Access) and
managing excel files.

19.

Collaborating with others on a group work.

20.

Downloading files to different locations on a
mobile or computer.

21.

Operating language labs.

22.

Using smart boards.

23.

Using scanners.

24.

Establishing networks on a computer.

25.

Troubleshooting technical hardware and software
problems.

26.

Understanding copyright ownership when
downloading files (books, videos, images, etc.)
from the Internet.

217.

Securing your electronic device (Anti-virus
software, firewall, spyware, etc.).

28.

Creating a wiki.

29.

Using and editing blogs.

30.

Installing software.

31.

Creating and editing video/audio files.

32.

Using electronic library databases for searching
resources such as books and articles.

33.

Editing documents.

34.

Creating and editing simulations and animations.

35.

Creating web pages.

1. Overall, and according to your own understanding, how would you rate your digital literacy level?

2. How would you rate your ability to use digital technologies as compared to your students?

1) Very low
2) Low
3) Medium
4) High
5) Very high

1) Our knowledge levels are somehow equal
2) My students know more than me
3) | know more than my students do
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Section Three: EFL Teachers’ Attitudes towards Technology Integration

Please indicate with a tick (V) the response that applies to you.

Items

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
agree

1. I generally hold positive attitudes towards
integrating digital technologies in EFL
writing instruction.

2. Digital technology promotes interaction
between EFL teachers and students.

3. The use of digital technologies facilitates
classroom management.

4. Using web-based writing activities makes
the learning of writing more attractive and
faster than using the conventional hand
writing method.

5. Digital technologies enhance students’
personal expression and creativity.

6. When utilizing digital technologies,
students write faster and carelessly, with
poor grammar, spelling and punctuation.

7. Digital technologies distract students from
academic work and effective learning.

8. Technology provides teachers with
effective learning materials and resources for
EFL writing instruction.

9. Technology facilitates the writing process
as it enables students to revise and edit easily
their works.

10. Students can collaborate and share their
work with a larger audience thanks to digital
technologies.

11. Today’s technologies make it more
difficult for students to find and use reliable
resources.

12. Because technology use is important in
EFL writing contexts, courses on digital
literacy should be incorporated into the
curriculum.

13. The gap between the most and least
successful students in academic writing is
narrowed due to technologies.

14. Technology helps students to understand
and develop different writing styles.
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Section Four: Status of Technology Integration in EFL Writing Instruction

Please indicate with a tick () how often you use the following technological practices in EFL writing
instruction.

Items . Most of All the
Never | Rarely | Sometimes . .
the time time

1. Using a website, wiki or blog for supporting
English writing practice.

2. Asking students to use discussion groups for
working collaboratively on an online writing
project.

3. Using online search engines to prepare for
authentic learning materials related to EFL
writing skills.

4. Participating in students’ online forums and
providing necessary feedback on students’
writing.

5. Asking students to share their electronic
writings with peers for exchanging feedback and
ideas.

6. Encouraging online submission of students’
written assignments.

7. Taking and displaying pictures of students’
written assignments in classroom.

8. Having students use web-based research to
look for useful information before writing
paragraphs, reports, or essays.

9. Using social networking sites (Facebook,
LinkedIn or Google+) for exchanging ideas and
interacting with students.

10. Using educational videos or other
multimedia resources in classroom.

11. Using the internet for keeping up updated on
the latest knowledge (researches, content and
methods) in EFL writing field.

12. Using e-mail for written communication
with students.

13. Using Microsoft Word and PowerPoint to
prepare for course materials.

14. Using online platforms such as Moodle to
upload lectures and classroom activities.

15. Encouraging students to engage into online
reading (books or articles) to promote their
knowledge on writing skills.

16. Having students use online references (e.g.
dictionaries) to enrich their writing.
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17. Using online language tests and exercises for
the assessment of students’ writing skills.

18. Using LCD projectors in classrooms to
present lectures.

1. How would you describe the level of your department in integrating digital technologies effectively?
1) Behind the curve
2) About average
3) Ahead of the curve

2. The faculty does a satisfactory job when it comes to providing teachers with digital resources for
integrating digital technologies into classrooms?

1) Yes
2) No

3. The faculty does a satisfactory job when it comes to providing teachers with formal training on how to
integrate effectively digital technologies into classrooms?

1) Yes
2) No

Thank you for your collaboration
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Appendix (3): Students’ Survey Questionnaire

This survey is about digital literacy and digital technologies in tertiary EFL writing instruction, it aims to assess
your level of digital literacy, and examine your opinions about the impact of digital literacy proficiency on the
improvement of EFL writing skills. The survey comprises of three sections: The first section is biographical,
it aims at gathering some personal information, the second section attempts to measure your digital literacy
competence, and the third section investigates your perspectives on how digital literacy proficiency affects the
development of academic writing performance.

I hope that you will be willing to spend about 20-30 minutes to complete this survey. Thank you for providing
information, the information you give will be confidential and will not affect your grade.

Section One: Background Information

Please put a check (V) to provide information about yourself.

1. Gender Male Female
2. Age 119 -22 123-26 [126-30 over 30

Section Two: Digital Literacy Level of EFL Students

Part One: Please indicate with a tick (V) the response that applies to you.

Items llliterate | Poor | Average | Good | Excellent

=

Using computers.

Using cell-phones and tablet devices (iPad or

Android).

Using printers.

Using digital cameras.

Using electronic readers such as Kindle.

Attaching files to emails or to sharing websites.

Transferring files from cell phones to computers

or vice versa.

8. Navigating the web browsers such as Internet
Explorer and Firefox.

9. Using search engines such as Google or Bing.

10. Finding information that you want on a website.

11. Evaluating if information on a website is up-to-
date and reliable.

12. Figuring out how trustworthy a website is.

13. Using email.

14. Participating in an electronic conferencing or
online forum.

15. Using social networking sites such as Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram, etc.

16. Using a Word Processing to create documents.

17. Using Presentation software (e.g. PowerPoint or
Prezi).

18. Using electronic databases (e.g. MS Access) and
managing excel files.

19. Collaborating with others on a group work.

20. Downloading files to different locations on a
mobile or computer.

21. Operating language labs.

N

N0~ w
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22. Using smart boards.

23. Using scanners.

24. Establishing networks on a computer.

25. Troubleshooting technical hardware and software
problems.

26. Understanding copyright ownership when
downloading files (books, videos, images, etc.)
from the Internet.

27. Securing your electronic device (Anti-virus
software, firewall, spyware, etc.).

28. Creating a wiki.

29. Using and editing blogs.

30. Installing software.

31. Creating and editing video/audio files.

32. Using electronic library databases for searching
resources such as books and articles.

33. Editing documents.

34. Creating and editing simulations and animations.

35. Creating web pages.

Part Two: Open-ended Questions

1. How do you perceive the relationship between digital literacy competence and EFL writing skills?

2. To what extent do you think having an adequate level of digital literacy is important for the development of
EFL writing performance?

3. Overall, have your digital literacy skills assisted you to gain any writing achievements. If yes, explain how
were they useful?

5. What are the consequences of digital illiteracy/limited digital proficiency on EFL writing development?
Ilustrate with examples.

Thank you for your collaboration
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Appendix (4): Writing Test Correlated with Perceived Digital Literacy

Proficiency

Write a compare and contrast essay about the topic below. You should provide your response in a well-written,
comprehensive essay: Introduction, body, and conclusion paragraph. Make sure to use correct grammar,
spelling and punctuation. You will have 80 minutes to write the composition.

“Education at the college level differs from that at the high school level in a number of ways. Nonetheless,
there are many similarities between these institutes of learning. Write about the similarities and
differences concerning education at college and high school”.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Appendix (5): Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview Questions

To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary context?
Are you comfortable in using new technologies?

What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?

What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’ learning in
general?

How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?

Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?

To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in classrooms?
Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do you use?
If no, why not?

Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration of new
technologies?

How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?

What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?

Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?

How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?
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Appendix (6): Academic Writing Syllabus for the Experimental Group

Lectures Web-based activities Resources
* Introduction to the course
syllabus. / /
* Introduction to the writing
process.
* Pretest: Timed essay in 80
mins.
* Instructions about web-based PPT/Blog/Wiki/Email
writing (blog, wiki, and Google /

documents).
« Setting up a personal email and
accounts on blog and wiki sites.

Lecture 01: Academic Style | Activities 01 & 02: Reducing the informality | PPT/Email
(Formality in English Academic | of sentences.
Writing) Activities 03 & 04: Identifying formal and
informal aspects, and writing formal
sentences.
Lecture 02: Considerations in | Activities 01 & 02: Determining the | PPT/Email
Academic writing (audience, | appropriate academic expressions
organization, purpose, flow) Activities 03 & 04: Formalizing colloquial
language.
Lecture 03: Paragraph Writing Activities 01, 02, 03: Evaluating the topic | PPT/Email

sentence,  supporting  sentences  and
concluding sentence of paragraphs.
Activities 04 & 05: Writing short paragraphs

for different topics.

Lecture 04: Writing Thesis
Statements

Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an
individual essay using the thesis statement for
one of the topics provided.

Group Wiki Activity 02: Writing a
collaborative essay using the thesis statement
for one of the topics provided.

PPT/Blog/Wiki

Lecture 05: Academic Essays
(Expository/ Analytical
/Argumentative/ Compare &
Contrast Essays)

Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an
individual argumentative or compare &
contrast essay on one of the topics provided.
Group  Wiki  Activity 02:  Writing
collaboratively an  argumentative  or
expository essay on one of the topics
provided.

PPT/Blog/Wiki

Lecture 06: Follow up to Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an | PPT/Blog/Wiki
Academic Essays (Descriptive/ individual descriptive or narrative essay on
Narrative/ Cause& Effect one of the topics provided.
Essays) Group Wiki Activity 02: Writing a
collaborative cause & effect essay on one of
the topics provided.
Lecture 07: Paraphrasing, Activity 01, 02 & 3: Paraphrasing and | PPT//Email
Summarising and Quoting summarizing short texts.
Lecture 08: Writing Academic Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an | PPT/ Blog/Wiki

Reports

individual academic report about a topic of
one’s choice while taking into account the
given instructions.
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Group Wiki Activity 02: Writing a
collaborative academic report about an
interesting book.

Lecture 09: Writing Letters

Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an
individual motivation letter for a scholarship.
Group Wiki Activity 02: Writing a
collaborative application letter for an
interesting company.

PPT/ Blog/Wiki

Lecture 10: Critiques Writing

Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an
individual critique for a creative work such as
(movies, TV drama series, music, etc.), taking
into account the given instructions.

Group Wiki Activity 02: Sharing and
analyzing collaboratively a critique which
evaluates an interesting creative work, while
taking into account the given instructions.

PPT/ Blog/Wiki

Lecture 11: Writing Literary
Analysis

Individual Blog Activity 01: Writing an
individual literary analysis to a work of
fiction, poetry, or drama.

Group Wiki Activity 02: Sharing and
analyzing collaboratively a particular literary
analysis while taking into account the given
instructions.

PPT/Blog/Wiki

¢ Posetst: Timed essay in 80
mins.

/
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Appendix (7): Guidance for Students’ Online Feedback

These questions would guide you to write a feedback on your peers’ writings

1.

7.
8.
9.

What do you think of the format (is the title centered, is the first line of every paragraph intended, are
there any margins on both sides, are there double-spaces between lines)?

What do you think of the capitalization, spelling and punctuation?

What do you think of the used grammar? (verb tenses, articles, pronoun agreement, subject —verb
agreement, sentence structure and fragments. .., etc.)

What is your opinion about the topic sentence? Is it stated clearly?

Is the content clear? What parts of writing you do you find unclear?

What do you think of the organization of ideas in a paragraph and the organization of the three parts:
introduction, body, and conclusion?

If there is an introduction or a conclusion, what do you think about them?

What is your opinion about the supporting evidences that the writer uses?

What is missing in your peer’s writing? Is there anything that should be added?

10. Is there any irrelevant addition or information to the topic?

11. What do you think of the coherence? Does the writer make a good use of cohesive devices?

12. Which part of writing do you find interesting?
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Appendix (8): Pre-Test & Post-Test

Pre-Test

Write an argumentative essay about the topic below. You should provide your response in a well-written,
comprehensive essay: Introduction, body, and conclusion paragraph. Make sure to use good grammar, correct
spelling and punctuation. You will have 80 minutes to write the composition.

“Is it necessary for parents to send their children to school at a young age? Some parents support the
idea of sending their children to pre-schools, while others disagree? What are your opinions? Support
your opinion with evidence and strong arguments.”

Post-Test

Write an argumentative essay about the topic below. You should provide your response in a well-written,
comprehensive essay: Introduction, body, and conclusion paragraph. Make sure to use good grammar, correct
spelling and punctuation. You will have 80 minutes to write the composition.

“Compose an essay in favour of or in opposition to the claim: distance learning programs are superior to
traditional teaching methods. Which teaching method do you think is more effective? Support your
opinion with strong arguments and evidence.”
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Appendix (9): Experimental Group’s Post-test Questions

1. How do you feel about the use of blog and wiki in EFL writing instruction?

2. In what ways do you think the use of digital technologies and web-based activities helped you to improve
your writing skills?

3. What is your opinion on the integration of technology tools (such as PowerPoint application, LCD
projector, email, Moodle, etc.) in EFL writing instruction?

4. What do you think about the feedback offered by your peers and the teacher on your web-based writing
activities?

5. Have you faced any problems when doing your web-based writing activities? If yes, what kind of
challenges have you faced in technology-enhanced writing instruction?
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Appendix (10): Analytic Writing Rubric (AWR)

Rating Content Organization of Language Style
Ideas
Excellent |e Very clear and well- @ The main idea or the o Excellent use of language. ( An impressive
(05) developed  content | thesis is clearly and control of style that
that is related to the | convincingly stated. @ A very good use of | demonstrates
topic. syntactic variety, | originality and
e Well organized and | appropriate word choice | creativity.
e Using clearly | developed ideas. and idiomatic language
supporting (may have minor
explanations. e Displaying an | grammatical errors).
excellent
® Displaying an | consistency, unity, |» A very good use of spelling
excellent coherence and | and punctuation.
consideration of | progression.
purpose and
audience. o Excellent wuse of
explicit transitions.
° \ery logical
sequence within the
essay paragraphs.
Good @A clear developed [ The main ideaorthe |o A good use of language. | A good control of
(04) content that is related | thesis is well stated. style that displays
to the topic. e A good use of syntactic | originality and
e Organized and | variety, appropriate word | creativity.
e. Using supporting | developed ideas choice and idiomatic
explanations. . language (have
e Displaying a good | insignificant grammatical
e Displaying a good | consistency, unity, | errors).
consideration of | coherence and
purpose and | progression. e A good use of spelling and
audience. punctuation.
A good use of
explicit transitions.
® Appropriate logical
sequence within the
essay paragraphs.
Average ® The main idea or the | Satisfactory use of e A satisfactory
(03)  |e Fairly clear | thesis is fairly | language. control of style that
developed  content | stated. displays originality
that is related to the e Satisfactory ~ use  of | and creativity.
topic. o Satisfactory syntactic variety,
organized and | appropriate word choice
e Using  satisfactory | developed ideas. and idiomatic language

explanations.

e Displaying a fair
awareness of purpose
and audience.

e Displaying a
consistency, unity,
coherence and

progression.

® A satisfactory use of
explicit transitions.

(have few grammatical
errors).

e A satisfactory use of
spelling and punctuation.
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e Fairly appropriate
and logical
sequence within the
essay paragraphs.

Poor e The main idea or the |» A poor use of language.

(02) |ePoorly clear and | thesis is barley e A poor control of
developed  content | stated. e A poor use of syntactic | style that lacks
that is irrelevant to variety, appropriate word | display of originality
the topic. e Poorly  organized | choice and idiomatic | and creativity.

and developed | language (have many
e Using dissatisfactory | ideas. grammatical errors).
explanations.
e Displaying a poor | A poor use of spelling and
consistency, unity, | punctuation.
e Displaying a poor | coherence and
consideration of | progression.
purpose and
audience. A poor wuse of
explicit transitions.
e Less  appropriate
and logical
sequence within the
essay paragraphs.

Very |o Very Poor | The mainideaorthe @ A very poor use of |eHardly any control

poor development of | thesis statement is | language. of style that does not

(01) content that is barely | unclear. demonstrate any
clear and irrelevant to oA very poor use of| originality or
the topic. e No organization and | syntactic variety, | creativity.

development of | appropriate word choice
e Lack of explanations | ideas. and idiomatic language
and evidence to (have numerous
support ideas. e Displaying a | grammatical errors).
pointless
* No attempt to | consistency, unity, A very  poor and
consider  audience | coherence and | dissatisfactory use of

and purpose.

progression.

e No use of explicit
transitions.

o Inappropriate  and
illogical sequence
within  the essay
paragraphs.

spelling and punctuation.
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Appendix (11): Sample Screenshots of Web-based Writing Activities on Gmail

Saidi Nada GO2 (lecture3,tasks 9,10,11,12,13,14) ¥ & & = o &

File Edit View Insert Format Tools Extensions Help Lasteditwas made on November 13, 2016 by pure soul

o~ @ A P 100% - Nemaiex - | TmesNew. - - 11+ B I U A & oo @G- = | 3= - =~ L O 8 # Editing R ]
i = 3 £ B s R 7
=]
(@) To Err is uman (4 humans commit sins and mistakes).(All kumans make errors). @
(i) Life in the Town is better than Life in the City.(One of the biggest debates humans have is
whather town life is better than city life or vice versa)
(iii} The Food 1 like Best.(My faverite food ) a

Task 12: In the following exercise, we have given you 2 topic sentence, the title, as well as some
notes which mizht help vou develop 2 parazraph. As you develop your parazraph use only those ?
points which will support the tcpic sentence and leave out the rest. Your paragraph should not be.
‘more than 100 words.

The secret of the Cockroach’s Survival +

Topic Sentence: The cockroach is one of the earth’s oldest creatures, older than even the
dinosaurs. It suvived because it can Iive amywhere. Cockroach Is a elean insect , usually =
biack or rown n colow it can eat almost anything, inclueding flower buds, paint, soap,

wood But it can even live withowt food and water for months. Cockroach can Ive n cold

and warm climate.

E Task 13: The following sentences go together to form 2 complete paragraph but they are in the
wiong erder. Keeping in mind the idea of coherence, put them in the right order.

Many inseets rely upon the divection of the sun’s rays as a sort of eompass. This ean
easily be demonstrated by a simple experiment Firss, place a light-ight box over an ant
carrying food back ta its nast, and keep it imprisonad for a fow hours.Second when the box is
removed, the ant will not confinue on its former course, but will stast off rapidly in @ new
direction, and this new route will differ from the old by exactly the angle that the sun has
shifted across the sky during the time the ant was imprisoned.

Glossary [ +] >
: formar: earlier, previous
All.Dountasks 01,03,04 (lecture01) # & < B - m w
File Edit View Insert Format Tools E Help  Last edit was made on November 2, 2018 by Allioui dounia
o o A, B 100% - | Normaltext ~  TimesNew. ~ = 11 + B I U A - ¥= - - by F - A ']
1 - - 1 2 E 2 5 5 - 7
o Use Rhetorical question: so who is.
o Use of strong argument : Have icf @
@ There are also a number of features of formal language. Can you identify them? (with
@ examples) -
eatures of formal language.
® passive voice: can't be blamed 9
*  Nominalization: unemployment . losses , increase.
Task 04: Revise these sentences to state their meaning in fewer words.
1 There are several studies in epidemiclogy that have shown that when people consume +
alcohol in moderate amounts they have a lower risk of developing heart disease in comparison to
those people who drink 2 lot of alcahol
& Several studies in epidemiology have shown that moderate consumption of alcohol lowers
the risk of developing heart disease.
2. At this point in fime we can't ascertain the reason as to why the screen door was left open. ()
@ Now we don’t know the reason as to why the screen door was left open.
3. Many uneducated citizens who have never attended school continue to vote for better
schools.
& Many uneducated citizens continue to vote for beuer schools [+] N

4. Tn spite of the fact that Bradley Hall is regularly populated by students, close study of the

AllDountasks :05.06.07.08 (lecture02) & & ©& = o &

File Edit View Insert Format Tools Extensions Help Last editwas ma ember 20, 2018 by Allioui dounia

e @ A P 100t v Nomater - | TmesNew. ~ - 12 + B I U A & w0 @ELEH- EEEE Iz - - X #' Editing MU - |
1 ] 1 1 3 ] B . 7

Task 06: Supply a more academic word or phrase for the one in ialics in each

sentence.

1. The seaction of the officials was approximately negative
2. The econemic autlook is perfect.

3. The future of Federal funding is Aizh

{ 1

i 4 America's major automakers are planning to mest on the research needed for more fnel ]
efficient cars
5. The resulting competition between countries is better.

6. The economy is affected by factors that happen outside the country.

7. She was given the sack because of her poor record.

2. The exemination results Were greater

Task 07: Suggest alternatives to the following o avoid use of personal language.

1 In this essay I will discuss the main differences between the English and Scottish legal

H systems

This

ion of the main differences between the English and

Seoftish  legal

2 Ihave divided my report into five sections,

Five sections were put in that report.
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Yassa Dja Lecture 03- ParagraphWriting v & & B @ @

File Edit View Insert Format Tools Extensions Help Last edit was made on November 12, 2018 by yassamine dja

e~ @ A P 10% - Nomaltext + TimesMew. - - 11 4+ B I U A & = - = - X L8 [#) suggesting ~ A~ B
1 £ 5 z 5 ™ 7
eragraph Writing
Task 09: The topic sentence of the paragraph below is hidden somewhere within the paragraph.
Find it and place it in the correct position @
“In Mother"s Shadow™: Nothmng could be more mportant to the development of an mfant
Indian langur than its relationship with its mother. (correct position of TS) During its early a

weeks, it depends almost completely upon her, and she, in turm, fastens her attentions upon it
although from time to time she will allow the other females to hold and fondle it Sheltered by its
‘mother, the growing infant gradually widens its contact with the outside world. Though its first ?
week is spent sleeping and mureing, by ite second, it is already stumbling about and bein
Testrained zuk of the tail or leg. Nothing could be more important to the development of an infant
Indian langur tha its relationship with its moth i pesition of TS) At four weeks, on
nsteady feet, it ventwres forth and discovers the world or at least that pat of it within a save +
‘three or four feet of its mother.

Glossary

fasten her attentions upon it- fixes her mind on it by watching it or listening to it

fondl (t) sucking milk from the mother's breast

stombling: walking on unsteady feet

restrained: held back

yank () & sudden, sharp pull

infnt 2 v creature

ventures forth tokes the risk of going forward

Task 10: Is there a topic sentence in the following paragraph? Underline i, i it is there. If you
dow't ind 3 topic semtence, sate the Tain idea of ke paragraph in your own words.

Men ave cleared away forests to meke fields for growing crops. They have moved mountains to
‘make room for roads and cities. They bave bult buge dams across rivers to furm valleys into
lakes, and they have buik dykes to push back the sea and creste more dry land to live on. Once
everyone cheered at the propress fhat man made in chaneing his environment like thic. but now

Start i ‘many people are worried by the problems that such changes can bring. When the Aswan Dam ’
Mi Gmail Q  search mail
M wiTooafHz < > - -
/ Compose o = B
Q@ mbox 209 Allioui dounia (via. All.Doun.Tasks: 09.10.11213:14 - Invitation to edit - dounya.all97@gmail.com has invited you to edit the following document:All Doun Task 1208
¢ Starred B All.DounTasks:
@
Sngored rinad tuba Miss send me the exercises of lecture 4 naons
B Sent -
rinad tuba (via Goo. Bouhafs Khawla g1 - Invitation to edit - rinadtuba26@gmail.com has invited you to edit the following document:Bouhafs Khawla g1 Exercises 16 1718 | n20n8
[ Drafts "
B Bouhafs Khawla.
v More
samired (via Googl. Bouh Sam Letd - Invitation to edit - sami red has invited you to edit the following document:Bauh Sam Leté Open in DocsGoogle Docs: Create and edit n20n8 +
Labels +

B Bouhsam Lct4

english vinglish (v. AGGO Han tasks 15,16,1718 (lecture 4) - Invitation to view - englishvinglishd0@gmail.com has invited you to view the following document: AGGO Hant. 2008

B AGGO Hantask.

yassamine dja (via . Yassa Dja Task 04: Paraphrasing, Summarising and Quoting - Invitation to comment - yassamine dja has invited you to comment on the following n20n8

B assa Dja Task .

céthoiré Joséph Bgh. Youssouf bghim gr2 r20m

tasks-15161718-.

anna anna (via Goog. 2 Nour.daf task 15,16,17,18( lecture 04) - Invitation to edit - nourdaf34@gmail.com has invited you to edit the following document:Nour. daf task 15,16,17,1 nnons

B Nourdaf task 15

Feltan Hassiba Lecture 01 Felt Hass - Felt Hass 12018 >

AGGO Hantasks 15,16,17,18 (lecture 4) % & © &
File Edit View Tools Help

Request edit access

experience. For this reazon you need to refleet upon and analyse your own reactions to the task of

witing. That is to say, the fask will become more manageable if you learn how to cope with your B8
cown particular ways avoiding putting off the moment when you must put pen to paper” (Taylor 1989,
p3)
Summary:
Most people feel a_ great deal of anguish when fuced with writing tasks, even experienced writers.
This response can be managed by recognising and coping with personal aveidance strategies @
(Taslor 1989, p.3).
Paraphrase the following text. 2

Traditionally, in oral and written discourses, the masculine pronom he was wsed 25 2 pronoun to
refer 1o a person whose gender was unknown or imelevant to the context. Recently, this usage has Q
come under criticism for supporting gender-based stereotypes and is increasingly considered

inappropriate (Smith, 2010, p. 24).

paraphrasing:
If the gender of a person was not known or was unimportant ta the meaning of oral or written
tasks , it was customary to use the masculing form of “he” when a pronoun was required ;
however, there has been growing concern about this practice in modern usage because it appears
to privilege stereotypes based on gender (Smith 2010, p.24).

Task 18; Read the quotations below and then decide which is the better paraphrase, (2) ox (b).

“most of the shops are closed because of the bad weather conditions .1
b. Since the weather is terrible, the grocery stores are not open

In short, adeption is a ubiquitous social institution in American society, creating invisible® 2

“ relationships with biological and adoptive kin that touch far more people than we imagine

b. Adoption touches a surprising number of people throughout American society

answer b

Some argue that the approximately 11 million undocumented immigrants in the United States* 3
ought to receive a path to US citizenship, while others claim that these immigrants need to be

” deported back to their home countries

b.Although some individuals maintain that hould go back to their
countries, others defend these immigrants” right for a path to citizenship
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AGGO Hantasks 15,16,17,18 (lecture 4) = & © &

Request editaccess | (G~ &
File Ecit View Tools Help

Lecture 04: Paraphrasing, Summarising and Quoting B

Task 15:

The growth of the car industry parallels the development of modemn capitalism It began in France
and Germany. but ended in the US. There Henry Ford adapted the moving produetion line from the
Chicago meat industry to motor manufacturing, thus inventing mass preduction. In the 19205 Alfred @
Sloan's management theories helped General Motors to become the world's dominant car company.

a) Find synonyms for the underlined words.

The growth= The rise. -
car industry parallels the development of modern=Automobile industry.

It began= It started 9
ended=accelerated.

adapted the moving production line= modified the moving assembly line

meatindustry=

motor manufacturing= car manufacturing.

inventing mass production= creating mass production. +
management=administration

helped-aided

dominant= common

paraphrasing the paragraph with Changing the word class of the underlined words:

The expansion of contemporary capitalism matches the rise of the automobile industry. After
starting in Germany and France, it accelerated in the United States. There the moving
assembly line was modified by Henry Ford from the Chicago meat industry to manufacturing
cars; thereby creating mass production. General Motors dominated the world’s car companies
in the 19205, with aid from the managerial theories of Alfred Sloan.

Task 16: Paraphrase and summarize the following text
Generative writing can still prove useftl, as we explore options. They can help s to move beyond

the fragments of & thesis by having several attempts at pulling themn together. They allow us to virite N
~ briefly — about the whole thesis. They can help us to find the type of story that ows thesis vill tell

Salemchaima. tasks 01,02,03.04 (lecture ) & & & ISR &

File Edit View Insert Format Tools Extensions Help Lasteditwas made on January 21,2019 by

@ A P 105 - Nomdted v | Tweshew v - 12 + B I U A & oo @ - < # Editing “lr B

1 T 2 E

- determine -,

assisi - rod investigate-
El 1. Expert Systems can Gasist the wser in the diagnosis of problems.

2. This program was created to improve access to medical care.

3. Research expenditures have increased to nearly $350 million.
B 4. The use of optical haracter readers (OCRS) should gleminate the number of problems with the @
US. mall service.
5. Researchers b that this drug b de effect:
6. Building a muclear power plant will not reduce of the energy problem completely
7. Researchers have been migsizarize this problem for 13 years now
3. This issue was raised during the ivestigation. 9
9. Engineers can create with better designs using CAD.
10. The emission levels have been fluctuating

[

7| Task 02:deduce the informality of each sentence by substituting a single verb for the one in +
italies.
Y
L The of comp graied (CIM) has caused some serious
problems.

2. The process should be continued until the desired

3. Plans are being made to provide with a databese containing detailed environmental
information for the region.
4. Subtle changes in the earth's crust were provoked b these new devices.

M 5. Proposals 1o construct new muclear reactors have encounte

Ereat Tesistance from

environmentalists.
>
= M Gmail Q  searchmail
- ¢ eOl-6s00f8a2 < > - -
/ Compose o = B
Soussou Soussa1997 5§ Re: tasks 15,16,17,18 ( lecture3) - Partage avec droit de lecture - Sass sai
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[ Drafts 1
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v More
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Appendix (12): Sample Screenshots of Web-based Writing Activities on Blogger

Welcome to Blogger

Welcome dear students!

The aim of using this blogger is to engage you in online writing. Several individual writing
achivities are posted here to help you improve you competency in writing, particularly in
academic and formal writing. Online writing is utilized to help you write comect and
effective paragraphs, state clearly topic sentences and develop supporting details in your
writing, 1t helps you as well as to write different types of academic essays, formal letters,
Teports, literary analyses and critiques.

Overall, in this blogger, you are requested to do activities related to the following lectures:

| Sesrch |

Powerful Writing Websites

+ A Guide to Grammar and
Punctuation

« Quick-reference Guide to Writing

» Grammarly

+ Purdue Writing Lab

Dictionaries

+ Pronunciation dictionary
+ Thesaurus

+ Visuwords

o Thesis Statement AboutMe
o Academic Essays (Compare & Contrast Essay). [ Mrs.Hamouma
« Academic Essays (Descriptive/ Narrative Essays) View my complete
o Letters profile
« Academic Reports
o Critiques .
+ Literary Analysi LA
May 2019 (29)
April 2019 (25)
March 2019 (31)
February 2019 (26)
le;Resultado de imagen para WELCOME GIF Jamuary 2019 (24)
8(32) ' - i
2 o TRETHNTIT Y00 4

Introductory Paragraphs

Write an introductory paragraph about your self

Make sure to write a good paragraph free of mistakes,

sentence, the body, the concluding sententce).

g@ Parts of a Paragraph - ...
She €y of Toronie hax

sMrackers The weet rietall <
SAE S aestic CN Touer Scis

Py
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| Search |

Powerful Writing Websites

= A Guide to Gramymar and
Punctuation

« Quick-reference Guide to Writing

= Grammarly

« Purdue Writing Lab

Dictionaries

Have a look at this video which illustrates the main parts of a paragraph ( the topic

« Pronunciation dictionary
- Thesaurus
- WVisuwords

About Me

O yirs. Hamouma
View my complete
profile

Elog Archive

May 2019 (29)
April 2019 (25)
March 2019 (31)
February 2019 (26)

November 2018 (3)

Report Abuse




Narrative and Descriptive Essays

Write an essay to one of these essay topics below. Your writing should
be clear. coherent, organized and well developed.

“Focus on a moment in your life that is very significant
(funny, embarrassing. journey, important learning
experience ete.)”. Write your story abouwut it.

Describe the most important character traits of your

Javorite teacher, or of your role model.

The first genre vou will be exploring is a narrative essav. The intent of
the narrative genre is to develop real or imagined experiences or events
using effective techniques, well-chosen details, and well-structured
event sequences. Most of students complain that they do not know what
to write about when assigned a narrative piece. It is suggested for you
to think about a well remembered event; something that vou can tell a
good story about, using vivid language to describe the places and people
and provide an indication of the event's significance.

The second genre vou will be exploring is a descriptive one. Descriptive
writing vividly portrays a person, place, or thing in such a way that the
reader can visualize the topic and enter inte the -writer's
experience. You should be able to describe every aspect surrounding
vour topic without discrimination. A good description should be able to
bring the reader of wvour essay to the real happening of events. The
reader should not question themselves or be left in suspense in a way;
vou should ensure that vou exhaust vour descriptions. Every point has
to come out clearly in vour writing. To come up with a good essay, you
have to learn how to create a picture of what vou are talking about in
the reader's mind.

Here is a link to the site below which will give vou some further
information.

T TATLS

The most significant, life changing experience I have
ever had!

The moment of moments, as I like to call i. Tt might have not been =o
pleasant to underge, yet after it came to an end, muoeh was revealed, and certain
feelings no longer existed, which meant a state of absolute peace and harmony.
Everyonsa has a breaking point. this was minal

It was dark, guite frostrating, and I was helples=. All =igns of a killing
depression were perfectly drawn every how and all where, npon the once bright and
comforting roof, afterwards the opposite sinea the lights were off, and to make the
perfect closure for a night that gloomy, sorrow worn his ngliest mazk, put on his
pitch black cloak, that is saved for the dearest of occasions, death ceremomnies, and
want swirling np and down, all aronnd, he made a prey out of me, becanse i made it
easier and much amusing for him. I went drowning with no resistance; for it had
some sense of peace and a guiet emptiness, as I was beaing swallowed in. so I lat go
enjoyving the symphony played by victorions sorrow, whils he was waving goodbye.
He dropped no tears; nor I was expecting any, becanse after all, a murder never
feels prief over his wictims!

Slowly eyes were closing taking a last glimpse. saying goodbye too..cold, it falt
cold thorcughly, I guess that's how it feels like to farewsll this world...defeated and
cold? Then it found its way to me, a knight in shinning armeor, attempting to rescae
me, I never thonght I was worth resening, hercically reached out along the floswe of
what s=emed to be a whirlpool of devastation; and pulled them hands up, I resacted
back, for it scmehow felt right, and as if I was being summoned for a second chance,
a call to st all wrongs right, therefore I willingly responded.

3y knight in shinning armor turned cut to be gunite the snrprising fignre, and
didnt fit it= expected form, it was shinning, but certainly wasn"t a knight. and no
armor was incladed too..it was simply a pen! A pen that has been thrown for twao
days, I passed by it earlier, meglected it, and cnce wondered why hasn't any one
picked it up, then it became clear why, it was left vagabond, aimless, till its fate was
determinad, to fulfil my rescue mission, and it sure made all the difference that
night. The minote oy hands were attached to its pointed figure, each mattsr that
ever carried that very might to be unforgettable..devastation, misery, sorrow, and
the nltimate gnest, depression, simply faded. Minntes later I introdneced that
wandering pen to its old friend and companion, a white refined paper..and I juast
wrote it off!..every thing that was aching was led out of what's nnder my ribs, and
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Bunday. Maron 17, 2818
A critigue of a song; "lovely” by Billie Eilish & EKhalid.
"Lovely" Criticism
Ey Meryem.B
March —th, =o1g.

"This assessment is a critical essay on a creative work of music productiorn.
The song thar I am going to waork on is sung by the fwo American singers " Eilish
Billie ™ and "Khalid™, rirled "Lovely ™. My critics of the song is based on the
content and the messages of the song. the productiorn thar is to say: the

musical performance as a whole. and based on iy owmn point of viewr.”

" oy, Th
o FOP_Q, h, Khalid - lov..
someday I will

rmcafoe It our of

L

>

here...evern i it
takes alil night
or a hundred

rr

Ve

“Lovely™ is a song by two American singers/songwriters Billie
Eilish and Ehalid, it was released on April 26, 2018. The lyrics of the
track find both singers attempting to surmount the sadness and
depression drowning them. This tune was officially Eilish’s second
single of 2018. As for Khalid, it marked his second single for the year
in guestion. Im all the song is about overcoming depression by
accepting it as it is, as it is the only way to live with it. So, are the

1o a 11

2 2 commments o

Job application letter (Yassamine D.JA)

Yasssamine Djaidja
ST Worond

Ageria, M'sila, 2800
+21306552345

djaiyass@gmail.com
2&th February 2019
Weeskly Shanan Junmp
3 Chomee-13 Fanda

Jimbocho,
Chivoda, Tokyve 101-0051, Tapan

Dhear M=

I am wrhng to appl- o the translator posihon adwvertised om yowr website

onergurap. I was o cur sroup launmching am Arabic
comic magarine; it would be an honor to be part of it and introeduce more Arak vouth to

WAL ViZ. oo s
the world of comics.

I am fluent in Arabdc, as it is my mother lansnase, and I am competent in Enslish, for
I am currently a third srear Englich student soon fo graduate with honors. In additicon,
zoez back & 2 . : I have o
is used to add more to the pichmoa
nm, sraphics and drawins, =o I

passion for comuic lovad readine coemics

man=za, =0 I am famuliar with the ways lansuas

story. I also have experience with di=sital m
manage writing the translation divectly and szve the time of copying proceass

Thank you fior your ttme and consideration. I lock forvward to youwr posi response, it

would mean the world to ma

[ I .
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6 comments:

o

khadondj BEEZAF Februnary 28, 2015 3t 244 PO

A good application letter

But yoa have to give more details about yourself in order to convincs them to give
von what you want, you may talk abownat your snccessful transition for example in

previons journal articles.
Reply Delsts

~ Fa=pliss

e Khadidja Badouche @) March 1 2019 at 948 AN
thanks mate I will try to add more details
Delate

Sad .Massima Barch 10, zoi1g at S:57 PRI
Good job EKhadidja.But yvoua forget o write your name in the end of the letter.

Reply Deleta
T BPaplies

e Khadidja Badouche @ 2larch 28, 2015 at 430 FM
is it necassary 7
Drelate

MMrs.Hamouma kiarch =4 2019 at 5i44 PRI

WWrits in the title of your letter the job /position that yon are applying for.
write your nams in the writer's addres=.
write the date.

write the recipient’s addre:

corract thase:
english to arabdc
intrest
facinating

I1n 2AAis 2 samos Gm ncin s

Critigue WIiting

Writing Academic Repaorts
Literary Amnaly=sis

11 comments:

Anconyomouns February =7, 2010 3t 114648

Great job yvessaminse, Felt like yon are applyving for a real job offer. yoor wWork s
perfact as you have kapt the right forma and the right langnage, as well as the right
comntent; you made your position clear from the beginning and yon gave yonr
persconal reasons for choosing this specific job without forgetting to mention yorr
skills and capacities who makes vou the most snitabls candidate.

Reply Delsts
~ Raplies

B Yassamine Dja @ February =23, 2015 at 12:56 A0
L Thaaanlk you

Delete

Reply

Erahim azzong Febroary =7, 2019 at 8111 PAT
excelant work yvassamina | carry onm !

Reply Delsta
- Replies
Yassamine Dja @ February =23, 2015 at 12:56 A0

‘Thank yon
Delete

e

Reply

Ahlam tahri February 28,

wery good

Reply Delete

Ahlam tahri Febrnary 28, 2019 at 5:41 PRI

wWery good
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B Layout
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View blog
@ Posts Nice go, but | think you focused more on the story and not the theme you are analyzing. try avoiding repetition of ideas. Greek myth®en  Yassamine Dja  on 51119 “
Literary analysis (Pygmalion)
M Stats
C the introduction is good ,and | understand that your thesis is about the theme of the morality and immorality of human society, but your AGGOUNE on 51019
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Published Sawyer'DjouadiN 1 replies
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. you literary analysis should focus just on one literary element for example on the theme of poverty , then you state your thesis on it. on AGGOUNE on 511019
¢ Settings Literary analysis ( Oliver Twist ) Hanane
N actually you doesnd#39:t follow the steps of writing  literary analysis. First, you shouldn&#39:t use the title of the work, butyou haveto AGGOUNE on 51019
. Reading List create one.Second, your analysis should look at one literary element such as conflict, plot, eharacter,ete. Third, your introduction should Hanane
include a clear thesis statement ,and in the body you have to support your thesis and present your evidence, and in the conclusion
0 Help restate your thesis and major points. You should not give the summary of the work. on Literary analysis "The story of The Legacy” by
Virginia Woolf ( Dounia_Alliout) 1 replies.
Is well organized report . because you follow all the steps , but you have to menticn the resources to avoid plagiarism. on Academic lin seghiour on 5. X
report, Khadoudj BEZAF v
. L W
[] Blogger | Published comments i @
Written Expression
View blog
@ Posts in response to actually ,you doesnd#39; follow the steps of writing a literary analysis. First, you shouldn#39;t use the title of the work,
but you have to create one.Second, your analysis should look at one literary element such as conflict, plot, characteretc. Third, your
introduction should include a clear thesis statement and in the body you have to support your thesis and present your evidence, and in
ﬂ Stats the conclusion restate your thesis and major points. You should not give the summary of the work., by AGGOUNE Hanane.
W Comments
Avery impressive analysis, you focused on Okonkwodi#39:s personal characteristics that led to his fate, you analysed in details hisway  MrsHamouma  on 525019
Published of thinking, behaviors and traits. Plus, you supported your arguments with textual evidence from the work, and this made your analysis
convincing. Overall, it is a good work, you just need to check some slight mistakes in your writing. on Literary analysis: Analyzing the
Spam Character of Okonkwo in Things Fall Apart (AGGOUNE Hanane)
LD Pages
Try your best to correct the grammatical, spelling and punctuation mistakes in your draft. Actually, your writing is full of mistakes Mrs.Hamouma  on 5/25/19
1 Layout Paragraph three should be changed to become paragraph four, and paragraph four should become paragraph three, because you should
be giving a summary of the work first before you move to evaluate it. on Literary analysis, Oliver Twist (Khadoud) BEZAF)
T Theme
¢ Settinas Well, this seems more as a summary than an assessment. Paragraph one and two should be linked together because the two are Mrs.Hamouma  on 5/25/19
L considered introduction, paragraph three and four should be also linked together because the two provide a summary to the work. What
is left is paragraph five and six which as well should be linked together as you intended here to provide some comments about the work
So, we see there is no evaluation at all, and actually from the beginning you did not state your thesis. You just introduced the work and
moved on to summarize it. Try to modify it as soon as possible, and pay attention that there are serious mistakes in it to be corrected. on
. Reading List Literary analysis (Memory of the body) zorig kh
@ Hep . -
You need to work on the spelling and grammatical mistakes. You can&#3%:t start the first body paragraph by &quot moreoverdquot; Mrs.Hamouma  on 5/25/19
because you are actually starting a new idea. Limit your content on one focus either evaluating the style or the theme. on Literary
analysis of shakespeare's sonnet 29
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Appendix (13): Sample Screenshots of Web-based Writing Activities on Wiki

A

Wiki Writing
Projects

Home

Course Lectures

— WIKI WRITING PROJECTS

Analytical Essay)

Argumentative Essays
Welcome team members!
Cause & Effect Essays
This Wiki is set up in order to engage the team members in collaborative writing. Al the teams are required to perform different co-

Letters writing activities, and post them in the designed page for each team. The writing activities posted by each team should be reviewed and

Critiques evaluated by the other teams in order to provide useful feedback. The team that posted its writing is supposed to revise their drafts and

then repost their final versions of writing after receiving feedback from the other teams.
Academic Reports

Each team is required to co-write about the following:
Literary Analysis

Thesis Statement (Expository or Analytical Essay) %

v Teams

Argumentative Essays

Cause & Effect Essays

Letters

Critiques

Academic Reports

Literary Analysis

4

Wiki Writing
Projects

Home Dear students,
Course Lectures On this page you can find all the lectures related to the course, you can download them for reading.

Thesis Statement

(Expository or

Analytical E:
nalytical Essay) Lecture One: Academic Style/ Formality in English Academic Writing

Argumentative Essays

Cause & Effect Essays

Univerity of M'sile:
Letters Conrse: Writen Expression

et o LD S rrelfiogmien
0 LECTURE 01: ACADEMIC STYLE
ritiques FORMALITY IN ENGLISH ACADEMIC WRITING

Academic Reports

Literary Analysis

v Teams

Lecture Two: Consi ions in Academic Writing/ Audi ization-Purpose-Flow
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. ARGUMENTATIVBESSAYS

Wiki Writing
Projects

Home The purpose of an argumentative essay is to firmly declare a specific position on a particular issue or cause and to provide multiple

P - reasons, backed up by supporting evidences and facts, for why the reader should change their way of thinking or adopt the author's point
of view,

Thesis Statement

(Expository or Taking into consideration what has been discussed in class about argumentative writing, write an essay for the following topic.

Analytical Essay)

Do you believe that human beings are born equal? Write an essay either in support or against the claim?

Argumentative Essays
Your argumentative writing should be effective. The arguments you use must meet certain criteria so that they can influence the reader.
Cause & Effect Essays Therefore, a thorough assessment, strong supporting evidences and convincing language are necessary in you writing.
Letters If you go to THIS LINK, you can listen to a PODCAST related to teaching how to write argumentative paper. Listen to it and then start you
writin
Critiques g

Academic Reports
Literary Analysis

v Teams

WRITING
0 o

4

Wi Wi CAUSE & EF E 1k SSAYS

Projects

Home
-
Course Lectures
Thesis Statement The purpose of a cause and effect essay is to determine the cause and effect of various actions, phenomena or situations. This type of
fxi’los_'["l’é o ; essay requires the writers to deploy their analytical writing skill, as well as cognitive reasoning ability with the overall intent of taking a
nalytical Essa
v d more in depth look at specific event, occurrence, situation or element and determining what effects that might have on something, For
Argumentative Essays example, what effects does social media have on the way peaple communicate.
Cause & Effect Essays Taking into account what has been discussed i class about cause and effect essay, write an essay for the following topic:
Letters What are the main causes of poverty and what effects does it have on societies?
Critiques You may watch this video to get more insights about this writing genre.
Academic Reports
Literary Analysis
v Teams

Video unavailable

Playback on other websites has been disabled by the video owner
Watch on YouTube
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LITERARY ANALYSIS

Wiki Writing
Projects

-

Home
For this assignment, you are required to choose a “short literary analysis article” made about one of the literary works, and write
Course Lectures about your own evaluation of the article. Try to follow these steps in writing your essay:
Thesis Statement s | Background information of the chosen literary analysis article and the literary work that it evaluates
(Expository or = A Information about the article
Analytical Essay)
= 1. Title
Argumentative Essays v 2. Author
Cause & Effect Essays s 3, Publication information
Letters » 4, Statement of the author’s purpose
e » B, Thesis statement indicating your main reaction to your chosen article
ritiques
* . Summary or description of the article
Academic Reports
P » |ll. Interpretation and/or evaluation
Literary Analysis = A Discussion of the article's strength areas
v Teams = B. Discussion of the article's weakness areas

= (. Effectiveness of the article
» [ll. Conclusion
= A, Restatement of your thesis.
* B.Summary of the major analyzed points
= (. Summary of the main given comments

» E. Suggestions and recommendations

]

Wiki Writing
Projects

Home

Course Lectures A 4 L : ¥
Welcome to Team One Writing Space

Thesis Statement ]
(Bxpository or Theteam members:
RosyicEna * Yassamine Djaidja

Arpmentathe Essays Hiba Magri

Herizi Chaima

Cause & Effect Essays
* DjouadiNour Ehouda
Letters * Bensalem Malika
Critiques * Bouabdallsh Meryem
* BrahimiHiba
Academic Reports
Literary Analysis:
Expository Essay: Abortion
A Teams
Team One
TeanTwo We are iving in a time that does not shy from addressing sensitive issues or shedding lights on personal sodal
i norm, which would have been atabooin old times, One of these issues that took utmest importance from pecple
Team Thvee allaround theworld, and has been storming in social media and neaws, is abortion
Team Four bortion is defined by World Health Organization (WHO) as “pregnancy termination prior to 20 weeks'
gestation o a fetus born weighing less than 500 g Meaning that abortion happens when a fertiized egg or
Team Five

embryo is removed from the uterus (womby in the first weeks of pregnancy. Sometimes an egg or embryo is lost
naturally, thisis known as

jon is the deliber,

\eous abortion or miscarriage. In contrast, Induced A
end of pregnancy, which is commanly known simply as abortion. Abortion is not a new practic
of human society for ages, but its methods have developed significantly in late years.

ithasbean apart

Histarically, abortions have been attempted using
other traditional methods. Nowadays, abortion me

medicines, sharp tools, f

| massage, or through

ied under two categories, surgical and non-

surgical. The surgical methods are mainly three. One is vacuum aspiration abortion where a tube is gently
inserted into the womb through the cervix. The contents of the womb are sucked out through this tube. An

is dilatation and evacuation,
0] called dilat
scraped out with a tool called a cu

1 and curettage; in this the woman's cervical canal is enlarged with

then the canalis sufficiently enlarged the womb is emptied by suction, or by having its conter
And finallv. partial birth ab

also called ‘intact dilation and
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Motivation Letter: Study Scholarship

Yasssamine Djaidja

Wiki Writing ST Woroud
PrDjEEfS Ageria, M'sila, 2800
+21306592345
Home djaiyass@gmail.com
Course Lectures 5t. John's University

Thesis Statement
(Expository or
Analytical Essay) NY 11439, USA

8000 Utapia Pkwy, Jamaica,

Argumentative Essays

27" February, 2019
Cause & Effect Essays

Letters Dear Sir or Madam,
Critiques With this letter, | would like to express my interest in studying at the University of 5t. John to pursue masters in English Literature.

Academic Reports | am currently studying License's Degree program in English Literature and Civilization at the University of Muhammad Boudiaf in
Algeria. | was delighted to find out from your website that your International Students Support program covers my area of interest. | have
Literary Analysis

y Analy decided to apply for this program because | am sure it would strongly enrich my future studies and help me in my prospective career.

» Teams Moreaver, | consider this program as a great oppartunity to get in touch with American culture and educational system

Team One | have chosen to apply for University of St John, because | really like the various modules it offers. Many of the modules offered are
unique for me, because there is no equivalent at my home university. Additionally, | am impressed by the number of the possible side
Team Two activities the swdents can apply to. | especially like Poetry Club, since | write poetry it would be a valuable ground to grow under
Team Three constructive criticism. The third main reason why | have chosen 5t. John University is its renowned research team and teaching body, the

opportunity to be taught by some of the best and most contributing professars in the field is something | would mast cherish.
Team Four

| would very much like to get my masters degree from the University of 5t. John. This would give me a better chance to deepen my

Team Five literary knowledge in the inspiring, creative, and cosmopolitan environment of one of the long lasting American universities

Argumentative Essay: Are Humans Bomn Equal?

wlkl ertlng One of the ideas which stimulated the great modern social movements and revolutions, and was taken up in modern constitutions and

\ declarations of human rights is the idea of human equality. Locke (1690) argued that all human beings have the same natural right to
Projects r ‘ -

both (self-)ownership and freedom. Rousseau (1755) declared social inequality to be a virtually primeval decline of the human race from

natural equality in a harmanious state of nature. But is it necessarily true to say that all human beings are bomn equal just for the virue

of being human? Of course not, there are more things that characterize human beings other than them belonging to the same species

Home Inthe end no two humans are truly born equal.

Course Lectures Various factars, that are as random as the alignment of DNA in our genes, attribute to the creation or different sects of people and

Thesis Statement different individuals from birth. In this sense, our lives and circumstances from the onset are unequal. To begin with, and from a

[Expository or biological side, humans are born with different DNA fingerprints that would determine their physical build, strength, gender, and all body
Analyica Essay) traits that in real life would either be advantageous or disadvantageous, This gives every newborn an endowed ability to face the world
Argumentative Essays in different degrees, putting them on unequal grounds, Take for example the mental capacities. Itis clear just by looking at the varying

results in academic achievements between students that their mental capacities are not the same, this might not be due to their work

Cause & Effect Essays only but also to how much their minds are capable of processing and understanding, Genome Wide Association Studies or GWAS, an

Letters approach that has been used to determine genes responsible for I, works on the basis that we all have different genes and that not

even twins can have the same intelligence capacities. This proves thatwe are not born equal in intelligence.

Critiques

Looking at the issue from a more external side, we find the different environments that @ human is born into are in themselves unequal
Academic Reports Many things are determined at the moment of birth of a human that are outside his contral; his name, his gender, his country, his race,
Lterary Anelysis and even his religious belongings. And as we are all born in different enviranments we are born to be unequal outside and inside them,
Let's take one case related to culture that shows the inequality of human life based on birth alone, and this case is bastard children. The
v Teams birth of a person outside of marriage is a reality in most societies. Some societies are learning to accept this phenomenon; however,
most societies still consider it stigmatized, naming the child bastard or love child. When such distinction is made from other children
inequality appears, those unfair names given to them befare they realize so, unequal view and treatment. Though these types of
inequality are far from being fair or morally right theoretically speaking but they are a reality in the world we are living in; one which

cannat be ignored.

On another social angle, not all newborn are well tended to financial differences in different families. Food and Agriculture Orga)
of the United Nations estimated that very year nearly 11 million children living in poverty die before their fifth birthday. These
did nothing wrong but be to born in a pit of poverty, while on the other hand children born in better situations are less likely to die of

n 1L by clonth TN Lol o sl | of £ el

284



Still, we're not all equal. But in this seciety, we love to claim everyone is equal. We are confusing equality with rights. We should all have
E.' the same rights, but we should nat claim we are all born equal .

Wiki Writing Cause and Effect Essay: Poverty
Projects

Poverty is a general scarcity or the state of one wha lacks a certain amount of material possession or money. It is a multifaceted
Home concept, which includes social, economic, and political elements. Poverty is a devastating problem of global proportions, so we need to
know the causes of poverty and its effects.

Course Lectures

Avery large number of peoples around the world are living in poverty because of many different reasons. Firstly, the overpopulation:
Thesis Statement
(Expository or
Analytical Essay) alimentary balance between the rapidly rising of papulation and the national income

50 when you have so much of population, you will have the more of mouths you need to feed. Here the government cannot achieve the

Argumentative Essays Secondly , many people who lack of education or skills find difficulties to find the well -paid jobs, so it is so difficult to afford their living
conditions Moreover , sometimes things happen in people’s life unexpectedly such as : natural disaster, wars , or economic fall ; here
Cause & Effect Essays

suddenly the poverty enter the door. Also when people became disable because of sickness or accident may cause lifelong injuries, job

Letters loss, and poverty.

Thirdly, economic forces and change in labor requirements also cause poverty. The inflation contributes to poverty by reducing the
amount of goods that given amount of money can buy. People whose income fall to keep pace with prices can afford less and less. Also

Critiques
Academic Reports forcing business to lay off worker and advances in technology may cause unemployment and poverty among workers whose job are

Literary Analysis taken over by machines. In addition, women who have been widowed, divorced mostly become poor It is because they lack of education,

job, experience, or skill they need to support themselves and their ch

en
v Teams
Finally, one of the biggest causes of poverty in most of countries is the wars and conflicts, which lead to material and human

destruction. Also the corruptions of governments and social inequalities. Most directy, corruption inhibits development when leaders
help themselves with money that otherwise would be used for development projects to those they serve.

Paverty negatively affects individuals and families, and mostly affects children. Many people are suffering from hunger, from the lack
of basic human needs such as adequate and nutritious food, clothing, housing, clean water, and health services. Children are
have an access to schools, they even not know how to write or how to read They are unable to see a doctor when they are s
o) individuals in poverty are likely to suffer from poor, mental, and physical health because of employment. Some people abuse alcohel,
INCIUGE. Ve FECOMMEN tNe AUTNOF O reSPECT &Il TNe SECTCNS O WIILNE SNOFT FEPOITS, 35 NO SECUON IS MOre IMPOrtant than me oter
one as they compromise each other. And that is if he seeks ta have reliable and convenient work

Literary Analysis Assignment
Wiki Writing

Projects

The selected analysis: https://www.bachelorandmaster.com/britishandamericanpoetry/the-tyger.htmi# XNsdyXko80M
The analysis Review:

Home
“The Tygre” is a poem by William Black published in 1794 as part of "The Song of Experiences". This poem has been analysed by the
Course Lectures
literary writer Kamla Nath Sharma. Sharma is an Indian engineer, an international expert in physics, and an author of research papers
Thesis Statement on scientific subjects. Thought he is interested in scientific topics, he has written different satires and stories in hindi language, and one
‘;;‘;;‘E:"zs‘;ﬂ of his works is the Black's the tygre critical analysis in which he focuses on the symbols in this literary work. So what is his paint of view ?
) and haw does he present it 7

Argumentative Essays
Sharma started his analysis with a brief introduction of the poem; he thinks that this work is based on personal philosophy of spiritual

Cause & Effect Essays and intellectual revelution by individuals. Though the speaker in the poem is puzzled at the sight of a tiger in the night and asks the
Lot guestions about its appearance and his creator, the context was interpreted according Black's philosophy of symbolism about human life
etters

and spiritual revolution.

Critiques

On the ather hand, the writer analysis the materials by which the tiger is created by god: fire, furnace, hammer, and clain, This is what

Academic Reports presents the power of god, his supreme imagination, spirituality and ideals.

Literary Analysis The forest is another symbol that presents the corrupted sacial conventions which tries to suppress the good human potentials, and
. this symhol is taken from "The Song of Experience” which means the adults world of corruption, immortality and suffering. Additionally,
~ Teams R . f—
Sharma advices the readers to be inspired by the creation of the tiger as creative agents which free the common men's minds, hearts

Team One and souls from this corrupted society.

Team Two In conclusion, Kamla Narth Sharma presents a good an interesting analysis to one of the most mysterious poems, by analyzing the
main symbols of the poem one by one and by using simple language. However, there are some ambiguous critics within his analysis as
he could have used quotations from the poem to better clarify his ideas. The analyzer did not focus on the title of the poem “The
but rather on the origins of the poem which is “ the sangs of experience” which he should have since he analysed the symbols

Team Three

Team Four
title itself is a symbal,
Team Five

F Report analysis

This essay is an analysis of a short report written by Mohammad Islam. It is titled " Report on the Possibility of Opening a Short Course in
wlkl Wriling English” and was sent to Uttara University in Bangladesh. The purpose of the report is to propose the opening of a short course in English

" under the direction of Uttara University English Teachers. Whereas the purpase of the essay is to criticize this report. The essay will
PFD]BBtS discuss the main weaknesses and strengths of the work, covering both the analysis of form and content.

But first, let's look at the report as a whole. The report discusses the possibility of opening a short course in English under the
Home direction of English teachers. It discusses the need of students for such a course to enable students to impraove their English language.
Because about B0% of them are well below average, lacking precision in their writing and speaking skills. It is mentioned that these
Course Lectures students value the idea of the course immensely. Also, these short courses will help students, non-students and even professionals
— which highly recommends the university to finance the programme as early as possible
(Expository or

Analytical Essay) Through the analysis of the report’s format, we conclude that the work didn’t respect all the sections of writing a report. Although it

contained an introduction, a discussion, a conclusion, and a recommendation section, yet it contained neither a summary nor an
e appendix. A short report is usually written to inform the autherity concerned or specific readers about a specific matter. Thus, without a
Cause & Effect Essays summary, which concludes all the subject for the concerned authority, the report will remain of mediocre quality. And without an
appendix, witch supporters your results, your report will be unreliable.

Letters
The purpose behind this kind of report is to inform with factual material. By evaluating the means by which the authar has

Critiques accomplished his purpase, we will determine whether he has respected all the steps in conducting this kind of reports. We will comment
on each section of this report, discussing at once its weaknesses and strengths.

Academic Reports

Literary Analysis First, the introduction section contained the main aspects, from the background of the subject to the answering of the following
questions: What are you going to do? Why are you interested in this subject? Why is this subject worth studying? The introduction also

~ Teams provided an overview of research questions and assumptions; however, it does not include key terms and definitions, it does not answer

the question why do you do this research and what methods did you use?
Team One

Team Two Second, the discussion section. As we already said, the purpose of this report is to inform. By analyzing the component of the report’s
discussion section, we conclude that the author has had his material presented clearly, accurately, and with order and coherence. He
Team Three informed the concerned autherity of his problem providing at once facts and supporting data for his findings. He also progded
references (the students) to highlight that the problem is basically, a student's need problem to be solved.

Team Four
® Third, the conclusion; The findings are conclusive to a far-researching extent and they uncoverad new questions (Are these courses

Team Five - N .
enaugh to fill the lacks of students ? Jto be extended or explored in future research The most impartant things are the practical
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Appendix (14): Interview Transcripts

Interview Transcript of Teacher (A)

To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary
context?

No one can deny that digital technologies in EFL learning or in learning in general whether at secondary,
primary or tertiary context is so important. It is in fact quite important to use all possible technological
means, because these ICTs are amongst the possibilities that might faster or foster the learning of EFL
writing skills among students.

Are you comfortable in using these technologies?

Well, let | say sometimes it is not a matter of comfort, well new technologies in class or in language
classroom depend on the context. Perhaps in certain subjects or contexts we did not have enough space,
enough media, or digital technologies to use them. Technologies or new technologies are dependent on
the subject and the availability of these technologies within the learning institution.

What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?

Let me say there is a saying in English and in other languages that variety is the spice of life. The use of
new technologies in class is something related to variety. The more there is variety in the modes of teaching
and in the instruments, the better we and the learners feel, the learners are attracted by these tools that arise
their curiosity.

What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’ learning
in general?

Sometimes there are certain advantages of technology that are short term, there are others that are long
term. We start with advantages on learning writing or EFL learning in general in terms of space and time.
In terms of space, learners can learn through these digital technologies whether in class or outside the
class. In terms of time, it is time saving. In terms of content, the flow of knowledge content surely will be
more available and at hand for learners, better than the traditional environment of learning.

How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?

Well, let’s say perhaps sometimes one might be subjective when asked about his literacy or digital literacy
competence. If we relate to experience what we are using, what we are doing...let’s say I have an average
competence in digital literacy because we have learnt in life to be realistic. We do not go beyond realistic
things so that we do not go beyond our expectation. We have used so far certain digital technologies that
are at our disposal in class or in laboratories, let’s say we have excelled only in the use of simple tools.

Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?

Concerning the teachers, we consider our colleagues, we can say that they could be displayed or divided
in three groups. There are certain teachers who belong to traditional minds and they do not want to change
or they are very reluctant to change because in order to master and to use digital technologies, you have
to think of innovative learning, innovative knowledge, content and a lot of efforts to be invested so that
we have to change the mode. Some of them are average and they are making profit of all the possibilities
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10.

to use these technologies because they came to realize the importance to incorporate these digital
technologies at language classroom. Some of them are lucky, they are closer to the digital generation and
they are really doing amazing and excellent things in the use of digital technologies.

To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

Well, the world is changing, developing and being globalized. Within little time in the future, the teacher
would not have the traditional modes of knowledge and those printed materials, and the only way left is
to prepare himself or herself for this digital age. Otherwise, he or she will not be a part of this world that
has been being totally automated.

What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

Sure, there are a plenty of barriers that hamper teachers from using digital technologies. Sometimes, digital
technologies are present but there are obstacles, and sometimes they are unavailable at all. For example,
if we consider the number of students that teachers have to teach, supervise, meet, mentor, so it would be
difficult for them to achieve this.

So the huge workload is a challenging barrier?
Of course, it is.

To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in
classrooms?

Well, let say with the exception of the use of language laboratories and the technologies that are available
there and also the personal efforts of teachers, | can say that the department is not really integrating digital
technologies in classrooms. If we speak about the department, or the faculty or the university, the
integration of digital technology should be a policy that would last for a long term, and every time there
should be some expansion of these technologies in the department. However, what is happening is that if
there is no personal efforts done by the teachers themselves, | would say that the department is not using
technologies at all because it is not a part of the policy.

Do you mean that the department does not encourage the use of technologies in classrooms?

Let say we have got thirty five teachers who can only use the very traditional digital technologies like the
slides and PowerPoint formats, with the exception of this there is nothing else.

Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do you
use? If no, why not?

Let’s say sometimes I use digital technologies in EFL writing class, and I would say I always use them if

I consider the use of data show projector as one of the digital tools. I all the time present lectures through
the use of projectors and PowerPoint programmes.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration of
new technologies?

As far as | am concerned, | had some training but from personal efforts only. Never before have | been
taught by the institution or by someone’s help. All what I have is from personal experience and personal
efforts.

Was the training that you have taken useful?

Any learning, any type of learning, any competence, anything someone develops is surely useful. There is
nothing in learning which is useless.

Sometimes teachers think that they don’t they have an excellent level of digital literacy; they are poor in
some skill areas. What areas concerning digital technologies are EFL teachers poor at?

If we speak about digital technologies, we are speaking about the digital technologies that we have at our
disposal, and at the level of the institution that is university they are so limited. However, we cannot say,
| feel that there is a certain lack or a weakness at the use of other technologies because simply we do not
have these technologies. If we have those technologies and we might train ourselves surely we can develop
competence at all levels. But we cannot predict that we would be competent or less competent in the
technologies that are not used. As it is said, practice makes perfect. The more practice we use, the better
we will appear.

How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

As far as writing skill is concerned, I think we can integrate technology through the use of wikis where
learners are given a topic to debate, to collaborate, to interact with one another, to correct one another
instantly while they are developing compositions. We can use these technologies to help learners
collaboratively develop a whole composition or essay, when everyone is providing a sentence or a part of
the sentence. We can use these technologies in correction or feedback, in developing topics, in making
suggestions and in comparing students’ progress, so these tools; although not used in our classrooms, can
refine the pieces of writing.

What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?

Well, let say | have to be frank never before | have used web-based activities in teaching any of the modules
I am supposed to teach because of the lack of time, the overload of module among students, the number
of students, or the hardships we face at work. Up to now I have not ventured or tried to use such activities.

What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?

Let’s say there is this English proverb that every little helps. Anything which helps learners to learn is for
sure advantageous. So we can say that technology would help a lot of learners, but the problem is not in
technology itself, it is in the goals and the objectives that we set for our learning, and in the objectives that
are set for web-based writing. If we have got clear objectives, and have got clear strategies to use, then we
would surely have an effective use of these digital technologies in writing classrooms.
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15.

16.

Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?

Well, the problem of this technology; mostly used in the digital age, is texting that breaks the grammatical
and syntactic rules. This might affect because learners sometimes do bring with them what they exchange
as online messages in classes. Though it is language and it is understood, yet it affects their academic
writing competence. In order to achieve certain academic writing level that is accepted, we have to
consider the use of grammar which is sometimes not respected on digital technologies, and we have to
give attention to the choice of words. In fact, these academic issues are not often given attention during
the use of technologies.

How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?

This is a good question, well, if | want to escape for this question, perhaps in the far future I will be retired.
And there is nothing to expect in the future. It is just a joke.

Well, in the near or mid-term future if there are resources, learning policy changes, and philosophy of
education changes in Algeria, | might say that in the future we will have our EFL writing classrooms and
our amphi-theatres equipped with all possible digital technologies, and of course in this way we have to
adapt ourselves in terms of modes of teaching and learning with these available technologies. So anyway,
if the changes occur, we have to change. If things remain as they are, we have to change because things
outside the learning institutions have totally changed.
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Interview Transcript of Teacher (B)

. To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary
context?

I think it is very important to include digital technologies in tertiary EFL context because everything today
is digital and everything is related to the internet: Content of lessons, activities, and all what we need as
materials or as aids.

. Are you comfortable in using new technologies?

[ use only the digital tools that I know, and for those that I don’t know I feel scared about trying them.

. What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?

I think the new generation likes technologies because they are technologically oriented towards this; in
comparison to the old teachers, who may find this thing uninteresting and tiresome.

. What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’ learning
in general?

Students in general like this, but it depends on teachers who manipulate these technologies. If teachers do
not know exactly how to manipulate these technologies, it would be a constraint.

. How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?

My digital competence is average, | am not professional in technology use. | feel that | am just an amateur,
doing something very simple in the classroom.

. Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?
For teachers it may be average, and for students it is acceptable.
Do you think that they somehow have the same level or teachers have a higher level?

Sometimes students overpass teachers in technology because we are not deeply oriented into these
technologies.

. To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

I think it is time, it is high time for teachers to develop, to improve, to try, to create, to innovate and to
forget about their past, because they need to be updated, the recent time demands this and most of the
teachers should feel the necessity to change.

. What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

The first barrier is that teachers are not capable of manipulating these machines or this technology so they
need to be trained in this domain. The second thing is the non-availability of these materials in classroom
so they cannot use them..., may be they read about them theoretically but practically they cannot
manipulate them.
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9. To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in
classrooms?

I think we have a poor integration because we don’t have the exact materials that we need, and any attempt
of integration is due only to teachers’ support, only teachers are doing their best, but there is no support
from the administration.

And does our department encourage the use of technologies in classrooms?

To a certain extent it encourages, but it does not provide materials, it remains always theoretical, at the
theoretical level only.

Do you think that the poor integration is related to the lack of digital resources?
Yes, of course.

10. Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do you
use? If no, why not?

I always use some technological tools especially with writing projects. All the lessons of written expression
course are projected on videos, they are also prepared in the form of PowerPoint slides or sometimes Word
document and presented in classroom through the use of data show.

11. Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration
of new technologies?

The department provides only the use of a data show, and | use my own personal computer and everything
that I use in the classroom is personal apart from the data show.

It seems that there is a kind of training but we are not always interested in it because it just seems at the
level of theory.

12. How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

We can say that | use all the time the internet for finding teaching resources. I use it also with students, |
give them some online tasks or activities related to what we study in the classroom as; for example, filing
in the gaps, reading some real stories or articles, watching educational videos or writing something
creatively online. | oblige them to go to the internet to find resources and to do some activities there. So
the aim behind this is to develop students’ writing and also familiarize them with the use of technology,
though at the beginning it is difficult, but they got somehow accustomed to it.

13. What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?

I think that technology helps to develop students’ grammar and writing, so students need to read some
online texts and do grammar exercises. | sometimes ask my students to do some extensive and intensive
online reading, because they need to have an idea about how the best writers write, they need to see models
of writing on the net, they need to have their hands at writing not only at the level of theory, they need
also to practice web-writing. So writing should be practiced, not learnt, I sometimes ask students to do
some online grammar exercises because they need to learn some rules, but we must apply these rules when
writing online.
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14. What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?
To a certain extent these technologies help novice writers, but still we are afraid of making mistakes
because some blogs and online spaces are not purely written by proficient students. We risk to have this
deterioration in students’ writing because these mistakes might transfer to affect their academic language.

15. Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?

Any new technology is always beneficial for students because students are supposed to start from scratch,
they start from zero so any model, any help or any supporting material is positive.

And the negative ones?
We have to be selective while using technology, we advise students to select the material they read, they
shouldn’t take anything for granted. They have to use their critical thinking and their critical reading, they
have to read behind the lines, they have to read what is good and what is bad, and then select what is
appropriate on the net.

16. How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?
I don’t think the teaching methods will be the same, there will be a change, there will be some changes

where students themselves will be responsible for their own writing, they don’t expect someone to teach
them writing, but they learn it by themselves and they will improve and enhance their competence.
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Interview Transcript of Teacher (C)

1. To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary
context?

I get it. Well, | think it is important, it might enhance learners in state of knowledge and proficiency. It
might help, yeah.

2. Are you comfortable in using new technologies?

To some extent, yeah, because this depends on the availability of sources and labs, you know the situation
in M’sila University.

3. What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?
Well, I don’t have exact statistics, you see, but I think that this generation is a digital generation. So they
will be comfortable about using digital technologies in classrooms because that is the best channel

through which they learn a language.

4. What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’
learning in general?

New technologies might help if they are under the guidance of a teacher, or a specific program or well-
planned objectives. But if they are left to the personal use of students, we can confidently say that not all
students are aware or know how to use and profit from these devices. They might spend the whole day
in chatting without learning, or in breaking their language proficiency through the use of Facebook chat
language. So the positive outcomes of technology depend on how it is used, by whom it is used and as
well for what purposes it is used.
And what about the main negative points?
Well, the negative point of technology use is that it is time consuming. It takes time to gather these digital
devices, to prepare the lessons and materials for the classroom, and to reorganize the classroom. You
know that we already have a lot of work to do, and the classical scene of the classroom where you
have the teacher in the front is not time consuming like this. That is why | think the use of technology
takes a lot of time.

5. How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?
I’m a moderate person. | have an average level, | think.

6. Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?
As far as | have contact with them, | think they are just average.
And for the students?

Students might have a good level because they have time to get in contact with these technological
materials more than teachers do.
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7. To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

It is digital time, digital era, so we have to cope with these digital technologies and uses. It is a must, |
think.

8. What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

Time pressure is a huge barrier, you know how time affects. To learn you have to spend time, you have
to get a good training on technologies, you have to use them. But if you learn without using them then
for what you learn! So, mainly time can affect the development of digital skills.

Only time pressure?
Not just time, even opportunities to use and reflect on what you learn is also important.

9. To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in
classrooms?

Digital technologies are poorly used, | think. The only thing that we use is the data show projector, and
in oral expression module which is in the lab we use records, but it still depends on the teacher to bring
these records. Sometimes we use online lectures, but only few teachers use them, I think it happens only
once or twice, not more. Ultimately, this lack of resources affects technology integration in writing
classes.

10. Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do
you use? If no, why not?

I think that I use digital tools to some extent, I don’t know whether you consider them as tools or not.
Sometimes | ask students to write and email me what they write, or to record videos, | give them projects
which they record and bring in CDs, they share them with me also on Facebook. Sometimes, | bring my
laptop because I don’t have a data show and I expose them to some videos, authentic materials and
audiovisual aids for enhancing their writing skills.

11. Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration
of new technologies?

All what they provide is training on using progress website and on using technological tools that serve
only administrative objectives.

Once upon a time when | was a student, | got some training about computing, but just simple things, you
know.

Personal training?
Personal training, of course.

Do you think that training was useful?
To some extent, but | was not consistent, | did not complete the training so | had stopped at a given time.

Some teachers have poor digital skills and some others have excellent digital skills. What do you think
are the main skill areas that teachers are poor at?
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Well, | think that teachers are weak at using complicated tools such as designing web pages and online
conferences. As far as | am concerned, | think that | have no idea about them maybe because | have not
tried them. But, what is amazing about technology is that it is feasible to be learnt, once you try it and
try it again, then everything will be ok, you will learn it. For example, it is easy to learn about the use of
email, blogs, Facebook and word processing though practice.

Normally teachers are good at using social sites, Microsoft word but they are poor at other areas such as
perhaps Microsoft excel?

I think we download all marks and these things in the progress so it is easy to know how to work with
excel, but SPSS and these new things I’m illiterate in these technological things honestly.

How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

Well, technology may be integrated in an appropriate way by creating students’ online writing groups to
ameliorate the proficient or the formal use of English, because you know some of these digital devices
are destroying language proficiency. If we want to implement technology effectively in writing class, we
can for example make students reflect on online conferences or re-write what they hear from a video
they are exposed to. In writing class, blogs and wikis help a lot in facilitating writing practice, but |
haven’t been able to use them for the reasons I have mentioned before.

What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?

Examples of some web-based activities which | use are these audio stories that students hear from the
net. | give them the link, they just hear it, and then | suggest some activities. | design the activities, but
the materials are there from some websites, especially the classical American literature which is a good
website. They go there and listen to the story. And then | ask the students about the character, the plot
and | ask them to re-write the story, so | do some re-writing and reading activities.

What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?

As | have told you before, the effectiveness of technology depends on how students use them. Sometime
we find students who got really inspired by creative ideas, style and expressions from some tools such
as blogs and wikis, others might just take the vernacular language or the informal language and its
negative effects on writing.

Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?

Technology provides or widens the scope of using authentic learning materials: books, stories and all of
the writing resources we find them available. It opens the gate for students to read, write and share their
writing. Concerning the negative effect, it might be on the accuracy of the language and the formal style.
Also it creates somehow lazy students, if students get used to the use of technology, once you turn back
to the classical traditional method, they will not cooperate with you or engage in classrooms.

How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?
If we live for the far future, I think that we will not have a classroom at all. | mean we will just email to

teachers or we share lectures through distance learning technique, maybe we will put everything online,
even tests may be online.
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Interview Transcript of Teacher (D)

To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary
context?

In fact, | think that the integration of technology depends on the nature of the learning subject because
even if we have got many digital technologies, sometimes not all the digital technologies might fit for
developing the different skills or learning skills.

Are you comfortable in using new technologies?

As | have said before, integrating technologies depends on the nature of the subject matter to be taught,
the type of technology used, the purpose behind employing them, the time devised, the one who uses
them either teachers students, and many other factors.

What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?

If they expect that what we are using in terms of innovation in technologies, surely they would react
positively. However, if there is no change and this use of technologies does not meet the expectations of
learners to interact, to move, to collaborate, to achieve...., by the end they will not see them beyond the
traditional modes of teaching.

What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’
learning in general?

These digital technologies provide a huge amount of knowledge, but sometimes the way learners might
choose what is important, what is less important would be a bit difficult, and sometimes also learners are
taken by the way of these digital technologies while surfing and perhaps they might go straight looking
for other things rather than learning. If learners don’t know how to choose the appropriate web-content
and use web-information critically, they may find themselves go beyond the objectives of academic
learning.

How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?

I think we all have an average level of digital literacy. If you do not mind, I might tell you something
related to my experience with digital technologies. The first time | came to use really what is meant by
digital technologies was when | followed the course of the American Institute of English at Oregon
University, which was sponsored by the American Information Agency. From this experience | came to
know what is meant by digital literacy and digital technology through the use of wikis, instant answers,
instant feedback, instant collaboration, cooperation and interaction with learners all over the world. |
think it is not enough to have skills only in the use of PowerPoint, tactile boards, computers, phones and
S0 on in this age, because these tools are becoming traditional modes of technologies.

Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?
Sometimes students have excellent competence in the use of digital technologies, but the problem in
itself is not related to the use of digital technologies, because by the end the use of digital technologies

is not an objective in learning, it is not a goal in learning. Digital technologies are just a medium to
facilitate the process of learning and the process of teaching.
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7. To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

Teachers should be trained on the use of technology simply because it becomes a must nowadays in
education.

8. What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

The first thing is that the institution itself does not have the financial means to provide digital
technologies for all teachers and all learners in classes, so that all the subjects would be run through
digital technologies. So in this way, if digital technologies are present, there is no other solution except
to prepare and develop one’s digital literacy. Another issue is related to learners, a teacher might use
digital technologies, but some learners do live in very remote areas and they don’t have the financial
capacities to provide themselves with tools and instruments so that they will be within the wave of
learning. Another issue is the overload of work for teachers; for example, lecture preparation, exams,
supervision; in addition to this, there is no sufficient time.

9. To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in
classrooms?

Technology integration is limited at least for our department, 1 am not aware of what is going on in other
departments, but in our department we have just one data show, you can imagine the rest.

So you think that the only problem is that we don’t have digital resources?

The provision of digital materials help a lot, you can’t keep encouraging me by words and you don’t
provide me with materials. | should have materials, equipment and these digital tools in classrooms, of
course we can’t use technologies in writing classroom if we don’t have them.

10. Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do
you use? If no, why not?

I don’t use technology in my teaching process because of the lack of those resources. Besides, every
module is unique, digital tools can be destructive in some contexts. So, both teachers and students should
apply them adequately if their use is necessary.

11. Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration
of new technologies?

Let’s say for the last years there has been certain programs to teach and to prepare especially the newly
recruited teachers to use technologies in their instruction. But the problem is not limited to training
teachers. When you train a teacher for one year to use technologies and the he goes to learning
classrooms, where there is no technology, so for what!

12. How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

There are some shortcomings in students’ language ability, so I think they have to find some effective
digital tools. They can watch educational videos; for example, and take rules from these videos and then
practice them. Other useful tools is to check online the spelling mistakes, they need a checker, they can
use also online dictionaries, and use personal writing like online essays and paragraphs. Students need
to review their grammar, they need to enrich their vocabulary and we have a plenty of digital resources
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13.

14.

15.

16.

to use. So when we talk about writing we talk about everything, it is reading, it is vocabulary, it is
spelling, it is punctuation, it is everything, so students should find good tools to develop all these skills.

What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?

Most of the online practices that | do are outside classroom settings. Technologies help me to prepare
my courses and tasks, | use sometimes social media as Facebook and email to foster my communication
with students, they help me for example in supervising students’ researches and providing feedback on
their writing.

What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?

In my opinion, | can say that these digital technologies are really very positive if there is a good use or
excellent intake of knowledge. However, the use of digital technologies is not a requirement in life, the
objective is to learn a foreign language. So if you can use technology in the best way to learn, then there
will be some good results. If it is not the case, so we can say that these technologies bring nothing.

Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?

Using digital technologies in EFL writing instruction is a two-edged sword. On one hand, teachers should
know what, why, when, and how to use them. They are advantageous as they may bring variety to their
writing class. They are faster if they are employed well. One the other hand, they can encourage laziness
or bring boredom for students.

How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?
I think if we want to write something good and develop our writing, we have to be personal, we do not
imitate blindly but we need to create effectively. The future of writing will be positive as in comparison

to the old ways of teaching, writing will be different. Today we have everything given to us or available
on the technology, so we have to profit from this.
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Interview Transcript of Teacher (E)

To what extent do you think it is important to incorporate digital technologies in EFL tertiary
context?

I believe that digital technologies should not be used for the sake of digital technologies. Digital
technologies are effective and they are good when you have got a clear objective in learning.

Are you comfortable in using new technologies?

Frankly speaking, | do not feel comfortable in using all new technologies, | tend to use only the materials
I am familiar with, and | feel anxious about trying new tools.

What is your students’ reaction when it comes to using new technologies in classrooms?

I think that students like the use of technologies because these technologies create a favorable atmosphere
in the classroom. For example, when | give them a paragraph to write and | see them using the web
dictionaries, it is motivating as they enjoy this atmosphere of using technologies in classrooms. In
addition, these digital tools save time, and help students also in ameliorating their pronunciation and
improving other language skills.

What are the advantages and disadvantages that digital technologies may have on students’
learning in general?

Well, technology is beneficial in terms of saving time, providing learning content and creating motivation
in classroom. However, students sometimes use it inappropriately; for example, some of them use it for
chatting, wasting time, and plagiarizing. If they use it in a good way, I think it will have an effective
outcome on their learning.

How do you evaluate your digital literacy competence?

If we relate our digital literacy competence to our Algerian environment as it is, we might say we are
competent, but compared to other societies and environments which have already gone beyond the
industrial age and are really knowledgeable societies in digital technologies, we can say that we are really
beyond the requirements of this age.

Overall, how do you evaluate the digital literacy proficiency of EFL teachers and students?

Because of experience, age and time, students seem to be more competent in the use of these digital
technologies, sure because they are the digital generation. But we are doing our best to be a competent
generation of migrants towards this, and we are trying to bridge the gap between what is existing in their
competencies and what is missing in our skills.

To what extent do you think it is important for EFL teachers to develop their digital literacy?

We have to do our best to improve our digital skills because nowadays learners sometimes do overtake
their masters. You know learners belong to a digital generation, they are all the time using and developing
competencies, some of them have got fantastic skills in the use of digital technologies, and this urges us
to seize the opportunity for developing our digital skills. 1 think that the improvement of digital
competence becomes now a must for all teachers.
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

What are the main barriers to develop digital literacy?

We have many barriers that hinder the improvement of digital skills such as those related to time, space,
financial problems, human resources, etc. In order to be taught there should be very equipped and
competent people in the use of digital technologies to help teachers, but the problem is that if you find
some one expert in digital technologies, this person lacks the foreign language by which he would
provide a lot of help for both teachers and learners.

To what extent do you think your department integrates effectively digital technologies in
classrooms?

There are no attempts of technology incorporation from the department, but from colleagues there are
some attempts. Sometimes we try to use some digital tools in writing classes, we try to exchange; for
example, good websites for learning languages or information about these digital tools, we do collaborate
in such things limitedly, but it is ok in general.

Do you use digital technologies in EFL writing instruction? If yes, what kind of technologies do
you use? If no, why not?

I sometimes use data show in writing class which is a very traditional mode, but for the use of other
advanced digital technologies, |1 would certainly say that we are really behind the curve.

Do you get any technical support from your department or colleagues concerning the integration
of new technologies?

You might have support from the one who is interested in the use of these technologies. You might have
support from the one who possesses the equipment for the use of technologies. However, from the rest
who do not have any equipment or are not interested in the equipment, you will have no support. Also
not all people are interested, if you have got a number of people who are interested in the use of
technologies, you will have perhaps more people who are not interested or are still resenting and refuting
the use of technologies.

How can we integrate technology to improve students’ writing?

Sure, there are plenty of technologies and other possible media to improve students’ writing as the use
of blogs and wikis, where learners are present there and everyone is trying to give assistance to the
collaborative work, and others would correct or provide any kind of feedback. There are many
technologies that are available to develop writing skills, but we don’t use them, the problem is related to
space and time, there is always the time pressure of the module itself in terms of content and in terms of
time allotment.

What kind of web-based activities do you use in teaching writing?
Frankly speaking, | do not use any kind of web-based activities. | work in a traditional way, | deliver
lectures in the normal teaching method and students do their activities in classroom or at home. I think

we don’t have sufficient time to design such online activities, we cannot receive, check and give feedback
to this great number of students that we have in classrooms, it is indeed time consuming.
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14. What is the impact of digital tools such as blogs and wikis on students’ EFL writing?

15.

16.

Blogs and wikis are useful in developing students’ writing, so we can encourage students to write posts
in English via these tools. They can create their own sites to write, post and share with their friends so
that they collaborate in enhancing their writing.

Overall, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies on EFL writing?
Technology; if used appropriately, can develop EFL writing skills to a great extent, because students can
have everything they need on the web-content, but if students do not manipulate their uses, or do not
know how to make their adequate selections, it might affect their writing skills negatively, so it all
depends on the way it is used.

How do you think teaching writing will be different in the far future?

I expect that the teaching policy will change in the far future and all types of learning will be online, so

we have to look for the ways of improving technology uses in writing classes, and we have also to
develop our digital competence so that we can meet the requirements of this digital age.
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Abstract

This study investigates the impact of digital technology integration and digital literacy competency on enhancing
EFL students’ writing performance. It also examines EFL teachers and students’ levels of digital literacy proficiency,
their attitudes towards technology incorporation in EFL writing instruction, and the current status of technology
integration in EFL writing class. Data was collected from 150 EFL third-year students and 40 EFL instructors at
M’sila University’s English department using a quasi-experimental design and a mixed-methods approach. The
control group was taught the writing course using the traditional teaching method, while the experimental group
received technology-enhanced instruction. Data collection methods included questionnaires, writing tests, and
interviews. The study findings revealed that EFL teachers were highly digitally literate, but were more skilled with
basic technologies than with advanced ones. EFL students had an insufficient level of digital literacy; they were
proficient in social networking but deficient in advanced technology. Despite EFL teachers’ positive attitudes toward
new technologies, the use of technology in EFL writing classes was limited. In addition, data demonstrated that the
correlation between EFL writing skills and digital literacy competency is statistically significant, and that the
integration of digital technology improves EFL students’ writing performance. On the basis of these findings,
suggestions were made for the successful use of digital literacies and digital technologies in tertiary EFL writing
contexts.

Keywords: Digital literacy; digital technology; EFL students; EFL teachers; writing skills.
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Résumé

Cette étude examine I’impact de 1’intégration de la technologie numérique et la compétence de littératic numérique
pour ’amélioration de la performance en rédaction des étudiants en classes d’anglais comme langue étrangere. Elle
(étude) également examine les niveaux de compétence en littératie numérique des enseignants et des étudiants, leurs
attitudes vis a vis de I’incorporation de la technologie numérique dans 'enseignement de I'écriture, et I'état actuel de
l'intégration de la technologie dans 1’enseignement de la rédaction en anglais, langue étrangere. Les données étaient
recueillies aupres de 150 étudiants de troisieme année et 40 enseignants au niveau du département de la langue anglaise
a ’Université de M’sila en adoptant un plan quasi-expérimental et une approche de méthodes mixtes. Le groupe
controle a regu le cours de rédaction selon la méthode traditionnelle, tandis que le groupe expérimental a re¢u un
enseignement renforcé par la technologie numérique. Les méthodes de collecte des données comprenaient des
questionnaires, des tests de rédaction, et des entrevues. Les résultats de cette étude ont révélé que les enseignants de
I’anglais étaient bien instruits numériquement, mais ils étaient plus compétents avec les technologies de base qu’avec
les technologies avancées. Les étudiants avaient des connaissances insuffisantes en littératie numérique, et ne
pouvaient maitriser les technologies avancées, cependant, ils étaient habiles avec les réseaux sociaux. Malgré les
attitudes positives des enseignants vis a vis des nouvelles technologies, leur utilisation dans les cours de rédaction en
classe d’anglais était limitée. En outre, les données ont prouvé que la corrélation entre les compétences de rédaction et
la compétence en littératie numérique est statistiquement significative, et que I'intégration de la technologie numérique
améliore les performances des étudiants en rédaction. Sur la base de ces résultats, des suggestions étaient proposées
pour une utilisation effective des littératies numériques et des technologies numériques dans les contextes d'écriture en
anglais comme langue étrangere.

Mots-clés: Littératie numérique; technologie numérique; étudiants ALE (anglais langue étrangére), enseignants ALE;
compétences en rédaction.
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