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Abstract - The present pilot study aims to demonstrate EFL teachers’ perceptions
of their own technology use on student engagement in language classrooms. 21
EFL teachers (17 females & 4 males) were reached with the snowball data
collection technique. Teachers completed an online questionnaire, after they were
taken their written consent by clicking a consent box on the form. Through
qualitative research design, perceptions of EFL teachers towards their use of
digital tools and reasons behind them were revealed. The results of the pilot study
indicate that both experienced and less experienced teachers prefer to use
themselves technology frequently in their language classrooms via computers or
smart boards especially for listening and vocabulary acquisition exercises.
Moreover, they prefer to use teaching videos before preparing their teaching
content and during the class. Thus, teachers stated that students are more
influenced affectively and classes become more joyful due to technological use in
the class. None of the participant teachers were against the use of technology in
language classrooms.
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1. Introduction

In the field of applied linguistics, learner participation within language teaching environments is
meaningful in terms of learner development. The concept of learner participation is interpreted
as 'a readiness to enter into discourse at a particular time with a specific person or persons' by MacIntyre
et al. (1998). Student participation is observed through their endeavour in classrooms with the
active involvement of students in class discussions and language learning activities. This
involvement not only includes verbal expressions, but also emotional and cognitive transfer
(Decristan et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). Despite students’ participation types can be changed,
each student has her/his own type of participation in the class (Papageorgiou et al., 2025). In this
respect, as students devote themselves to their language learning, they exhibit different types of
engagement such as behavioural, cognitive and emotional in time (Fredricks et al., 2004).
Teaching methods and strategies of EFL teachers are formed in relation to the number of students
participating the lesson because these two variables are interrelated (Zhang et al, 2024).
Behavioural participation of students can be observed through their actions, for example
they attend their language classes physically, complete their assignments actively. Rather than
relying solely on oral feedback, integrating digital tools into the classroom has become
increasingly popular due to students’ behavioural responses (Teng & Wang, 2021). In cognitive
participation, problem-solving, deep understanding and strategic thinking are involved (Bond et
al., 2020). Lastly, emotional or social participation is defined as emotional connection among
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student and teacher or student and their peers. In this participation type, student enjoys being in
the class and learning languages (Bergdahl et al., 2024). Moreover, while some of the students are
willing to sound heaps of times, others may refuse to talk or may too be late to engage in learner
activities (Jacknick, 2021).

Including technology-based language learning activities in language classrooms requires
teachers to catch up new technological developments (Wohlfart & Wagner, 2025). For this reason,
old-fashioned EFL teaching methods and tools have been revolutionized with the integration of
new digital tools. Accordingly, it is crucial to integrate technology into the curriculum in terms
of students” demands and their participation in language classes (Panakaje et al., 2025). Teachers
employ Technology-enhanced language learning (TELL) tools in their EFL teaching classes. It is
obvious that technology is just a modern tool to transfer language information, but this cannot
be a sole aim of EFL teachers. They are used to ensure that students can internalize knowledge
effectively thanks to digital tools. Therefore, language teachers should take their instructional
goals and principles into consideration while choosing appropriate language teaching materials
(Alam et al., 2025).

Studies support that the way of using technology changes students' participation in
language classes (Hamarsha & Ismail, 2020). Although the use of digital tools arises curiosity and
engagement among language learners, overuse of these tools without a meaningful pedagogical
integration may undermine student motivation. The amount of time that teachers use technology
is needed to be adjusted meticulously. It is important to acknowledge appropriate timing and
real aim behind using them simultaneously (Nkomo et al, 2021).

This present context-specified research (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) is a pilot study (van
Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001) aims to explore the influence of teachers” use of technology on
student engagement in Turkiye. Rather than addressing a specific gap in the literature, the study
was aimed to provide insights on teacher perceptions in technology use in Turkiye.

After the pandemic, the use of technology in language classes has become widespread
(Awee et al., 2020). Consequently, this integration has made the use of digital tools in language
teaching no longer a fuss; it has been transformed into teachers’ daily instructional materials
(Moorhouse, 2023). Digital technology use in language teaching positively affects students’
English academic performance through learning engagement (Shao et al., 2025).

In a study of Gonen and Zeybek (2021), they enabled students reading tasks using QR
codes in EFL classes. Accessing to reading material becomes easier thanks to QR code and this
boosted curiosity and motivation among students, reinforcing memorization. At the end,
students like the idea of distributing tasks in a unique way to change language learning
environment positively. In addition to QR code-enhanced reading texts, several studies showed
the benefits of integrating collaborative digital tools in language classrooms. Since these tools act
as a scaffold for students in their learning process, the perception of students is shaped more
positively about the use of technology in the class (Abdelshaheed, 2024).

Comparing two language learners, Tagkin et al. (2023) realized that gamification also had
a big role in improving students’ learning process behaviourally and cognitively. With the
growing motivation and interest towards language, students become eager to participate in class
activities. Chan and Lo (2024) state that gamification in EFL classrooms can be applied to multiple
language skills including vocabulary, grammar, listening, speaking, reading, writing, and
pronunciation, rather than being limited to vocabulary learning. Therefore, gamification also can
be implemented into teaching different language skills in EFL environments.

Ramnarain et al. (2023) investigated how South African life sciences teachers’
pedagogical beliefs affect their integration of ICT in the classroom. Nevertheless, some teachers
indicate that there is an inconsistency between technological devices and their pedagogic goals
in classrooms. This contradictoriness is led by curriculum limitations or institutional pressure.
For this reason, teachers may prefer to use technology only partially or alternate between
traditional methods depending on the lesson and their own pedagogical beliefs. In consequence,
Mekheimer (2025) suggested that changing curricula so as to use technology inherently, pose a
potential of providing pedagogical benefits and increasing student motivation.
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These findings show that using authentic materials with collaborative digital tools can
transform the language environment into a more engaging, interactive and meaningful
atmosphere for students. Moreover, taking into consideration to technological devices while
preparing teaching curricula is also beneficial.

Many EFL teachers prefer to integrate digital tools within their classroom daily or
weekly. Nonetheless, limited number of them can provide activities for fostering critical thinking
and ensure collaboration among learners. A study based on Technological Pedagogical Content
Knowledge (TPACK) pursued by Wang (2022) indicates that EFL teachers still have lack of
competence and confidence to promote students’ critical thinking and high-order skills using
technology while teaching language in the classroom. For this reason, even if EFL teachers
reinforce their teaching with technology frequently, it cannot reflect that they integrate
appropriately (Margolin et al., 2019). Shortly, the regular use of digital tools does not guarantee
promising learning outcome. Rather than taking into consideration the amount of time that EFL
teachers give for digital tools, infrastructure improvements for preparing learning materials,
continual institution support are necessary for meaningful digital tool implementation during
language teaching (Zou et al., 2025). Therefore, the current pilot study aims to explore EFL
teachers’ perceptions of their technology using habits in terms of affordance preferences,
implementation frequency, and skill-based analyses.

Recent research on the frequency of using digital tools in language teaching shows that
the continual preference increases student engagement. Even though regular use of digital tools
enhances engagement, the quality and purpose of materials are more decisive on student
curiosity, which is triggered as learners are stimulated to explore functions of tools (Consoli et
al., 2024). Digital learning environments supporting curiosity of students with their contents and
they have a role in pursuing engagement (Maceviciate, 2023). With this realisation, learner
curiosity and engagement can be elevated in long term by integrating technological devices in
specific time intervals or for certain language skills/activities.

The use of digital tools is shaped by teacher beliefs about their effectiveness. If teachers
believe in their preferences of digital tools, this influences engagement of students, becoming a
vicious circle (Zhang & Zhu, 2025). In that perspective, teacher perception directly influences how
these digital tools are used in the classroom.

The 21t century brings many opportunities in terms of digital tools and encourage
language teachers to use technology regularly in their classrooms. However, there are some
factors determining how often these digital tools can be used or for which learning activities they
can be adopted. According to suggestions of Gil-Flores et al. (2017), these factors are shaped by
both personal beliefs of teachers and pedagogical aims. Along with them, the accessibility of
technological devices, material adaptability and teachers’ digital literacy play major roles.
Therefore, using technology in the language classroom successfully requires a good planning.
EFL teachers need to select appropriate digital tools to align with their pedagogical beliefs
(Consoli et al., 2024). In order to facilitate and improve use of digital tools, teacher trainings can
be offered as well. Thanks to these trainings, teachers” ability to integrate technology effectively
into their classes is facilitated and students can benefit from its advantage. Thus, teachers can
elevate their students’ engagement by using digital tools strategically (Raave et al., 2024).

This research based on important theories such as Student Engagement Theory
(Fredricks et al., 2004), and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989). Fredericks et al.
handled student engagement theory from behavioural, emotional, and cognitive aspects,
attributing engagement to potent determinant of academic success. Moreover, TAM suggested
that perception of students facilitate internalizing or pose a challenge against success. Thus,
engagement is tied with teachers” use of technology in the classroom and TAM.

Considering the reviewed literature, it can be inferred that students’ engagement in
language learning is influenced by both the frequency of teachers’ technology use and teachers’
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perceptions. The current research aims to explore whether the frequent use of technological tools
elevates students’ curiosity and engagement in teaching.

RQ1: How do the perceptions EFL teachers on the integration of technological tools raise
students” engagement in language learning?

RQ2: To what extent does the frequency of technological tool use relate to teachers” pedagogical
beliefs?

2. Method

The present research was analysed through qualitative research method design in order to offer
comprehensible outcome (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Thus, this study provides a complete
understanding of the research problem (Ostlund et al., 2011). With the aim of reaching qualitative
data, online survey was created through Google Forms, which is one of the most popular research
tools in 21%t century (Dillman et al., 2014). Also, the research embraced context-based and
explanatory approach, focalizing EFL teachers in Turkiye. The data gathered from open-ended
questions (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007) to explore EFL teachers’ perspectives towards digital tools
in depth during data collection.
2.1 Participants
In total, 40 English language teachers were reached for the research but only 21 of them
participated the online survey voluntarily. The data was collected in seventeen days. Before
starting and after completing the online survey, all participants were asked for their consent.
While gathering data for the research, the snowball sampling technique (Goodman, 1961), in
which current participants recruit further participants from among their acquaintances, is
preferred. The reinforcement procedure went on until no new insights emerged, satisfying data
saturation (Naderifar et al., 2017). The sample includes English teachers whose ages are
approximately between 20 and more than 50 years with varying levels of teaching experience. In
order to provide a descriptive overview of the participants; information such as their ages,
genders, teaching experience years, present school type that they work, and other environmental
factors were collected from participants to fortify validity and transparency (Cohen et al., 2018).
Gender: In total, 21 EFL teachers in Turkiye reached the current research via an online
questionnaire. From total number of participants, 17 (81%) were female English teachers, while
the remaining 4 (19%) were male EFL teachers as it is highlighted in Figure 1. However, none of
the participants selected the choice of “prefer not to say”.

Gender:
21 yamit

@ Female
@ Male
Prefer not to say

Figure 1. Gender distribution of participants
Age: Figure 2. clearly represents age range of EFL teachers. Participants, whose age between 20
and 29 accounted for 61,9% (n=13) of the data, while those aged 30-39 made up 33,3% (n=7).
Moreover, only one participant was 50 years or older.
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Age
21 yanit

® 20-29

@ 2039

® 40-49
@ 50 and above
61.9%

Figure 2. Age distribution of participants
Teaching experience: Figure 3. gives details about teaching experiences of mentioned EFL
teachers understandably. The number of participants with 3-5 years (n=5), 6-10 years (n=5) of
teaching experience and participants had 0-6 months of experience (n=5) were equal at 23,8%
each. Similarly, participants with more than 10 years of experience (n=3) and those with 1-2 years
of experience (n=3) shared the same proportion at 14,3%.

Teaching Experience:
21 yanit

@ 0-6 months

2288 @® 1-2 years
® 3-5years
@ 6-10 years
N @ More than 10 years

23,8%

Figure 3. Teaching experiences of participants

School type: Among the English teachers included in the study, the majority 28,6% (n=6)
currently work in language schools, while only 4,8% (n=1) work in primary schools. While
teachers in High School (n=4), Kindergarten (n=4) and Secondary School (n=4) share an equal
19%. Lastly, 9,5% of them (n=2) were working in Preparation School.
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School Type:

21 vanit

@ Kindergarten

@ Primary School
Secondary School

@ High School

@ Preparation Class

@ Language Course

Figure 4. School type distribution of participants

2.2 Data Collection

For the present research, data were collected through an online questionnaire that contain Likert-
scale questions (Brown, 2011), open-ended questions and multiple-choice ones (Haladyna, 2002)
providing quantitative data (Jones et al., 2013). As the instrument of this research, the online
questionnaire was developed by the researcher and reviewed by a professional in the field of
applied linguistics. Some open-ended questions were added to the questionnaire so as to explore
participants” beliefs regarding their technology integration into language classrooms. Closed-
ended questions (Dillman et al., 2014) provided descriptive statistics to summarise general
pattern and frequencies. Being the qualitative side of the research, the online questionnaire
survey was analysed thematically (Braun & Clarke, 2006) to identify recurring patterns and
comprehension thanks to teacher responses towards questions. In the course of data collection
process, anonymity of participants and informed consent were taken into consideration to protect
ethical procedures (Diener & Crandall, 1978).

2.3 Data analysis

After the researcher collected the data via online survey according to procedure, the result of the
study was analysed thematically to identify recurrent patterns (Guest et al., 2012). Four themes
from each open-ended questions occurred on the ground of recurring patterns. Responses from
participants were not changed or reviewed in order to keep reliability before analysis. Inductive
approach was followed to focus on data specifically and merge recurrent patterns of the results
(Braun & Clarke, 2019).

3. Results and Discussion

3.1 Results

Based on qualitative data and the online survey responded by 21 English teachers, the researcher
grouped findings in eight distinct themes accordingly survey questions: In the first question, EFL
teachers were questioned about how they encourage their students to use technology. Almost all
of the teachers (90%) selected the option that they use technology in their classrooms, while none
of them (0%) selected the option mentioning that they are against the use of technology. Others
encourage their students to improve their language skills (speaking, vocabulary acquisition) via
Al (30%), and they promote Al for listening and grammar (25%), for writing and reading (20%),
or prefer to use online platforms to assign homework (20%).
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How do you encourage students to use technology?

| use technology myself in cl... 18 (%90)
| assign homeworks on onlin... 4 (%20)
| am against the use of tech...|-0 (%0)
| give reference to online so... 5 (%25)
| encourage Al use for writin... 3 (%15)
| encourage them to use Al f... 5 (%25)
| encourage them to use Al f... 4 (%20)
| encourage them to use Al f... 6 (%30)
| encourage them to use Al f... 4 (%20)
| encourage them to use Al ... 6 (%30)
| encourage them to use Al f... 5 (%25)
| encurage them to use Al fo... 1(%5)
| encourage them to use lan... 1(%5)
5 10 15 20

Figure 5. The way how participant teachers encourage their students to use technology

Based on figure 6, most of the teachers (85%) indicated that they integrate technology in
order to teach listening and vocabulary acquisition skills (80%), thereupon they prefer to use for
improving students” speaking skills (65%). However, small number of them (40%) preferred to
include digital tools to benefit from applications to advance writing skills.

For which language skills do you use technology in the classroom?

20 ya
Listening 17 (%85)
Reading 12 (%60)
Speaking 13 (%65)
Writing 8 (%40)
Vacabulary acquisition 16 (%80)
Grammar practice 12 (%60)
0 5 10 15 20

Figure 6. Language skills that participant teachers prefer to use for technology use

According to the results of the online survey, teachers (60%) frequently include digital
tools in their language classrooms. Only one of them (10%) occasionally adopt but not a single
one of them select the ‘never’ option (0%). Shortly, it is clear that almost all the teachers are
inclined to accepting technological integration in their classrooms based on figure 7.
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How often do you use technology in the classroom?
20 yanit

Always 6 (%30)
Frequently 12 (%60)
Occasionally 2 (%10)

Never 0 (%0)

0,0 2,5 5,0 75 10,0 12,5

Figure 7. The frequency of technology use of participant teachers in their classrooms

It is demonstrated that teachers would like to include technology within their classroom
frequently as it is clear from Figure 8. They mostly integrate it through computers (80%), smart
boards (75%), speakers (70%), projectors (50%), audio recording devices (20%), video cameras
(15%), smart phones (5%), and eventually tablet computer (5%).

What tarhnnlngical devices do you use in the classroom?
20 yanit

Smart board 15 (%75)
Projector 10 (%50)
Speakers 14 (%70)
Computer 16 (%80)
Video camera 3(%19)
Audio recording device 4 (%20)

Smart phones 1(%3)

tablet pc 1(%3)

Figure 8. Types of technological devices used by participant teachers in their classrooms

From technological affordances, teachers more willing to use teaching videos (85%) and
online games (85%), interactive applications such as Kahoot, Quizziz, etc. (65%), online quizzes
(60%), authentic materials (50%), virtual classrooms (35%), podcasts and reading applications
(25%), language learning applications (20%). Nonetheless, they rarely choose using musical
accompaniments so as to soften classroom atmosphere (5%) accordingly figure 9.
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What technological affordances do you use in the class?

20 yani*

Online quizzes

Online games

ChatGPT

Teaching videos

Virtual classrooms (Zoem, M...
Language learning applicatio. ..
Podcasts

Interactive applications (Kah...
Writing tools (Google docs, ...
Reading applications (E-boo...
Authentic materials (Forums,...

| use some platforms to ope...

12 (%60)
17 (%85)
5 (%25)
17 (%85)
7 (%35)
4 (%20)
5 (%25)
13 (%65)
6 (%30)
6 (%30)
10 (%50)
1 (%5)
1 (%5)
20

Figure 9. Technological affordances used by participant teachers in their classrooms

Apart from regular classroom use of technological affordances, teachers prefer to benefit
from them before the class time as well with the aim of preparing their teaching content. For this
purpose, they prefer teaching videos (75%), online quizzes and online games (55%), ChatGPT
and interactive applications (40%), authentic materials (35%), podcasts and writing tools (30%),
virtual classrooms and language learning applications (25%), reading applications (10%). Lastly,
only one of them selected Gemini (5%) so as to prepare the content of the classes as seen in figure

10.

What technological affordances do you use for preparing the content before the class time?

20 yai

Online quizzes

Online games

ChatGPT

Teaching videos

Virtual classrooms (Zoom, Micr...
Language learning applications...
Podcasts

Interactive applications (Kahoot...
Writing tools (Google docs, Gra...
Reading applications (E-books,...
Authentic materials (Forums, N...
gemini

0

11 (%55)
11 (%55)
8 (%40)
15 (%75)
5 (%25)
5 (%25)
6 (%30)
8 (%40)
6 (%30)
2 (%10)
7 (%35)
1(%5)
15

Figure 10. Technological affordances used by participant teachers for preparing the classroom
content

In terms of the influence of teachers to students as regards to technology, teachers think
that student become more active (80%), students get more excited (80%), students become more
curious about the lesson content (75%) when teachers utilize digital tools. Also, they consider that
digital tools increase students” willingness to communicate (WTC) (60%) and informs students
about alternative learning tools (40%). But just one of them suggested that students want to share
more things with peers thanks to digital tools (5%) as it is highlighted in figure 11. obviously.
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How do you think teachers' use of technology influence students?
20 yanit

Students become more curious

9
about the lesson content. 15 (%75)

Students become more active. 16 (%80)

Students get more excited. 16 (%80)

It increases their willingness to
communicate.

It informs students about
alternative learning tools.

They want to share more things
with their peers

0 5 10 15 20

12 (%60)

8 (%40)

1 (%5)

Figure 11. The perceptions of teachers about the influence of their use of technology in the
classrooms

Student Engagement Theory, originated by Fredericks et al. (2004) analyses student
engagement from behavioural, emotional, and cognitive aspects. Participating teachers were
asked which of these engagement types was most beneficial in terms of technology integration in
figure 12. The survey results indicated that the most significant was the affective type, where
students' enjoyment increased due to technology. However, the least effective cause of this
integration was found as cognitive type. Considering the results of the survey, almost all
participants (85%) agree that use of digital tools “affectively, increases students” joy of learning”,
and “socially, increases interaction among students” (60%). Followed by “behaviourally, they
increase students’ lesson participation” (55%) and “cognitively, they teach students about
alternative learning strategies” (45%).

What engagement type is promoted with technology use in the class?
20 yar

Behaviourally, digital tools
increase students’ lesson 11 (%56)
participation.

Sacially, it increases interaction 12 (%60)
among students.

Cognltlvely: it leachgs them ab.out 9 (%45)
alternative learning strategies.

Affectively, it increases their joy

(V]
of learning. 17 (%85)

0 5 10 15 20

Figure 12. The engagement type promoted with technology use

3.2 Discussion
The responses taken from participant teachers through open-ended questions in the online
survey were analysed using thematic analysis. In open-ended question section, the first question
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was: “Why do you use digital tools in the classroom?” In order to examine received answers to these
questions, four different themes were created.

Considering a great number of participant teachers answered that their students were
highly motivated and started to participated language classrooms thanks to integration of digital
tools.

— “To increase participation and to take students' attention.” (P§)
— “Increase students lesson participation.” (P11)

The integration of technology lightens burden on teachers' shoulders. Not only does this
integration ease content preparation but also provides interactional and visual materials to enrich
teaching process.

— "It makes teaching process easier for me.” (P2)

— "“As a kindergarten teacher, I use technology frequently to enhance visual learning and increase student
engagement. By incorporating digital tools, interactive presentations, and visual materials, I try to create
a more dynamic and stimulating learning environment.” (P9)

— "It makes easier to teacher to plan the lesson and improves the way learner's understanding and joy
about it.” (P12)

Students of 21st century were born into a digital era where they can handle everything
via technology and internet. Therefore, teachers pinpoint that technology is an indispensable tool
of this century.

— “Because it is indispensable part of this era.” (P4)

As an indispensable part of language teaching process of 21t century, digital tools were
also advised to students by their teachers for teaching. Thus, both technological literacy of
students and accessibility of tools have become prevalent.

— "I mostly use it to draw attention to source materials.” (P15)
— "“They are practical and easy. I also want my students to learn how to use different tools.” (P14)

The second question of the open-ended question section was “Are there any drawbacks of
technology use in the class? (boredom, distraction, classroom management issues, etc.)” Four themes
were grouped for this question.

Among received answers, participant teachers mostly hesitate about students’ attention span
when they use digital tools in their language teaching. The fact that students may be distracted
easily during classroom activities was seen as a great drawback of using these tools.

— “Students can get distracted and may lose their attention after that activity.” (P5)

— "They may get distracted.” (P7)

— “Distraction.” (P4)

Since students generally distracted by digital tools, and they have difficulty in
maintaining their focus on learning, teachers also labelled technology integration as a challenge
against classroom management.

— "Sometimes distraction, because some of them are not interested in.” (P3)
— "Classroom management.” (P6)
— "Boredom.” (P1)

A minority of participants worried about the time that their students must be exposed to
screen lights during their language teaching. They do not intend to eliminate the integration of
technology completely into classroom but suggest using them in a balanced way.

— “I get worried from time to time about the amount of screen exposure young children have... That’s why
I try to combine technology with hands-on or movement-based activities.” (P13)

The current pilot study aimed to explore Turkish EFL teacher’s perceptions in terms of
their own technological use and its impact on their student’s engagement. In order to present an
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empirical data, snowball sampling technique (Noy, 2008) used to deliver the online questionnaire
which was designed by the researcher and reviewed by an expert in applied linguistics. With
twenty-one participants where the number of females significantly exceeds the number of males,
most of their ages ranged between 20 and 29, questionnaire was responded.

From skill-based outcomes, it is prevalent that teachers benefit from digital tools to
support their lessons, especially for listening, speaking (Bear et al., 2024), vocabulary acquisition
(Enayat et al., 2025) and grammar practice (Pawlak et al., 2023) through multi-modal input
ensuring dynamic and stimulating learning environment.

Even in this 215t century, some EFL teachers may find it challenging to prepare their
classroom content through technology since they do not have enough time to improve their
technology literacy, and lack of technical support, which led them to pursue their lesson in
traditional route (Francom, 2025). This kind of impedes have been caused by lack of teacher
trainings because most of EFL teachers start their occupations without any education about
technology use for content preparing (Pappa et al., 2024). Moreover, EFL teachers’ preference for
using traditional methods can also be originated due to regional constraints such as limited
accessibility to technological opportunities and poor institutional support (Saiz-Gonzélez et al.,
2024).

Nonetheless, according to the present research, before language classes, teachers need to
prepare teaching content by using technology because it is indispensable part of the 21st century.
In this stage, almost all of them benefit from teaching videos (Lin et al., 2025) and this followed
by online quizzes (Goksun & Giirsoy, 2019), online games (Khmetova et al., 2025), ChatGPT (Dos,
2025), and interactive applications such as Kahoot (Rodriguez-Baz, 2024). These data from the
online questionnaire proves that EFL teachers in Turkiye leverage diverse digital tools for the
purpose of preparing teaching materials before classes.

This integration was not constrained by teacher-centered methods, but also assigning
homework via online platforms, suggesting online learning sources/materials, and Al-supported
skill-based exercises were included (Lu et al., 2025).

Firstly, almost all teachers agree with the efficacy of computers in language teaching.
Alptekin & Taneri (2025) proved that teachers mostly prefer computers as they offer preparing
slideshows, showing both visual and audial materials, and preparing student activities. Without
teaching pedagogy, the use of computers may be constrained but they have great potential to
boost student engagement by attracting their attention.

A great number of participants of the current study like to use smart boards after

computers. Similarly, in one of their new research Alam et al., (2025) have found that smart
boards increase classroom interaction and student engagement but if they are not used in light of
professional teaching strategies, their application may be limited.
Thirdly, Glindes Orman (2022) indicated that speakers are pretty important because they are
components of multi-media tools such as teaching videos and language learning applications,
they cannot be analyzed independently. Subsequently, projectors are also part of these kinds of
tools, integrated to boost students” attention span through teaching and the use of images (Sari et
al., 2024).

Although digital tools mentioned above are preferred more, smart phones were chosen
by only one participant. Hsieh (2025) pinpointed that smart phone addiction and their negative
use decreased academic success of students. Especially out of class activities and notifications
lead to attention disorder (Laumann et al., 2025). However, Yildirim & Yilmaz (2025) mentioned
that smart phones fasten the access to information. With enough awareness and pedagogical
intentions, the use of smart phones can offer opportunities in language learning field.

The frequency of the integration of technology in participants’ classrooms was ‘frequent’
or ‘always’ according to results (Wohlfart & Wagner, 2025). Even though the use of technology
higher than pre-covid period, it has not been as high as it used to be in the pandemic (Echeverria
et al., 2025). As teachers consolidate the use of technology within EFL classrooms, students start
to be more active behaviorally and eager to participate in class activities socially (Marici¢ &
Lavicza, 2024). Affectively, their curiosity level and motivation are boosted (Tang et al., 2022) by
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watching teaching videos, seeing different visuals, etc. compared to ordinary and traditional
teaching style. Thus, cognitively they are informed about different language learning methods
(Getenet et al., 2024).

According to the American College of Pediatricians (2020), too much exposure to digital
tools and screen light causes lower academic performance and sleeping issues. Contrary to
popular belief about the effectiveness of technology integration into language classrooms, the
amount of time that students are exposed to screen light is harmful in terms of their health.
Common integration of digital tools requires multi-tasking among students which directly led
distraction named as external variables lowering effectiveness of teaching (Deng et al., 2024). As
EFL teachers stated, offset is crucial to prevent students from distraction due to overly extensive
stimuli such as colorful visuals, and attractive videos. Aside from health issues and distraction,
class management may turn out to be a challenge because teachers open enjoyable activities,
competitive games, etc. As Adsiz & Dinger (2025) indicates that especially in online classrooms,
it is almost impossible to monitor and interfere with student behavior.

Features of the pilot study: Since the present research is a pilot study, it was consisted of
small sample size.

The context of the research: As the present study is context-specified, further studies can be
administered in different countries to increase generalizability.

Geographical scope: The research has limitations to display demographic information about
participants. It may be constrained to some geographical regions or geographical information of
participants may also be added.

Literacy level of participants: There is no specific information about teachers” technology literacy
levels. The next study should explore whether teachers feel confident in integrating technology
into their classes or not.

Reliance on self-reported data: The results of the study based on teachers own responses, which
reduces subjectivity and causes bias.

Lack of student responses: Because the study is limited to teacher perceptions, students’ responses
need to be accepted as well.

4. Conclusion

The study offers insights on perspectives of teachers about the influence of their use of technology
in language classrooms and their choices on type of digital tools in Turkiye. Since the research
has some limitations, it can be expanded by adding extra questions to the online questionnaire,
increasing the number of participants and merging teacher outcomes with student perceptions.
Thus, further suggestions can elevate the present pilot study. Despite mentioned limitations, this
present pilot study was conducted via an expert reviewed online questionnaire with EFL teachers
from diverse background in Turkiye through an objective way, protecting anonymity of
participants.

The results provide pedagogical contributions, which is crucial for such a topic in 21st
century, by revealing teachers' perceptions of students' participation in lessons, their reactions,
and potential obstacles related to their technology use. According to the results, EFL teachers may
adapt their own lesson plans, teaching materials, and the amount of time that they make time for
digital tools. Thanks to this integration, students” motivation is increased by using computers,
smart boards (Tang et al., 2022). Apart from in class integration, teachers” advice their students
to use Al based tools (Dos, 2025) to improve their language skills such as speaking, vocabulary
acquisition, listening and grammar practices as well. When they mention about existing online
sources, students are informed and encouraged to use for their own language learning study.
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Similarly, Tays1 & Alagozlii (2024) found a relationship between digital pedagogical competence
of teachers’ influence on their preferences of digital tools.

Not only do they see advantages of indispensable tools, but also their drawbacks such as
excessive screen light exposure (the American College of Pediatricians, 2020) and distraction
(Deng et al., 2024) are elucidated to inform EFL teachers. The inclusion of open-ended questions
in the online survey allowed for a greater degree of interpretation and enrichment of teachers'
perceptions without limitation.
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