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Abstract—It can be argued that multimodal digital literacy practices 

promote the development of literacy skills needed for today’s world without 

being constrained to one mode of learning. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the 

employment of multimodal practices during instruction within EFL classrooms 

in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) is minimal and fraught with obstacles to 

its effective utilization. It is, therefore, important to determine whether this is 

the case and, if so, to develop strategies that would ameliorate this situation. 

This study, therefore, sought to identify KSA postsecondary EFL instructors’ 

self-reporting of their use of various types of technology, computer software, 

and online software; the different teaching/learning and assessment strategies 

that they employ; the obstacles they face with the use of technology in their 

classrooms; and their beliefs about the use of multimodal digital literacy 

practices for teaching and learning. The study, which was based on the premises 

of social semiotic theory, utilized a mixed-methods design from which survey 

and focus group interview data were triangulated. The findings demonstrated 

that while most postsecondary EFL instructors have a strong positive attitude 

towards multimodal digital literacy practices and make robust use of specific 

types of technology and software programs, obstacles prevent these practices 

from being more widely and frequently deployed in the KSA. Suggestions for 

how to make a transformation to a more pronounced use of multimodal 

practices happen and the limitations to the study are also presented. 

Keywords—Information and communication technology, multimodal digital 

literacy, EFL teaching and learning. 

1 Introduction 

We live in an era where people around the world possess a considerable reliance on 

information and communication technology. Computers, tablets, and smartphones are 

essential tools that most people use ubiquitously throughout their personal, 
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professional, and / or educational lives. It is, therefore, necessary that such 

technology, and its concomitant multimodal offerings, serve as a mainstay for 

teaching and learning. But do they? And more particularly relevant to the aim of this 

study, to what extent are multimodal digital literacy practices part of the instructional 

offerings within KSA postsecondary EFL classrooms? 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to identify KSA EFL postsecondary 

instructors’ perceptions of the use of multimodal digital literacy practices during 

instruction. Specifically, this study sought to identify these instructors’ self-reporting 

of their use of various types of technology, computer software, and online software, 

the different teaching/learning and assessment strategies they employ, the obstacles 

they face in using technology, and the degree to which they have received 

professional development on the use of multimodal digital literacy practices. 

2 Review of the Literature 

Multimodal activities can be defined broadly as the ones that focus on the various 

modalities of learning, such as text, image, gesture, and speech, to encourage 

meaning-making in the classroom [1]. It is essential to clarify that multimodal 

activities are not limited to the usage of technology. It is mainly the integration of 

multiple modes to improve learners’ experiences, their understanding of the English 

input materials, and their engagement in the learning context. Digital literacy is 

another term that refers to a constituent of media literacy on various digital platforms; 

it refers to a learner’s ability to explore, assess, create, and deliver clear evidence of 

learning through writing and other forms of communication. It is critical to point out 

that using multimodal activities with the EFL students is a shared responsibility 

between the teacher and learner [2]. In other words, through the use of social 

networking platforms, EFL students can share experiences and produce assignments 

with a teacher in digital space platforms. Similarly, a teacher can also interact with a 

learner on particular learning problems and give feedback, hence creating a mutual 

learning process [3]. For example, the use of new English vocabulary can be taught 

through social media platforms, and a teacher can request learners to construct 

sentences or write a story using specific terms. 

Mills [4] stated that literacy has historically focused more on written language, and 

other forms of communication, such as music and visuals, have been regarded as 

marginal. Chisholm [5] argued that traditional approaches to literacy teaching, which 

rely mostly on the printed text, are restrictive and insufficient. He stressed the need to 

integrate new multimodal methods, such as multimedia technologies, as a way of 

increasing learner engagement. Also, giving personalized multimedia activities (i.e., 

multimedia that highlight the face and / or voice of the instructor) to EFL students 

makes them more engaged compared to less personalized activities [6]. Multimodal 

approaches, as Chisholm [5] claimed, aids student control of knowledge, activates 

interest in the subject matter, and guides the understanding of many concepts. Other 

studies [1], [7] have suggested that schools require a wide range of expertise and 

multiple multimodality resources to increase learner understanding of concepts and 
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ideas related to new literacies, which focus on digital literacies, such as social 

networking sites, text messaging, and online communication. The idea of shifting 

from the traditional methods of language teaching to more innovative teaching modes 

has a strong line of research advocates [8], [9] who emphasize the significance of 

using multimodal activities in English language classrooms for language 

development. 

According to Kress [10], over the past few decades, learners have come to rely on 

more on-screen text (e.g., platforms like Blackboard or PowerPoint presentations) and 

less on-page text. This noticeable shift has implications for the development of 

English language learning [11]. Wiseman et al. [11] stated that it is difficult for adult 

learners to concentrate without new technologies because such technologies link the 

classroom to the outside world [12]. The idea that technology establishes connectivity 

with a real-life experience requires teachers to consider how they link what is planned 

for instruction to what students are dealing with throughout their working and 

learning environments. When students are actively involved in the learning process, 

they will be able to organize content into a helpful schema [4]. In this regard, a shift 

from monomodal to multimodal learning allows students to learn experientially. 

Smith [13] pointed out that EFL classroom interaction does not only depend on the 

availability of technological resources but also entails the usage of multimodal 

semiotic inputs (e.g., photo essays, e-comics, and podcasts) that create a difference in 

learning experiences. 

It can be argued that the current turn to digital literacy provides multiple 

opportunities for EFL learners to experience an enhanced learning process through 

writing and reading in a virtual environment. Bezemer and Kress [14] pointed out that 

school materials necessitate “a shift from stability, canonicity and vertical power 

structures to ‘horizontal’, more open, participatory relations in the production of 

knowledge” (p. 10). They also affirmed that providing several modes of 

representations in school curricula develops learners’ literacy comprehension. 

According to several recent studies [6], [7], [15], multimodal activities facilitate this 

natural learning development. One example can be seen in Guo & Xu’s [16] study 

where they found that the incorporation of multimodal activity within the college 

English curriculum can increase learners’ motivation and stimulate the teaching 

environment. Similarly, Pan and Zhang [17] and Sun [18] found that multimodal 

teaching can create a greater collaboration between teachers and students, especially 

within the EFL learning environment (i.e., speaking and reading development). 

Goss, Castek, and Manderino [19] stated that multimodal activities create a 

springboard that brings satisfaction to various learning styles and cognitive 

discrepancies, which enables the learner to achieve learning goals. Goss et al. 

affirmed that using multimodal teaching brings creativity as well as flexibility 

between a teacher and a student during English language classroom interaction and 

improves the learning environment as a result. The authors explained that “Digital 

devices and the Internet provide access to infinite information resources, including 

many with digital enhancements such as simulations, animated 3-D models, dynamic 

representations, and embedded images, audio, and video segments that are linked 

within texts” (p. 338). These digital tools, according to Goss et al., aid in 
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“synthesizing and making sense of information that comes from a wide variety of 

sources and perspectives” (p. 338). Therefore, the authors affirmed that learners need 

to be "digitally literate" and know how to use social media effectively to be 

employable. The application of a multimodal teaching approach could stimulate 

students’ participation in English reading. Goss et al. also found that a great majority 

of the students in their study thought that the English reading class, within which the 

instructor applied a multimodal approach, was more stimulating and these students 

were more willing to participate in classroom activities because of the new teaching 

method. 

For learners, having an opportunity to use multimodal texts gives rise to the 

development of innovative and critical thinking. For example, allowing learners to 

produce multimodal compositions, such as video compositions and screencast, 

enhances their writing and communication skills. Learners can also develop critical 

social skills, such as leadership, problem solving, and cooperation, by interacting 

online. The multimodal components provide a higher chance for students to 

participate with their peers in various ways through written, spoken, and visual texts, 

thereby raising their level of critical thinking by reflecting, critiquing, and providing 

constructive comments. Dalton and Smith [1] stated that engaging learners in the 

lesson involve an application of various communication strategies, and the use of 

communication strategies enables learners to maintain attentiveness, work on simple 

cognitive styles, and stimulate effective ways of memory creation. 

From a broader perspective, the facilitation of multimodal teaching allows learners 

to gain essential (practical) language skills that are required to succeed in the career 

paths after completing college [20]. Through social networking, learning has become 

more comfortable, and learners can use multimodal texts, such as videos, to gain more 

competencies and become more competitive in their career paths. Pandya [20] stated 

that “multimodal composition leads to increases in skill development in traditional 

writing” (p. 184). When learners apply theory to practice, they can examine the 

relationship between what they have learned in the classroom (e.g., expressing their 

opinions in an open Blackboard discussion) and their future professions (e.g., writing 

an evaluative performance of selected companies). Therefore, engaging learners in 

multimodal learning is essential for creating an open relationship between the various 

competencies developed with learning activities. 

Multimodal evaluation feedback can serve various purposes for different 

stakeholders in the education sector, including instructors, learners, and curriculum 

designers. The adoption of these kinds of evaluations should facilitate the EFL 

learning process. McVee and Boyd [21] affirmed that using multimodal formative 

evaluation responds to EFL learners' needs. For example, during the learning process, 

EFL students can use authentic texts—texts that are based on real context and related 

tasks—to learn the English language, which connects their learning with real-life 

dynamic competencies. 

Because most undergraduate students were born in the so-called digital age and 

have developed some technological competence as a matter of course, the use of 

printed texts alone in EFL classrooms could hinder their language learning experience 

[7], [8], [15]. In KSA college settings, teachers use a traditional didactic instructional 
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mode [22], because it has been argued that some aspects of traditional instruction are 

still needed and are prominent in countries such as the KSA [23]. For EFL learners in 

the KSA, the application of these changes in English textbooks through digital 

technologies should enhance the quality of learning and make it easier to grasp new 

content [22]. 

While there has been considerable attention in the literature paid to the use of 

multimodal approaches with K-12 learners in the U.S., Canada, and Australia [24]–

[29], little research has been done on how these approaches are being used in KSA 

postsecondary EFL classrooms. Thus, it is essential to clarify that the use of 

multimodal activities is situated within social literacy practices that aim to connect 

and engage EFL learners in a more dynamic learning experience [30]. This 

investigation is necessary for improving the classroom experience, enhancing the 

level of integration between learners and teachers, and strengthening overall 

classroom communication in the KSA. Furthermore, there is limited practical 

literature on teachers’ perceptions of using multimodal digital media in EFL contexts. 

This research is based on the premise of the multimodal social semiotics theory 

[31]. In Halliday’s [31] view, language is used to make meaningful interactions and 

connections using a variety of modes. According to Kress [9], multimodality 

contributes to learning using diverse modes of communication, such as images, 

graphs, and music, to produce meaning. Kress believed that every mode portrays its 

own function; for example, the image portrays what can take too long to read and 

understand, and colour represents a specific theme or a general message. The image, 

for instance, plays a very integral function in multimodal communication because of 

its ability to grasp readers’ attention [32]. Fisher and Frey [33] perceived 

multimodality as a wide range of texts that apply two or more modes to convey their 

meanings. 

The following are the research questions that will underpin this study: 

1. What types of multimodal digital literacy practices do instructors and their students 

use in Saudi Arabian postsecondary EFL programs? 

2. What are these instructors’ perceptions about usefulness and ease of use of 

multimodal digital literacy practices? 

3. What do these instructors perceive as barriers to the implementation of multimodal 

digital literacy practices? 

3 Method 

3.1 Participants 

Individuals considered eligible for participation in this research were those who 

taught English at a postsecondary institution in the KSA. The deans of English 

instruction-related departments within these institutions were contacted by email 

asking them to forward a request for participation in this research to all faculty within 

their department. There were 137 respondents who fully completed the survey, but 18 
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of these were deemed ineligible for not meeting the a priori criteria, therefore leaving 

119 respondents whose survey data were used for quantitative analysis. Demographic 

information on these participants is included in Table 1. 

This research was reviewed and cleared by the Institutional Review Board of 

Prince Sultan University (PSU IRB-2019-09-0016). Survey participants were 

informed, within the welcome message, that completion of the survey implied their 

consent to participate in this research. Focus groups participants, however, were 

required to read, sign, and forward an informed consent form before participating in 

the interview. No compensation was offered to any participants who completed the 

survey, but those who agreed to participate in a focus group interview were offered a 

certificate of participation in research. 

Table 1.   Participants’ demographic information 

Age (years) n (%) 

19–26 21 (17.6%) 

31–40 64 (53.8%) 

41+ 34 (28.5%) 

Gender n (%) 

Female 107 (89.9%) 

Male 9 (7.6%) 

Not reported 3 (2.5%) 

Highest academic degree n (%) 

Bachelor’s (e.g., BA, BS) 15 (12.6%) 

Master’s (e.g., MA, MS, MEd) 76 (63.9%) 

Doctorate (e.g., PhD, EdD, MD, DDS, DVM) 27 (22.7%) 

Not reported 1 (0.8%) 

Professional certification (e.g., TOEFL, IELTS, CELTA, DELTA) n (%) 

Yes 33 (27.7%) 

No 86 (72.3%) 

Length of time teaching English (years) n (%) 

≤ 5 36 (30.2%) 

6–10 42 (35.2%) 

11+ 40 (33.6%) 

Not reported 1 (0.8%) 

3.2 Measures 

Survey: The survey used in the current study was developed by the researchers. It 

was based on information about multimodal digital literacy use in EFL classrooms 

from the extant literature and from the experience of the first author, who is a 

practicing EFL postsecondary instructor in the KSA. Initial questions within the 

survey prompted the respondents to provide demographic information about 

themselves. The remaining questions required Likert-scale responses about the 

participants’ multimodal digital literacy practices using technology, computer 

software, and online software; their use of various types of teaching/learning and 

assessment strategies; the obstacles they face in trying to use these practices; their use 

of and beliefs about the different modes of communication; and their belief in the 

value of implementing multimodal digital literacy practices in their instruction. 
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The survey was reviewed by four experienced KSA postsecondary EFL instructors 

with an academic rank of associate professor or higher within the field of applied 

linguistics, and changes were made to the organization of the survey and the questions 

within each section of the survey based on their recommendations. LimeSurvey was 

the online platform within which the survey was created and through which it was 

distributed. The survey was made available to eligible faculty in November 2019 and 

was kept open for approximately 2 months, at which time it was ascertained by the 

researchers that no further responses were likely forthcoming. 

Descriptive statistical analyses of the survey were conducted using SPSS, version 

26. Responses to each question in the survey are described within the findings as a 

percentage of the participants who chose a particular Likert scale response category 

and as a mean and standard deviation. The total number of participants who 

responded to each question is also indicated. Differences in the total number of 

respondents among the survey questions exist because some participants failed to 

respond to one or more questions. 

Focus group interviews: Qualitative data were collected through virtual focus 

group interviews using WhatsApp. Forty-four of the survey participants indicated on 

the survey that they would be interested in being interviewed; of those, only eight 

were available to participate on the dates when the focus group interviews were 

scheduled, three in the first interview, and five in the second. Both interviews were 

audiotaped and transcribed. These data were then entered into NVivo, version 12 

through which content analysis was undertaken to identify codes and develop themes. 

4 Findings 

Within this section, the findings from this study are organized according to the 

topics covered in the survey and the themes generated through the qualitative data 

content analysis. Whenever direct quotes from the participants are presented within 

the findings, pseudonyms are used to identify who they are in order to protect their 

identities. 

4.1 Types of technology use 

Descriptive statistics from an analysis of the survey data pertaining to the 

participants’ self-reported use of various types of technology during instruction are 

reported in Table 2. From these results, it can be seen that computers and LCD 

projectors are the technologies used frequently/very frequently by a majority of the 

participants. An almost equal percentage of participants reported using interactive 

whiteboards either frequently/very frequently or never/very rarely/rarely. Just over 

three-quarters of the participants reported employing smartphones 

occasionally/frequently/very frequently during instruction, while a little less than 50% 

and only 20% of the instructors reported using tablets and digital cameras, 

respectively, to this same degree of frequency. 
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During the interviews, most of the participants indicated that they made extensive 

use of technology during instruction. As an example of a typical response to a 

question about technology use, one participant made the following statement: 

In our classrooms, we have desktop computers, and we have LCD projectors, 

and the students have the chance to use their smartphones if there is a need for 

that. For interactive whiteboards, it is the best thing that we are using here since 

all the students like to see the moveable things and the colours on the board itself 

and will give us a chance to create many materials related to the topics or to the 

course itself. (Maha) 

But one participant noted that she would have liked to use technology for 

instruction within the classroom but was not able to do so. She stated, 

I think the university is not applying much technology in the class because 

there’s no PowerPoint, no smartboards in the class. So, it’s hard for me to bring 

all the things with me in the class. (Rana) 

A number of participants talked about the types of technology that their students 

use within the classroom during lectures. One participant declared that 

Students also use either their smartphones or computers. Mostly, they prefer to 

use their smartphones or iPads because it is easier for them to carry around rather 

than their laptops. (Alaa) 

Table 2.  Frequency of types of technology use 

Types of 

Technology 

Never/ 

Very Rarely/ 

Rarelya 

Occasionally 
Frequently/ 

Very Frequently 
N Mean (SD) 

Laptops or 
desktop 

computers 

5% 9% 86% 118 5.42 (1.07) 

Digital 
cameras 

80% 12% 8% 115 2.26 (1.43) 

Interactive 

white boards 
44% 15% 42% 117 3.75 (1.90) 

LCD 
projectors 

6% 18% 76% 117 5.21 (1.14) 

Smartphones 23% 21% 56% 118 4.50 (1.53) 

Tablets 55% 16% 29% 116 3.12 (1.90) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 

4.2 Types of computer software use 

The participants’ self-reported use of different types of computer software is 

displayed in Table 3. As expected, word processing and presentation software are the 

programs used by the greatest and second greatest percentages of participants, 

respectively, frequently/very frequently. In contrast, E-reader and reference 

management software were used never/very rarely/rarely by just over 65% of the 

participants. An almost equal number of participants also reported using desktop 

publishing software either frequently/very frequently or never/very rarely/rarely. 
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During the interviews, participants made little reference to any computer software 

programs that they used during instruction. However, considering the high percentage 

of survey participants who reported using word processing and presentation software 

frequently/very frequently, it is unlikely that most of the interview participants did not 

make extensive use of these programs. The only computer software program that was 

mentioned during the interviews was PowerPoint. For example, as one participant 

stated, 

I sometimes use both PowerPoints of students and for short stories. (Rana) 

Another participant referred to the use of PowerPoint as the computer software 

program that, for her, was the singularly most used program during instruction. She 

indicated, 

As for me, we don’t have a knowledge that would be very formal or knowing a 

lot about new technologies, just PowerPoint and some additional strategies that we 

are trying sometimes, such as blended learning. (Nuha) 

Table 3.  Frequency of types of computer software use 

Types of 

Computer 

Software 

Never/ 

Very Rarely/ 

Rarely 

Occasionally 
Frequently/ 

Very Frequently 
N Mean (SD) 

Desktop 
publishing 

41% 16% 44% 116 3.78 (1.95) 

E-reader 67% 16% 17% 116 2.63 (1.72) 

Presentation 6% 17% 77% 116 5.18 (1.04) 

Reference 
management 

66% 16% 18% 116 2.64 (1.71) 

Word processing 6% 10% 84% 118 5.33 (1.03) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 

4.3 Types of online software use 

The frequency of online software use, as reported by the participants within the 

survey, is described in Table 4. The descriptive statistics displayed in this table show 

that only four types of online software programs have greater than 50% of the 

participants reporting their use frequently/very frequently. These programs, in 

descending order of a number of participants using them, include online dictionaries, 

online videos, online collocation dictionaries, and social media programs. By contrast, 

more than 50% of the participants reported never/very rarely/rarely with respect to the 

use of the remaining types of online software listed on the survey. 

The interview data demonstrate the various types of online software programs that 

participants used and how these programs were used during instruction. For example, 

one participant mentioned her extensive use of a mobile learning system as follows: 

For the smartphones, sometimes we are using some games, and we have to show 

a link to the students, and they have to open the link by using their smartphones, 

especially when we are using clicker questions, they also have to choose the 

answers by using their smartphones, then after that, we will collect all of the 

correct answers and analyze them, and we will put the good answers and the 
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answers that should be corrected, and we will discuss that together in the 

classroom. (Maha) 

This same participant also indicated her use of social media programs during 

instruction, stating that 

We also use social media programs, such as WhatsApp. For each class, there is 

a WhatsApp group, and to this group, we send some extra materials relating to the 

topic, such as pictures, videos, and some new ideas about the topic. (Maha) 

As can be seen from the responses of the survey participants, most made 

occasional, frequent, or very frequent use of online videos. This finding is supported 

by the responses made by many of the interview participants. For example, one 

participant commented as follows: 

I use YouTube sometimes to support listening. I particularly find advertisements 

useful, one because they are quite short but also, they have themes that are 

pertinent to the themes that are being explored in our Q Skills series books. (Alaa) 

She also talked about her use of another online video program, saying that 

I use TED Talks a lot, mostly in terms of assigning it for homework or if there 

are themes or topics that complement what we are covering in class. (Alaa) 

Another participant noted her use of online videos by stating that 

Some podcasts for which we are trying to find authentic materials because 

authentic materials will help the students to create a connection between real life 

and their studying life. For example, we go to some of the BBC audios and TV 

shows. (Maha) 

One participant mentioned her use of a type of online program that had not been 

listed in the survey; that is, an online English language development program. As she 

mentioned, 

We teach Q Skills series books and, so with Oxford, we are able to have online 

versions of the books as well as printed copies. Students also have access to the 

online group for Q Skills. Q Skills also has a discussion board and some other 

additional activities that support the learning that takes place in the classroom. 

(Alaa) 

Finally, one participant made a note of her use of a readability checker. A 

readability checker is an online program that can identify the reading level, usually 

measured as a grade level, of any text up to and including entire books. This 

participant explained that 

For the reading, we are using readability scores for every single text. For 

example, if the students’ level is A1, we have to choose some texts related to this 

level by using some websites and some applications. The website that we have 

Inspect a Text, we have to put the text, and it will check every single word, the level 

of the words, and it will give us some synonyms to replace the words, and it will 

also give us the chance to simplify the language of that text according to the 

students’ level. (Maha). 
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Table 4.  Frequency of types of online software use 

Types of Online 

Software 

Never/ 

Very Rarely/ 

Rarely 

Occasionally 
Frequently/ 

Very Frequently 
N 

Mean 

(SD) 

3D interactive 
reference tools 

60% 21% 19% 117 2.68 (1.74) 

Automated word lists 

and frequency count 
60% 17% 23% 118 2.97 (1.76) 

Automatic text 
summarization tools 

78% 10% 12% 118 2.34 (1.53) 

Blogs 66% 22% 13% 116 2.82 (1.46) 

Collaborative writing 42% 20% 37% 118 3.55 (1.81) 

Corpus consultation 
and analysis 

75% 13% 11% 114 2.28 (1.55) 

Discussion boards 52% 17% 31% 116 3.28 (1.78) 

LMOOCs 70% 13% 17% 117 2.49 (1.71) 

Lexical databases 66% 14% 20% 116 2.61 (1.71) 

Mobile learning 
systems 

64% 16% 19% 118 2.66 (1.76) 

Online collocation 

dictionaries 
25% 18% 57% 117 4.30 (1.70) 

Online dictionaries 13% 19% 68% 118 4.80 (1.37) 

Online interactive 
learning modules 

64% 19% 17% 116 2.64 (1.72) 

Online videos 12% 22% 66% 118 4.90 (1.35) 

Open educational 
resources 

50% 14% 36% 118 3.38 (1.83) 

Podcasts 53% 21% 26% 117 3.15 (1.76) 

Readability checkers 74% 15% 11% 116 2.24 (1.59) 

Social media programs 32% 16% 52% 118 4.02 (1.81) 

Spelling and grammar 

checkers 
33% 27% 40% 118 3.93 (1.66) 

Spoken dialog systems 72% 12% 16% 116 2.41 (1.66) 

Text analyzers 77% 11% 12% 116 2.25 (1.59) 

Translation programs 54% 17% 29% 115 3.09 (1.82) 

Vocabulary profilers 79% 9% 12% 115 2.16 (1.55) 

Webquests 86% 5% 9% 114 1.77 (1.34) 

Wikis 53% 17% 30% 115 3.22 (1.73) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 

4.4 Types of teaching/learning strategy use 

An analysis of the survey data pertaining to the participants’ self-reported use of 

various types of teaching/learning strategies during instruction is reported in Table 5. 

A large majority of the participants reported using collaborative/cooperative learning 

(83%) and lecturing (79%) frequently/very frequently as part of the teaching/learning 

experience within their classrooms. Approximately two-thirds of the participants 

reported using blended, inquiry, student-led, and experiential learning approaches for 

instruction, while the flipped classroom learning approach was split almost evenly 

between those who use it frequently/very frequently and those who never/very 

rarely/rarely use it. 

96 http://www.i-jet.org



Paper—Postsecondary Instructors’ Perspectives on Teaching English as a Foreign Language by Means of... 

While all of the interview participants admitted to using varying degrees of 

lecturing during instruction, only one indicated that it was her primary medium of 

instruction. As she reported, 

I have taught some skills and English literature. And the tools I’m using are 

based on the kind of lecture that I’m giving in the class, traditional way of 

teaching, that I am explaining to the students and they are listening with me. 

(Rana) 

A number of participants mentioned their use of the flipped classroom learning 

approach. This approach is a form of blended learning where both online and face-to-

face learning experiences complement each other. Students prepare for a lecture by 

reading and learning about a topic through a digital medium and then meet with other 

students and the instructor to dialogue and further inquire about what they have read 

and learned. One participant noted that she made regular use of the flipped classroom 

model with her classes. She stated that 

For flipped classroom, I assign any homework, for the students to watch a video 

lecture, or read any material related to the topic that we have. They have to read 

that carefully and bring some questions. During the class time, the students will 

practice what they learned and what they found in their homework and they will 

also discuss that with the teacher and with their colleagues. (Maha). 

Of particular note was an unexpected revelation by one of the interview 

participants about her perception of the differences between digital and traditional 

lecturing approaches on her students’ interest and achievement in her English 

language courses. She revealed the following insight: 

To be honest, I found some changes between using technology in some 

classrooms and not using the technology in other classrooms. With students who 

use the technologies, even their achievements are higher than the ones which used 

the traditional way, and even their attitude toward the English itself. For example, 

they like to go to the classes, and their attendance is higher than in traditional 

classes. (Maha). 

Table 5.  Frequency of types of teaching/learning strategy use 

Types of 

Teaching/Learning 

Strategies 

Never/ 

Very Rarely/ 

Rarelya 

Occasionally 

Frequently/ 

Very 

Frequentlya 

N Mean (SD) 

Blended learning 21% 20% 59% 116 4.41 (1.61) 

Collaborative/coope

rative learning 
6% 11% 83% 116 5.27 (1.15) 

Experiential 

learning 
35% 28% 37% 116 3.83 (1.64) 

Flipped classroom 

learning 
41% 25% 34% 116 3.54 (1.68) 

Inquiry-based 

learning 
29% 25% 46% 116 4.06 (1.58) 

Lecturing 9% 12% 79% 116 5.08 (1.08) 

Student-led learning 29% 34% 37% 116 3.90 (1.50) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 
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4.5 Types of assessment strategy use 

Frequency data pertaining to the self-reported use of different types of assessment 

strategies are detailed in Table 6. Both summative and formative assessment were 

used frequently/very frequently by 88% and 72% of the participants, respectively. 

Assessment involving students was also reported being used fairly regularly by the 

participants, with 83% of them allowing their students to self-assess and 80% 

employing peer assessment among the students occasionally/frequently/very 

frequently. Just over half of the participants never/very rarely/rarely used computer-

based assessment approaches, such as automated writing evaluation, computer-

mediated feedback, and digital portfolios. With respect to portfolios, however, more 

than two-thirds of the participants indicated that assessment involving paper-based 

portfolios was utilized occasionally/frequently/very frequently. 

The interview participants all indicated that they made use of both formative and 

summative assessment strategies. Many indicated that the formative assessment they 

offered was coupled with peer assessment. For example, one participant noted that 

We have a series of formative and summative assessments, and peer assessments 

are part of the process that we use. Actually, it is less about peer assessment and 

more about peer input, where my students get to look at the work and provide peer 

corrections before I finally look at the work. (Alaa) 

Another participant indicated that while she uses peer assessment with her students, 

the practice is not without its problems. She revealed that 

I normally encourage my students to write together and assess each other, but I 

noticed a thing that they end up giving themselves A+ by the end of the activity. 

(Tala) 

One participant provided a description of the diversified nature of her assessment 

practices as follows: 

I am using so much formative assessment, usually with peer, so they work in a 

group and they assess each other. It’s like a competition between them and because 

it’s the first-year students. And, of course, quizzes and test exams. Interviews with 

speaking. I meet every student in the class and interview her. I let her talk about 

herself and family, ambition, and I give her some topics to talk about. (Rana) 

Finally, while none of the participants indicated that they made use of digital 

portfolios, one participant, an English language instructor at a medical college, 

described how she made use of paper-based portfolios as follows: 

About the portfolio, here we ask the students in the college to prepare a 

portfolio for all of their work during the whole year. For example, the writing 

assignments and for some assignments relating to creating scenarios and case 

studies in one portfolio. We assess each of these portfolios each month and at the 

end of the semester, depending on the course itself. (Maha) 
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Table 6.  Frequency of types of assessment strategy use 

Types of Assessment 

Strategies 

Never/ 

Very 

Rarely/ 

Rarely 

Occasionally 
Frequently/ 

Very Frequently 
N Mean (SD) 

Automated writing 

evaluation 
53% 15% 32% 115 3.26 (1.81) 

Computer-mediated 
feedback 

48% 22% 30% 115 3.23 (1.80) 

Digital portfolios 73% 17% 10% 115 2.23 (1.57) 

Paper-based portfolios 31% 19% 50% 116 4.00 (1.78) 

Peer assessment 20% 25% 55% 116 4.41 (1.38) 

Self-assessment 17% 30% 53% 115 4.44 (1.29) 

Formative assessment 16% 12% 72% 116 4.73 (1.45) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 

4.6 Obstacles to using multimodal digital literacy practices 

Participants were asked to identify the degree to which certain factors impeded 

their ability to make effective use of multimodal digital literacy practices during 

instruction. This information is detailed in Table 7. A descriptive analysis of the 

survey found that all of the potential obstacles listed on the survey, with the exception 

of students' resistance to technology and lack of training, existed somewhat or to a 

great extent as real obstacles to the use of multimodal digital literacy practices within 

their classrooms. Most problematic, as reported by the participants, are connectivity 

issues (75%), hardware issues (71%), and lack of technical support (70%). 

The interview participants declared a range of obstacles that impeded their ability 

to use multimodal digital literacy practices. One of the issues identified as most 

problematic, where it existed, was the unreliability of connectivity to the internet 

within the classroom.  

Table 7.  Obstacles to using multimodal digital literacy practices 

Obstacles 
Not at All/ 

Very Littlea 
Somewhat To a Great Extent N Mean (SD) 

Hardware issues 28% 41% 31% 118 2.96 (0.91) 

Software issues 36% 39% 25% 118 2.76 (0.98) 

Lack of technical support 31% 40% 30% 118 2.87 (0.97) 

Student resistance to 

technology 
54% 33% 13% 119 2.39 (0.97) 

Student technology use skill 

level 
47% 36% 17% 119 2.57 (0.92) 

Lack of training for yourself 51% 31% 18% 119 2.39 (1.07) 

Lack of planning and 
implementation time 

45% 31% 24% 118 2.56 (1.09) 

Class size 29% 30% 41% 119 3.03 (0.99) 

Connectivity issues 25% 31% 44% 119 3.09 (0.98) 

Lack of administrator 
support 

40% 26% 34% 119 2.76 (1.10) 

Lack of university vision 45% 28% 27% 119 2.53 (1.17) 

A Data from these response categories were combined. 
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As one participant claimed: 

In class, we have projectors and I use them all the time, but the internet 

connection is a problem. In some classes, it’s weak and the students have problems 

logging in or downloading something. I did some online quizzes but unfortunately 

some students couldn’t open them in class. That is why I am lecturing in class and 

most of the technology work is asked to do out of class. (Nora) 

Institutional support for the use of technology and training in its use for 

pedagogical purposes was strong according to some of the participants, but much less 

for others. As one pointed out, based on her positive experience, 

I found great support from my institution. The way of their support is to support 

us as English teachers by professional development in the use of technologies. We 

did some internal and external professional development workshops. After each 

workshop, we have to come to the classroom, and we have to implement the things 

that we took in the workshops. (Maha) 

Another participant felt very similarly about her experience with support from the 

institution. As she stated, 

We have the dean for technological support, and you can go there and enroll in 

one of the courses there that they use technology and they will help you through it. 

And of course, it will take approximately three days, like two hours per day for 

three days. They are very flexible, and they can repeat the courses for you like 

within a month twice. (Fay) 

But a third participant was less than complimentary about the way that institution 

dealt with the use of technology within the classroom. She opined that within her 

institution, 

We have confusing rules at our university. For instance, the students are not 

allowed to use their smartphones in the class, and yet we are expected to access the 

internet or even ask our students to do online work. And how are they supposed to 

do that if they cannot access their smartphones? So, it’s like these kinds of 

schizophrenic applications of policy with respect to the digital interface as part of 

the learning process. (Alaa) 

This participant went further with her criticism of institutional support by stating 

that 

The institution where I work, well they state that they are actively supporting the 

increase of digital learning. And they are in many ways. All of our classrooms have 

podiums and projectors. The problem is the software is so out of date and the 

podiums don’t often work, so it is really difficult to consistently use these 

technological tools in the classroom. (Alaa) 

Finally, the interview participants were universally convinced that most of their 

students held very favourable views on the use of digital literacy practices to assist 

their learning both inside and outside of the classroom. For example, one participant 

stated that 

They [the students] do have positive attitudes. I can’t say all of them because 

there are some who do have technical problems and they face problems and they 

keep asking me to submit their work in paper hard copy, but the majority, they do 
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have positive attitudes towards technology. They are interested. Once I introduce 

something new, I can feel that they are excited. (Nora) 

4.7 Beliefs about multimodal digital literacy practices 

Within the survey, participants were asked to indicate the strength of their belief 

about the importance (1=unimportant, 2=of little importance, 3=moderately 

important, 4=important, 5=very important) of using the different modes of 

communication within their instruction. Ninety-six percent of the respondents 

reported the use of auditory and written modes of communication as important or very 

important, while 95% and 92% reported believing that the use of visual and 

kinesthetic modes, respectively, was either important or very important. In addition, 

regarding the participants’ belief in the importance of each mode for instruction and 

based on a 5-point Likert scale, a mean and standard deviation of 4.70 (0.59) for 

visual, 4.76 (0.55) for auditory, 4.72 (0.60) for written, and 4.60 (0.66) for kinesthetic 

modes of communication were found. 

Participants were also asked about the frequency (1=never, 2=very rarely, 3=rarely, 

4=occasionally, 5=frequently, 6=very frequently) they believed they used each of the 

four modes of communication during instruction. Analysis of the data showed that the 

visual mode was reported as being used frequently or very frequently by 83% of the 

respondents, while 90%, 87%, and 81% reported using the auditory, written, and 

kinesthetic modes, respectively, frequently or very frequently. Analysis also showed 

that 13%, 8%, 11%, and 13% of the respondents reported occasionally as the 

frequency with which they used the visual, auditory, written, and kinesthetic modes, 

respectively, in their instruction. Based on a 6-point Likert scale, a mean and standard 

deviation of 5.36 (0.94) for visual, 5.47 (0.80) for auditory, 5.40 (0.75) for written, 

and 5.27 (1.03) for kinesthetic modes of communication were reported for the 

frequency that each mode was used during instruction. 

An analysis of the data regarding the participants’ belief about the importance of 

using multimodal digital literacy practices during instruction showed that 66% of the 

participants believed such use to be very important or extremely important, 11% as 

moderately important, and 17% as not important, negligibly important, or slightly 

important, while 6% reported being neutral and two participants failed to answer this 

question. 

5 Discussion 

This section provides a review of the findings from the qualitative and quantitative 

analyses and contributions made regarding EFL instructors’ perceptions of utilizing 

multimodal digital literacy approaches. The first finding reveals that an overwhelming 

majority of the instructors believed in the significance of using all four modes of 

communication during the application of multimodal digital literacy practices. Over 

three-quarters of the instructors also agreed that the use of multimodal digital literacy 

practices in 21st-century classrooms is essential. The acknowledgment of the value of 
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multimodality is consistent with previous studies [24], [34]–[37], where it was found 

that appropriate employment of multimodal digital literacy methodologies and 

resources serves as an optimal intersemiotic complementarity in teaching and 

learning. 

Another key finding of this study is that most instructors are regularly employing 

multimodal digital literacy practices in their EFL classrooms. Multiple usages of 

technology were reported by a high percentage of the EFL instructors, but the type of 

technology employed was, primarily, computers and LCD projectors in concert with 

the use of smartphones by the students. Interactive whiteboards were also used by a 

majority of the instructors, but to a lesser degree than computers and LCD projectors. 

These findings are directly in line with the previous findings of other researchers [38], 

[39] that EFL instructors are indeed employing multimodal approaches within their 

practices, and they are utilizing social media platforms heavily for several purposes, 

including reviewing materials and as an assessment process. However, a difference 

between these reviewed studies could be attributed to EFL instructors’ beliefs that 

some of the integrated multimodal tools they are using or might use add an extra 

burden to both themselves and their students, most notably with respect to workload 

and understanding of technical knowledge. Thus, a recommendation from this current 

research is to stress the significance of the instructors to be digitally literate so that 

they can critically assess any multimodal tools and platforms for productive learning 

practice. 

This study also revealed that word processing and presentation software were used 

very regularly by a great majority of the EFL instructors and, to a lesser extent, 

desktop publishing software. However, a small minority made use of other forms of 

computer software programs, such as E-reader and reference management software. 

Instructors made extensive use of online software programs, but these were mostly 

limited to the use of online dictionaries, online collocation dictionaries, online videos, 

and social media programs. This result ties in well with those from previous studies 

[40], [41], wherein there still exists a gap between the newly emerging technological 

tools and the proper implications of technological pedagogy in the EFL teaching 

context. The usage of necessary programming tools is acceptable, but there is a need 

for different multimodality applications within the EFL context. Moreover, EFL 

instructors’ use of technology in teaching differs in terms of personal preferences and 

technical skills, which might be viewed by EFL learners as constraints to the learning 

process. Teng [41] presented a view that several influences are impacting EFL 

teachers’ incorporation of technology into their teaching, including EFL teachers’ 

inadequate knowledge of technology, absence of updated resources and materials for 

schools and teachers, and lack of specific support for EFL teachers’ technical 

assistance. 

The results of instructors’ reported employment of multimodal digital literacy 

practices showed that while lecturing was the preeminent teaching strategy used by 

the EFL instructors, it was typically complemented by multimodal practices and 

opportunities for students to learn and work collaboratively. A majority of instructors 

also used blended and flipped classroom learning to a lesser but still significant degree 

of frequency. Morell [42] stated that “multimodal competence plays a crucial role in 
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effective interactive lecturing, especially when the language of communication is 

other than one’s own” (p. 71). The current study draws a similar conclusion as Morell, 

which is that effective instruction is mainly related to EFL instructors’ multimodal 

competence, where they comprehend how to combine the potential of different modes 

for meaning making. 

Another interesting finding was that as part of the instructors’ reported use of 

multimodal digital literacy practices was the employment of multiple modes of 

assessment, including formative assessment, summative assessment, peer assessment, 

and self-assessment. Unexpectedly, however, there was a very minimal use reported 

by the EFL instructors of computer-based assessment approaches, such as automated 

writing evaluation and computer-mediated programs, and while some used portfolios 

for their assessment of students, these portfolios were mostly paper-based rather than 

digital. This finding is inconsistent with prior research [40], where it was suggested 

that assessment in the EFL context should incorporate multimodality. The findings of 

the study [43] study revealed that multimodal assessment in the EFL instruction (e.g., 

comments in response to peers on Facebook and their blogs) allows room for the 

learners to be creative and self-regulated. 

The findings of this study also indicated that the primary obstacles to EFL 

instructors’ implementation of multimodal digital literacy practices are internet 

connectivity, class size, and lack of technical support. Instructors also reported a 

substantial degree of acceptance of and aptitude for the use of technology by their 

students. Other potential obstacles, such as software and hardware issues and lack of 

institutional support, limited the ability of a small majority of the instructors to 

provide consistent use of technological applications within the classroom. These 

findings are consistent with other research [44], who showed that there is a vital need 

to foster higher levels of inclusion of technology support to empower pedagogical 

practices related to EFL instructors and learners inside and outside the classroom 

context. 

6 Conclusion 

The results of this study shed light on the contemporary digital literacy practices of 

EFL instructors in the KSA, which serves as an aid for educational policymakers and 

teacher trainers in teacher education for the 21st century. Implications and further 

research are discussed to equip postsecondary instructors with the competences to 

integrate content, instruction, and technology and to comprehend the complex 

interdependence of contextually bound influences that impact their classroom 

promptness in teaching multimodal literacies. 

There are a number of limitations to this research. First and foremost is the concern 

about the validity of the responses provided by the respondents to the survey 

questions. As has been noted [45], self-report data, such as that which was provided 

through the survey and focus group interviews within this study, may be subject to 

social desirability bias. Second, while there was a robust sample of respondents to the 

survey, there were fewer interview participants than were hoped for. It would have 
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been desirable to interview survey participants who were outliers concerning their 

responses to some of the survey questions; for example, one of the 8% of participants 

who made frequent or very frequent use of digital cameras within their instruction. 

Finally, there is no way to know whether the sample participants who responded to 

the survey are representative of the population of postsecondary EFL instructors 

across the KSA. 

It can be concluded, at least with respect to the participants within this study, that 

the use of technology and multimodal digital literacy practices are, to varying degrees, 

an almost universal staple of postsecondary EFL instruction in the KSA. With more 

opportunities for training in the pedagogical use of technology and an improvement in 

the quality of technological infrastructure in colleges and universities, multimodal 

digital literacy practices should become the mainstay of EFL instruction across the 

country. 
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