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Digital literacy and digitalization have rapidly entered curriculum planning as key
development targets in Finnish higher education, and consequently, also in the teaching
and learning of languages and communication. For language teachers, this creates new
development possibilities but also challenges, as new working methods and proficiencies
need to be embraced. In this paper we focus on teacher perspectives of and practices in
digital literacy and seek to identify the development needs they have and the challenges
they face. Our study shows that there is a high level of interest in digital issues in language
and communication teaching in Finland. Teachers are encouraged to include digital elements
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furthering the digital literacy of language and communication teachers in higher education
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Keywords: digital literacy, digitalization, language learning, higher education
Asiasanat: digitaalinen lukutaito, digitalisaatio, kielen oppiminen, korkeakoulutus

VERTAISARVIOITU
k KOLLEGIALT GRANSKAD
' PEER-REVIEWED

www.tsv.fi/tunnus



42  LANGUAGE TEACHER PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES OF DIGITAL LITERACY

1 Introduction

In this paper, we discuss digital literacy and digitalization in the teaching and
learning of languages and communication in Finnish higher education. These two
concepts have rapidly entered curriculum planning in Finnish higher education, and
consequently, also in the teaching and learning of languages and communication.
For language teachers in higher education, this creates exciting and motivating
development opportunities but also for many, pressure to move away from existing
comfort zones. Teachers need to update their pedagogical thinking to include digital
literacy and, consequently, to be able to understand the digital needs of students in
the learning of languages.

The Finnish higher education system consists of 14 universities and 23
universities of applied sciences. As a mandatory part of Bachelor’s degree studies
in both universities and universities of applied sciences, students need to show a
defined proficiency in the two national languages of Finnish and Swedish, and in
at least one foreign language. This is stipulated by the Universities Act (2009) and
Universities of Applied Sciences Act (2014). The current development targets in
higher education aim to improve the quality of education by rethinking education
content, teaching methods, learning environments and the competence of teachers,
as well asincreasing cooperation. In addition, there is a special focus on digitalization
(Ministry of Education and Culture 2018).

Within higher education institutions, several projects have been instigated
that attempt to apply these aims, and two national projects were created to focus
specifically on the teaching and learning of languages and communication: 2digi
and DIGIJOUJOU. The 2digi project (2018) is a national three-year (2017-2019)
project of FINELC (2018), the network of Finnish university language centres. The
project consists of 26 teachers and a steering group of 6 members from various
university language centres. Nelson is coordinating the 2digi project and is similarly
a member of the steering group. The aim of this work is to enhance digital literacy
and its implementation in the learning of languages and communication. The 2digi
project aims to give tools to teachers to enable them to better understand digital
literacy and digitalization, and also to examine how these can be an essential part of
the development of teaching in a way that is meaningful both for the teacher and for
the student.

The DIGIJOUJOU project (2018) is a national three-year (2017-2019) project
financed by the Ministry of Education and Culture. The project has 52 teachers and
a steering group of 12 members from 4 universities and 8 universities of applied
sciences (Juurakko-Paavola and Rontu are coordinating the DIGIJOUJOU project
and are members of the steering group). Consequently, the project crosses over the
boundaries between universities and universities of applied sciences. The project
focuses on the national languages of Finnish and Swedish, but also aims at providing
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learning models that are both applicable to, and promote the development of
learning in other languages. The goals of the DIGIJOUJOU project are to support
the development of the curriculum towards ‘digipedagogical’ learning solutions,
develop flexible study paths and enhance national networking and teacher
collaboration. By ‘digipedagogical’ learning solutions we refer to systematic choices
of new technologies and applications based on pedagogical criteria: Why use this
technology? To whom and to which purposes does this technology fit? Where, when
and how should the technology be used? (Stanley 2013: 4-5; Walker & White 2013:
145; Stickler & Hampel 2015: 68).

The aim of this study is to gain an overview of teacher perspectives of digital
literacy and to identify the development needs and the challenges teachers face. In
the study, we combine the results of two surveys conducted within the two different
projects on digitalisation, reported in this article. We work with a number of research
questions: 1) Do teachers believe a digital element in their teaching to be important?
2) What digital devices do they use in their teaching? 3) How far has digital literacy
been adopted in curricula development? 4) Do teachers know what digital literacy
is, and if they do, what do they think it is? 5) What skills do teachers have at present
and what are their development needs for the future? In this paper, we start by
defining the central concept of digital literacy before presenting our methodology.
Our results elucidate five areas of teacher perception and practice in digital literacy
and we conclude with a variety of suggestions for future development and practice
of digitalization in language centre teaching.

2 Theoretical background

The theoretical background focuses on the concept of digital literacy. Digital
literacy provides a working framework by which to study digitalization and the
digital environment in education, and how teachers both understand and practice
digitalization.

2.1 Defining digital literacy

The literature behind the concept of digital literacy is broad, diverse and ultimately
can be confusing in its overlapping use of terminology and conceptualizations. The
breadth of this literature is matched by the ubiquity of the digitalization process in
higher education over the last twenty years or more.

Digital literacy is first and foremost a core 21st century skill (Binkley et al.
2012) required in the workplace of the future (Davies et al. 2011) and is one of the six
“drivers of change” (2011: 3) that will change the working landscape. Digital literacy
is also recognized as a key competence by the European Union (Ala-Mutka 2011:
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15). More recently, the World Economic Forum (2016) also singled out the rise of
technology as a driver of change.

The concept of digital literacy as it is currently understood was introduced
by Gilster (1997): he redefined literacy to focus on the digital environment, “literacy
for the digital age” (Gilster 1997, cited in Bawden 2008: 28). Thus, to be literate in
the 21st century, Gilster noted the need to have a grasp of core digital skills. These
included “knowledge assembly”, building a“reliable information hoard” from diverse
sources, retrieval skills, plus “critical thinking” for making informed judgements
about retrieved information, with wariness about the validity and completeness of
internet sources. Significantly, as stated by Bawden (2008: 20), an awareness of the
value of traditional tools in conjunction with networked media was emphasized.

A comprehensive overview of the development of digital literacy can be found
in Bawden (2008: 21) from its origins in computer literacy or IT literacy to information
literacy in the 1980's and beyond. Central to information literacy was the notion
that digital literacy is not simply concerned with technical skills and the ability to
use computers. This became a key tenet of Gilster (1997: 15) who noted that it is
about “mastering ideas, not keystrokes”. Thus, digital literacy can be defined as one
of the survival skills in the digital era. It constitutes a system of skills and strategies
used by learners and users in digital environments (Eshet-Alkalai 2004: 102).
Bawden (2008: 28) continued by propounding “four general agreed components
of digital literacy”: 1. underpinnings, that is literacy per se, and computer and ICT
literacy; 2. background knowledge: a knowledge of the new world of information
and the nature of information resources; 3. central competencies (reading and
understanding digital and non-digital formats; creating and communicating digital
information; evaluation of information; knowledge assembly; information literacy
and media literacy); and finally, 4. attitudes and perspectives.

An important view of digital literacy for our research comes from Lankshear
and Knobel (2006), who suggested that “[d]efinitions of digital literacy are of two
main kinds: conceptual definitions and standardized sets of operations intended to
provide national and international normalizations of digital literacy” (Lankshear &
Knobel 2006: 12). In addition to defining what digital literacy is, there is also the
need to look at how these definitions are applied in the real world. White (2015:
28) defines digital practices in the following way: “the study of how individuals and
groups use and apply digital technologies to everyday tasks, learning and work ..."
and refers to two models for examining digital practice: those of White and Le Cornu
(2011) with their“visitors” and “residents” paradigm and Sharpe and Beetham (2010).

Sharpe and Beetham (2010) suggest a pyramid model where each level
represents part of the process involved when individuals engage with digital literacy:
access and awareness, skills, practices and identity. Sharpe and Beetham’s model
has been incorporated by the Joint Information Systems Committee (Jisc 2018) and
expanded into a detailed seven-element developmental framework and then later
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into a framework consisting of six elements of not simply digital literacy, but digital
literacies in the plural: 1) information, data and media literacies, 2) digital creation,
innovation and scholarship, 3) digital identity and wellbeing, 4) communication,
collaboration and participation, 5) digital learning and self development, and
finally 6) ICT proficiency linking the elements together. This six-element framework
was used as the basis for the survey of Finnish language centres in January 2017,
reported in the present study.

2.2 Surveying digital competences

In order to gain an overview of teacher digital literacy, it is possible to garner
information from two directions: firstly from the teachers themselves, but also from
the students who share the same working space with them. There is a long history
of research on student perceptions of and wishes into how digital aspects could or
should be incorporated into their studies. The series of ECAR surveys (for example,
Kvavik & Caruso 2005; Brooks & Pomeranz 2017) have recorded the changing
interests of students in higher education. They show the increasing expectations
higher education students have in terms of the use of digital implementation with
a year-on-year rise in the popularity of blended courses (see also The New Media
Consortium 2017). In Finland, studies carried out by Jalkanen and Taalas (2013)
and Mutta et al. (2017) have included questions related to student digital practices.
Jalkanen and Taalas (2013: 86) pointed to the previously noted ubiquity of digital
tools in studies and stressed the need for students to be guided to find the most
suitable digital tools. Mutta et al. (2017: 195) found that students were positive about
the use of technology in a formal environment when teachers were competent in the
use of relevant digital tools. Thus, whilst these surveys dealt with student rather than
teacher perceptions, they point very clearly to the digital demands being currently
placed on teachers in tertiary education by their students. For language teachers in
a university setting, knowledge of digital literacy has become in practice obligatory.

This need for teachers’ digital competence has been noted regularly in the
literature (Krumsvik 2008; Stickler & Hampel 2015), and some studies have dealt
directly with teachers’ digital attitudes and/or competence. A recent survey carried
out by Milliner et al. (2016) examined the digital literacy of language teachers in
tertiary education. In this survey that partly mirrors the 2digi survey, the authors
attempted to discover the overall level of teachers’ digital literacy. Milliner et al.
(2016) wanted to find areas where teachers still need help, but also how well
teachers can perform in a technology-rich environment. However, unlike in the
present study, their interpretation of digital literacy leant heavily on the practical
“competencies” of Bawden mentioned earlier and did not explore it as a concept
in itself. In Finland, a recent survey was carried out by the Trade Union of Education
(OAJ) on the digitalization of teaching at all levels of education (Hietikko et al. 2016).
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The results of the survey showed that teachers in general were positive towards this
process, but that tertiary level teachers especially expressed fears about teaching
becoming more shallow as a result (Hietikko et al. 2016: 9).

3  Materials and methods

Themethodology usedfortheoriginal 2digistudy was questionnaire-basedand made
use of the Jisc Example Teacher Profile and the Jisc Digital Literacies Development
Framework. Sharpe and Beetham’s (2010) pyramid was used as the basis to develop
the main questions (see Appendix 1): what functional access do teachers have, how
do they evaluate their own and their colleagues’ current digital skills, what do they
perceive digital literacy to be, how far it has been developed in their curricula and
what pedagogical practices are already in place. The questionnaire firstly evaluated
respondents’ functional access; that is, what digital tools are available in their daily
working life. Their digital skills were then noted by using the “l can” statements of the
Jisc matrices. The second half of the questionnaire asked respondents to evaluate
their own and their colleagues’ knowledge of what they consider digital literacy to
be. Finally, respondents were asked to analyze how far digital literacy has penetrated
curricula design and what pedagogical approaches have been used.

The survey was written in English using Webropol 2.0, translated into Finnish
and distributed to all Finnish language centres in January 2017.The survey was open
27.1.2017-6.2.2017.The question types consisted of multiple choice questions (yes/
no/not sure), open questions for more reflective issues and a variety of statements to
be evaluated with a Likert scale of 1-5. One completion reminder was sent four days
before the deadline date. In total, 104 replies were received from twelve different
language centres with a response rate of approximately 20% (104/521). Replies were
then analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. The qualitative analysis was
carried out in part by analyzing the subjects’ view on what they considered digital
literacy to be by using Bawden’s (2008) four elements of digital literacy and assigning
each answer to one or more of the elements.

This same 2digi survey was then used in March 2017 as the basis for designing
a survey for another target group: language teachers at the universities of applied
sciences. Some background questions were added to this second version, and the
format of the survey was different, but the contents of the questions and the scales
used were the same, as from the outset the idea was that the results from these two
surveys could be comparatively studied. This survey was written only in Finnish.

A link to the Webropol survey was sent to all universities of applied sciences
10.4.2017, and a reminder was sent before the survey was closed 12.5.2017. 113
language teachers from 21 universities of applied sciences took part in the survey.
There is no current data available about the exact number of language teachers
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working at the universities of applied sciences, but the response rate can be
estimated to be approximately the same as for the university language centres (113/
about 600 teachers). The sample can also be considered representative, because the
respondents consisted of teachers of nine different languages and were teaching in
all eight fields of studies offered at the universities of applied sciences. Most of the
teachers had more than 15 years of teaching experience, and ages ranged between
40 and 60 years old. This background data was not used in the analysis of the results
for this article, however, because there was no similar data available from the 2digi
surveys.

4 Results

We now present the results of our surveys. We have analysed separately the replies
from the UAS and ULC language teachers and compare these results in terms of the
following aspects: digital elements in teaching (section 4.1), knowledge of digital
literacy (section 4.2), application of digital literacy in curriculum work (section 4.3),
individual digital skills (section 4.4) and development needs for the future (section
4.5). We have also compared the English and the Finnish replies from the university
language centre teachers in some cases where we found interesting differences.

4.1 Digital elements in teaching

Approximately half of the teachers both at the universities of applied sciences (UAS)
and at the language centres of universities (ULC) totally agreed that it is essential
to have a digital element in their teaching (see Figure 1). 24-29% of them partly
agreed, and 14-20% were not sure about their opinion. A small number of teachers
fully disagreed with the statement.

Teachers were asked if they had access to digital devices in their teaching and
if they were actually using these devices. As can be seen in Table 1, the only device
all the teachers had access to was a computer (only one UAS teacher was not using
one). Most of the teachers also had access to mobile phones, but only 24-35% of
them actually used them. Surprisingly, document cameras were, in fact, used more
often. About 40% of the teachers had access to iPad or tablet use in their teaching,
but only 24-28% of them used it.
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FIGURE 1. Having a digital element in my teaching is essential (% of language teachers,
n=104 ULC, n=113 UAS; 5=agree fully, 1=disagree fully).

TABLE 1. Access to and actual usage of digital devices (% of language teachers).

Digital device UAS (n=113) ULC (n=104)
Access to Actual usage Access to Actual usage

computer 100 98 100 100
mobile phone 72 35 63 24
document camera 46 38 62 38
iPad/tablet 38 24 44 28
video camera 33 17 56 22
Apple TV or other streaming 9 5 24 11
device

The most notable differences between the ULC and UAS teachers could be seen in
access to document and video cameras and Apple TVs: the ULC teachers had more
access to these devices than the UAS teachers.

4.2 The concept of digital literacy

52% of the UAS teachers believed that they knew what digital literacy means,
whereas half of the teachers with Finnish replies from ULC replied that they were not
sure what digital literacy means. Interestingly, there was a clear difference when this
result was compared to the replies from the English version of the questionnaire in
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ULC where 70% of teachers felt they were sure about the meaning of digital literacy
(see Figure 2).

ULC English replies

o
5
S
8
g

100

Hyes Eno MEnotsure

FIGURE 2. Understanding of the concept of digital literacy (% of language teachers; n=25
ULC English, n=84 ULC Finnish, n=104 UAS).

In the initial university survey, answers to the English survey showed clear divergence
to the answers given in Finnish: 70% to 37% in terms of how clear digital literacy is
and 26% to 50% in regard of how unclear it is. These results may be related to the
fact that digital literacy is a concept still firmly embedded in the English language.

70-83% of the teachers said that they were interested in the concept of
digital literacy (see Table 2). However, only 66% of ULC teachers indicated that they
had discussed digital literacy at their university, whereas 90% of the UAS teachers
answered that they had done so. 65% of the ULC teachers also felt unsure whether
their colleagues understood the concept of digital literacy, as opposed to 42% of
the UAS teachers. Most of the UAS teachers (52%) thought that their colleagues
understood the concept.
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TABLE 2. Teachers'opinions about selected statements (% of teachers).

Statement UAS UuLC
N=113 N=104
yes no not yes no not
sure sure

The concept of digital literacy interests 83 6 11 70 9 21
me.
We have discussed digital literacy in our 93 1 6 66 8 25
university.
My colleagues know and understand the 52 5 42 34 1 65

concept of digital literacy.

In terms of teachers’ understanding of digital literacy (question 9, Appendix 1), the
2digi study answers were categorized according to Bawden’s (2008) four elements
of digital literacy. The answers showed that teachers’ perceptions of digital literacy
focused most heavily on the very practical central competencies that they felt they

and their students needed (see Figure 3).

Digital Literacy

Attitudes and perspectives I 1

Background knowledge I 1

Underpinnings - 21

o
=
o

FIGURE 3. University language centre teachers’ perceptions of digital literacy (n=84).

70

The same tendencies could be seen in the answers of the UAS language teachers.
Most of them mentioned the use of different tools and applications as central

competencies as in the following examples.

Natural use of digital tools and making use of them in one’s work, and understanding

their use and pedagogical benefits.
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You can make use of technology in teaching, assessment and planning. You can teach
your students how to use digital tools in teaching.

Varied, fluent and safe use of digital technology retrieving and handling knowledge,
materials production and communication.

These examples were translated from the original Finnish answers to English by the
authors.

4.3 Digital literacy in curricula

Results showed that teachers were encouraged to add digital literacy elements to
their teaching both at universities and at universities of applied sciences (see Figure
4). About 90% also thought that technology was actually used to support students’
learning and research. However, when it came to digital literacy in curricula,
there seemed to be some differences between the two groups of teachers: at the
universities of applied sciences digital literacy was mentioned more often in the
curricula (46%), compared to only 33% of the university language centres. Moreover,
students’ digital literacy was more frequently assessed as part of the curricula at the
universities of applied sciences.

Students' digital literacy is assessed as part of
our curricula

| S
Teachers' digital literacy has been assessed “
Digital literacy is explicitly mentioned in our m
curricula 46
| have been given training on teaching digital m
literacy 72
I know who to go to for help with digital _2
literacy issues 78
Technology is being used to support students' _87
learning and research 90
| am enouraged to add digital literacy _90
elements to my teaching 94

50 100

o

mULCyes mUASyes

FIGURE 4. Digital literacy in curricula and teachers’ perceptions (% of language teachers;
n=113 UAS, n=104 ULQ).
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The differences were even more prominent regarding how many teachers had been
given training in teaching digital literacy: 72% of the UAS teachers had participated
in training, whereas only 53% of the ULC teachers had had that possibility. We
found that teachers' digital literacy was seldom assessed: only the skills of 7% of the
ULC teachers and 19% of the UAS teachers had been assessed. Finally, most of the
teachers (72—78%) knew whom to consult for help with digital literacy issues.

4.4 Teachers'digital skills

The teachers were also asked to assess their own digital skills. 30% of the ULC teachers
who answered the English version of the survey assessed their digital skills to be
at level 5 with the scale 1-5, whereas only 8—11% of the teachers who answered
the Finnish version thought their skills would be as good (see Figure 5). The most
typical assessment was 4, both among UAS teachers and those ULC teachers who
answered the English version of the survey. The ULC teachers who answered the
Finnish version chose 3 and 4 almost as often.

30

45 42

45
43
40 37
35
30
30 76
i
2
1 10 s 11
1 B
I : I
i []
0 0
D | .
1 2 3 4 5

B UAS WULC Finnsh mULC English

[ I = T T < T T

FIGURE 5. Teachers' self-assessment of digital skills (% of the teachers; n=113 UAS, n=84 ULC
Finnish, n=25 ULC English).

Only a small number of teachers assessed their skills to be at levels 1-2. These results
are in line with the survey carried out by Milliner et al. (2016), who found almost the
same distribution of results on a four-point scale measuring teachers’self-perceived
computer and internet literacy.
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The teachers were also asked to provide details about their skills with different
digital technologies by responding to a number of “l can” statements on the scale
1-5 (1=poor, 5=very good). The averages of their answers are illustrated in Figure
6. The same tendency can also be seen here: the ULC teachers with English replies
had the highest averages in all cases. The most remarkable difference was found in
instructing the students to use digital tools: the teachers with English replies felt
they had good skills (4=good), whereas the teachers with Finnish replies and also
the UAS teachers had an average at level 3.

| can participae in digital academic communities, eg use 12 274
online tocls such as Mendeley or Academiaedu towork... —,sz
| can usetechnology to share information, review and

32
comment on my stu-dents' work, eg Word, Moodle, ... I fﬂf

| can usetechnologiesto support learning acros qum
boundaries of time and space _E?B_{
| can instruct my students in the use of the ayove _53233 404
| can teach and communic a&e using a range of digital 1 4726
medig eg text, audio, video and graphics in digital format I — §’;
| can organize and manage digital resources, eg create 461
folders, favourites, links etc. Y 5

| can use, locate, and access the informarion Ineed | ; { >
| can use communication and presentaion tools, eg

Outiock, Pawerpot I — 17
| can use search engines |, 7,1

ULCEnglish mULCFinnsh M UAS

FIGURE 6. Averages of teachers’answers to “l can” statements (n=113 UAS, n=84 ULC Finnish,
n=25 ULC English).

Clearly, the weakest skill common to all teachers was that of participating in digital
communities, though teachers with English replies had a slightly higher average in
this regard.

4.5 Development needs in the future

One of our key questions for the surveys and this article was how teachers viewed
their development needs for the future. Thus, teachers were asked how important
they thought a variety of steps would be in developing their own digital literacy
skills in the future on a scale of 1-5 (1 = not important, 5 = very important). The
UAS teachers generally considered that all the above mentioned steps were more
important when compared to the ULC teachers (see Figure 7). This difference
between the teacher groups was clearest regarding the definition of digital literacy
and developing basic ICT skills, which were both regarded as very important by the
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UAS teachers. The highest need for further training was expressed in both groups
for pedagogical training in order to learn how to use digital technology in teaching.

Digital lteracy as explict part of the currcule | 05
Pedagogical training to learn how digitalmethods can be _4ng
best taught 447

Clear definition of what Digital Literacy is

a

0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5

BULC mUAS

FIGURE 7. The importance of some developmental steps in the future (averages, n=113 UAS,
n=104 UAS).

Teachers were also given the opportunity to comment on all these issues in their
open answers. The same themes recurred in the open sections of both surveys with
more time for taking part in training and learning to use different digital devices
being the most popular. Examples are provided below:

Sufficient resources to develop and apply what one has learned at work.

There should be a dedicated person who can give support to teachers when there are
digital problems, preferably face-to-face support.

Support from the work community and the organization in developing pedagogical
skills in online / e-learning.

Sharing of pedagogically working solutions.

Technical support and guidance, pedagogical training and concrete examples,
support from colleagues and the organization were also high on the list.

5 Discussion

In terms of our initial questions, we found that almost 80% of the language teachers
both at UASs and ULCs considered the digital element in their teaching either
important or very important. In their answers to our question of teachers’ digital
skills assessment, approximately 50% assessed their own digital skills to be good or
very good. However, only approximately 20% of the teachers answered the survey,
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so these results may well give too positive a picture of the real situation. It is possible
that many teachers who are not so interested in digital literacy were among those
who did not take part in this survey, although it was pointed out in the information
letter that it would be important that all teachers with or without special interest in
digital literacy would answer the questions.

As far as we know, these are the first surveys carried out where language
teachers from university language centres and universities of applied sciences
have answered the same set of questions. This facilitated, for the first time, a
comparison between institutions in this regard. The results showed that firstly,
the language teachers at the universities of applied sciences were more confident
in their knowledge about the concept of digital literacy than the teachers at the
university language centres who answered in Finnish. At the same time, the UAS
teachers found it more important to define what digital literacy actually means. The
UAS teachers also considered future training and help more important than their
colleagues at the university language centres. This could partly be explained by the
organizational differences: almost all the universities have a language centre, which
is also responsible for giving this kind of support and training, whereas only a limited
number of universities of applied sciences currently have this kind of centralized
language training. It is more common that the language teachers work in the degree
programs together with other teachers and that there is not so much cooperation
between the language teachers. Despite this difference, teachers in both institutions
focused on the same issues for future development: the need for time, pedagogical
as well as technical training, and local support in both these aspects.

6 Challenges and future developments

Arguably, the most important aspect of this study was to facilitate the formulation
of guidelines for future development. Thus, the results of the two surveys described
in this article are not an end in themselves. They are being used to form the basis
for a national-level strategy for furthering the digital literacy of language and
communication teachers both in universities and universities of applied sciences.
Teachers have indicated what help they need and they are remarkably similar in
both the university setting and in universities of applied sciences. It is now up to the
universities and universities of applied sciences to pay attention to what is needed
at the personal, national and organizational level.

Attheindividual level, itisimportant for teachers to gainaclear understanding
of digital literacy and its applicationin the classroom. Itis alsoimportant that teachers’
individual basic IT skills improve, empowering them to test different applications.
In addition, it would be beneficial to collaborate more both with colleagues and
with students and learn together, rather than struggle alone with different digital
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challenges (see also Jalkanen & Taalas 2015: 183). In this way, teachers can perhaps
better meet the challenges of building individual learning paths for students using
digital media as a resource as suggested by Jalkanen and Taalas (2013: 86).

At the organizational level, the focus needs to be on maintaining and
increasing support for developing basic ICT skills. An efficient form of support, also
mentioned in the open answers in the surveys, is a combination of pedagogical
and technical expertise, e.g. digimentors, digipedagogical experts. Moreover, it is
important to encourage all teachers to recognize the need for continuous personal
development and to reserve time for this. Our views thus echo the recommendations
of Hietikko et al. (2016: 40) who stressed the continued long-term need for local
teacher support and training. It should also be remembered that the individual and
organizational levels are not mutually exclusive. Krumsvik’s (2008: 288-289) study
in Norwegian schools also concluded that whilst teachers should take responsibility
for their own digital development, it needs to be supported at management level to
create a caring and sharing environment.

At the national level, the primary concern should be to inform teachers in all
types of institutions about the pedagogical underpinnings of teaching in a digital
environment. In language and communication studies, digital literacy, its definition
and the applications used need to be brought clearly and systematically into the
curricula at the universities and at the universities of applied sciences. This would be
a natural and necessary development of what has already taken place at the lower
educational stages, i.e. primary, secondary and upper secondary education. We
would also need more open forums for sharing and discussing good practices,
pedagogical experiments and working applications. In addition, more research
needs to be conducted into how different digital applications and methods affect
learning.

Our study has shown that there is a high level of interest in digital issues
among language and communication teachers in Finland. It has also shown that
staff are encouraged to include digital elements in their teaching. Whilst more
organizational assistance has been offered in this area in universities of applied
sciences, increased support is still needed at the university language centres. It is
also important that this assistance does not restrict itself to only the practical ICT-
based skills; it is the pedagogical implications of teaching successfully in a digital
environment that has alluded many teachers until now. The 2digi and DIGIJOUJOU
projects, it is hoped, will go some way to improving this situation and help provide
teachers with the support and knowledge they need for the 21st century classroom.
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Appendix: The 2digi survey questionnaire

A Likert scale of 1-5 was used unless otherwise indicated: 1= negative / 5= positive.
1. Name of my Language Centre

2. | have access to the following for my teaching in my language centre. (Yes/No/Not sure)
« Computer
- iPad/tablet
« AppleTV or other streaming device
+ Video camera
« Mobile phone
+ Document camera

3. How well does your university network (ethernet/wifi) work)?
4. Having a digital element in my teaching is essential.
5. How would you evaluate your own digital skills in the classroom?

6. lregularly use the following hardware in my teaching
« Computer
- iPad/tablet
+ Apple TV or other streaming device
+ Video camera
« Mobile phone
» Document camera

7. Respond to the following ‘I can’ statements according to how you feel your own skills

match the statements. 1 = Poor 5 = Very good.

+ | can use search engines

+ | can use communication and presentation tools, eg Outlook, PowerPoint

+ lcan use, locate, and access the information | need

+ | can organize and manage digital resources, eg create folders, favourites, links etc.

| can teach and communicate using a range of digital media, eg text, audio, video and
graphics in digital format

+ |l caninstruct my students in the use of the above

+ | can use technologies to support learning across boundaries of time and space

+ | can use technology to share information, review and comment on my students’ work,
eg Word, Moodle, Turnitln etc.

+ |can participate in digital academic communities, eg use online tools such as Mendeley
or Academia.edu to work collaboratively
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

LANGUAGE TEACHER PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES OF DIGITAL LITERACY

The concept of digital literacy is clear to me.

Could you say, briefly, what you think digital literacy is? (Open text)

The concept of digital literacy interests me.

Digital literacy been discussed/worked on in our language centre.

My colleagues know about and understand digital literacy.

Answer the following statements according how digital literacy is part of your Language
Centre’s curricula.

- Digital literacy is explicitly mentioned in our curricula

« |lam encouraged to add digital literacy elements to my teaching

| have been given training on teaching digital literacy

« Teachers'digital literacy has been assessed

+ Students'digital literacy is assessed as part of our curricula

« I'know who to go to for help with digital literacy issues

« Technology is being used to support students’learning and research

What pedagogical approaches to digital practices are in use now in your language centre
and how do they facilitate digital literacy? (Open text)

For the future, mark how important you feel the following would be to develop your
digital literacy skills. T = not important, 5 = very important.

« Clear definition of what Digital Literacy is

« Pedagogical training to learn how digital methods can be best taught

«  Support network in my LC to help me

- Digital literacy as explicit part of the curricula

Something else you would like to happen in the future to help you with your digital
literacy skills. (Open text)

Please write any comments you have here. (Open text)



