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The TESOL Technology Standards were developed for 
language teachers to better understand how to use tech-
nology appropriately. This article explores the follow-
ing questions: (1) After 10 years since its publication, 
are the TESOL Technology Standards for Language 
Teachers (2011) still applicable to the current edu-
cational context? and (2) What potential updates are 
needed? To answer these questions, a panel of practi-
tioners with expertise and experience in language teach-
ing, computer- assisted language Learning (CALL), and 
instructional technology were recruited to provide per-
spectives. Data collection utilized an online survey and 
a semi- structured interview protocol. Findings reveal 
that the TESOL Technology Standards for Language 
Teachers remain applicable and helpful to teachers in 
current contexts. However, further updates for perfor-
mance indicators are needed, such as learning with mo-
bile applications, learner data privacy, and other issues 
that have been emerging over the decade. Addressing 
this need is crucial for furthering the research and guid-
ing teacher education programs, teacher educators, in-
dividual teachers and other relevant stakeholders who 
pursue the effective technology integration in current 
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1 |  INTRODUCTION

It is recognized that technology should be organically integrated into teaching (ACTFL, 2017; 
Council of Europe,  2020; Healey et al.,  2011; ISTE,  2017). The TESOL Technology Standards 
(Healey, 2018; Healey et al., 2008, 2011) are intended for language teachers to better understand 
how to use technology appropriately. Prior research reveals that when teachers are familiar 
with and know how to use these standards, they are better able to help learners successfully 
achieve learning outcomes (Healey, 2018; Healey et al., 2008, 2011; Kessler, 2012, 2020). Initially 
published in 2008 as the TESOL Technology Standards Framework (Healey et al.,  2008), the 
TESOL Technology Standards include the Technology Standards for Language Learners and the 
Technology Standards for Language Teachers. This article focuses on the TESOL Technology 
Standards for Language Teachers, which include four goals (Table 1) under which 14 standards 
were developed. Each standard was elaborated into a checklist of performance indicators, 158 
indicators in total in the checklist.

As the TESOL Technology Standards were published over 10 years ago, the applicability of 
the content of this set of standards in current educational contexts have been revisited and 
discussed (Hubbard, 2021). To further examine the questions whether the TESOL Technology 
Standards for Language Teachers are still applicable to the current educational context and 
what updates if any are needed, four practitioners with expertise and experience in language 
teaching, computer- assisted language learning (CALL), and instructional technology were in-
vited to review and reflect on these Standards. The researcher's data collection utilized both 
an online survey and a semi- structured interview protocol. Findings reveal that the TESOL 
Technology Standards for Language Teachers remain applicable and helpful to teachers in cur-
rent contexts. However, further updates for performance indicators are recommended, such 
as learning with mobile applications, learner data privacy, and other issues that have been 
emerging over the intervening decade. Particularly, the four participants observed the need to 
provide more information about using technology in socially and culturally appropriate, legal, 
and ethical ways (Goal 1, Standard 4). No studies have discussed further updates for these 

and future educational contexts. Informed by qualita-
tive data, this research recommends using the TESOL 
Technology Standards for Language Teachers as guide-
lines to train teachers for technology integration.

T A B L E  1  Four Goals of the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers (Healey et al., 2011, p. i)

Goal 1 Language teachers acquire and maintain foundational knowledge and skills in technology 
for professional purposes.

Goal 2 Language teachers integrate pedagogical knowledge and skills with technology to 
enhance language teaching and learning.

Goal 3 Language teachers apply technology in record- keeping, feedback, and assessment.

Goal 4 Language teachers use technology to improve communication, collaboration, and 
efficiency.
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issues since the Standards were published more than a decade ago. Addressing this need is 
crucial for furthering the research and guiding the teacher education programs, teacher educa-
tors, and individual teachers who pursue effective technology integration in current and future 
educational contexts.

2 |  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

TESOL International Organization published the TESOL Technology Standards Framework 
(Healey et al.,  2008) to help language teachers learn technology integration knowledge and 
skills. The framework was further developed into the TESOL Technology Standards: Description, 
Implementation, Integration (Healey et al.,  2011). The TESOL Technology Standards provide 
benchmarks for English teachers and learners in all teaching contexts worldwide (Kessler, 2012).

It is important for teachers to make informed decisions when integrating technology in their 
teaching. With the four goals—  foundational knowledge and skills in technology (Goal 1), peda-
gogical knowledge and skills with technology (Goal 2), knowledge and skills to apply technology 
in record- keeping, feedback, and assessment (Goal 3), and use of technology to improve commu-
nication, collaboration, and efficiency (Goal 4), the TESOL Technology Standards for Language 
Teachers help teachers make sound pedagogical decisions regarding technology use. It is cru-
cial for teachers to be aware of and experiment what works best for each specific task. Earlier 
technology- focused educational standards include the National Educational Technology Standards 
(NETS) for Teachers of the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE, 2008) and 
UNESCO's Information and Communication Technology Competency Standards for Teachers 
(ICT- CST) (2008). Subsequent to the TESOL Standards, there are the Position Statements of 
the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL,  2017), the Standards 
for Educators of the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE,  2017), and the 
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR; Council of Europe, 2020). 
However, the TESOL Technology Standards (Healey et al., 2011) differ from other standards in 
that they are designed to provide guidance for learners, teachers, teacher educators, and admin-
istrators when using technology in language learning and teaching with performance indicators 
checklists. Performance indicators could serve to identify areas of strength and weakness of tech-
nology use (Healey, 2018; Healey et al., 2008).

The TESOL Technology Standards were first published in 2008. Due to the fact that it has 
been over 10 years since their initial publication, the applicability of the content of the standards 
in current educational contexts has been revisited and discussed (Hubbard, 2021). This research 
furthers Hubbard's (2021). The four participants in this study, with expertise and experience in 
language teaching, CALL, and instructional technology, provided preliminary data- based evi-
dence and perspectives for content validation and potential updates.

3 |  TECHNOLOGY STANDARDS AND INSTRUCTIONAL 
ALIGNMENT: GOALS AND ASSESSMENT

Standards and assessments aligned with each other help improve academic performance in 
schools (Echevarria et al., 2006, p. 195; Tucker & Codding, 1998). The key practice of a learning 
organization is to link intentions and outcomes (Black et al., 2009; Garvin, 2000). Since improve-
ment is measured through assessments, assessment should be an integral part of the standards 
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movement (Cox et al., 2018). The TESOL Technology Standards can be used as a means of self- 
assessment (Healey et al., 2011). Self- assessment allows learners to reflect on and evaluate their 
work, knowledge, and skills and to identify strengths and weaknesses as well as to set goals 
(Cox et al., 2018). Thus, the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers could be used 
as self-  assessment for individual language teachers, but also for teacher trainers and research-
ers (e.g., Al- Qhtani & Al- Zakari, 2021; Hubbard, 2021; Kuhn, 2021; Tschichold, 2016; Xerou & 
Christoforou,  2019) to understand language teachers' technology integration knowledge and 
skills levels so that they can identify the problems and provide relevant solutions for teachers 
and teacher training programs to integrate technology.

4 |  METHODS

The researcher conducted a qualitative study with four participants who have expertise in lan-
guage teaching, computer- assisted language learning (CALL), and instructional technology. 
Data collection utilized an online survey and a semi- structured interview protocol. The inter-
view protocol was developed from each participant's survey response. Data analyzed through 
emergent codes were reported.

4.1 | Participants

The researcher, through purposeful convenience sampling, recruited a panel of four practition-
ers with expertise in language teaching, computer- assisted language learning (CALL), and in-
structional technology to review the content of the TESOL Technology Standards for Language 
Teachers (Healey et al., 2011). Panel reviews or expert judgments are commonly used for content 
validity (AERA/APA/NCME, 2014). Creswell  (2008) defined content validity as the extent to 
which the questions represent the total possibility of questions that can be asked about a par-
ticular content or skill (p. 172). The four participants were all working in higher education in 
the United States at the time of this research, having an average of 9.5 years of language teach-
ing. All four participants had taught language courses and CALL courses to both preservice and 
in- service teachers. Participant A contributed to the TESOL Technology Standards (2011), and 
Participants A and D both authored entries in The TESOL Encyclopedia of English Language 
Teaching (Healey,  2018). Participants A, B, and C earned master's degrees in linguistics that 
included training in using technology to teach language, and Participant D gained that expertise 
through self- directed professional development. Furthermore, the mean of the four participants' 
self- reported technology skill rating was 9.5 on a scale of 1 to 10 (1 = not skilled at all, 10 = very 
skilled), which indicates that the four participants have a distinctly higher- level understanding 
and command of technology use.

4.2 | Instrumentation

The researcher applied an online Qualtrics survey to the TESOL Technology Standards for 
Language Teachers. The survey instrument maintained all 158 performance indicators in the 
Standards except for three changes made by the researcher: (1) An open- ended question, “Do 
you have any recommendations for other items to be added to this section?” was added after 
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the performance indicators under each standard for the purpose of acquiring updates. (2) N/A 
was replaced by not relevant with a purpose to remove any performance indicators that are not 
relevant to the current teaching contexts. (The cue descriptive text in the survey was given as fol-
lows: “In the following sections, if you don't think the items are relevant to the current teaching 
context, please choose not relevant”). (3) In order to help participants to perceive the standard 
as part of the self- assessment, I can was purposefully used to replace Language teachers and my 
replaced their.

4.3 | Data collection

After obtaining institutional review board (IRB) approval, the researcher distributed the survey 
to the four participants. All items from the survey were created in the web- based survey distrib-
uting platform Qualtrics and designed to be mobile- responsive so that survey items could be 
displayed on participants' mobile devices appropriately. All four participants consented to take 
the online survey and expressed an interest in taking a follow- up interview by leaving their email 
address at the end of the survey. One of the direct purposes of having participants complete the 
survey was to refresh their knowledge of what the TESOL Technology Standards for Language 
Teachers are and what performance indicators are included. All four participants took part in 
interviews. Four goals in the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers and each 
participant's survey response were used to develop the interview protocol. The interview served 
to (1) clarify participants' response to both performance indicators and open- ended questions in 
the survey, (2) give feedback on changes and/or updates for the Standards, and (3) validate their 
understanding of the scale values very well, adequately, not so well, and not at all, with a focus on 
not so well and not at all.

4.4 | Data analysis

First, a member check was used to ensure the accuracy of interview data results. Member 
checks can “take place informally during data collection (i.e., during an interview or focus 
group to check for understanding) or more formally during a follow- up interview, meeting, 
or conversation” (Carl & Ravitch, 2018, p. 1050). This study adopted member check through 
engaging in sustained dialogue with participants. Second, the researcher conducted peer con-
sultation to triangulate the codes and themes. Two impartial colleagues were invited for re-
view and discussion. Feedback was provided to enhance credibility and trustworthiness. Data 
analyzed through emergent codes were reported. The researcher conducted inductive coding 
(Chandra & Shang,  2019; Thomas,  2006) for all transcripts and participants' responses to 
the open- ended questions in the survey and for the interview data. Coding instructions from 
Thomas (2006) were followed.

5 |  FINDINGS

Six themes emerged: applicability, updates for performance indicators, revision of words for per-
formance indicators, reflection/review, instructional alignment, and reasons for choosing not so 
well or not at all.
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5.1 | Theme 1: Applicability

All participants agreed that the current TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers 
remain applicable and helpful to current teaching contexts. Participant C selected not relevant 
for some of the performance indicators because these items were not relevant to their current 
work context. However, in a different employment context, they believed these indicators would 
be relevant. Participant A emphasized that although technology has developed over the past 
decade, the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers were developed by the found-
ing authors with considerable foresight and not dependent upon any specific technology. They 
explained,

I think the people who wrote standards in 2011 were thinking ahead. The rate at 
which teachers and pedagogy changes is very, very slow. … So I don't think a lot of 
changes necessarily have to get made to these standards, because the rate of teacher 
adaption to technologies is always slow. I think a lot of like small word changes will 
maybe be important but not a lot of big changes.

5.2 | Theme 2: Updates for performance indicators

All participants mentioned that mobile applications and devices have brought changes in educa-
tion, especially learner data privacy with mobile applications. Participants believed that items 
about mobile applications and devices need to be added to the performance indicator checklist. 
For example, Participant A observed,

I think the only problem with this rubric [TESOL Technology Standards for 
Language Teachers Rubric] is it doesn't really have a mobile component. You know, 
things like mobile, tablets, phones. So like a lot of faculty or teachers will say, we'll 
just download the app onto your phone, but what data like giving up an exchange? 
What tradeoffs are there? Why do I have to download? Something aligns with the 
understanding the data collection and sharing practices of apps and applications for 
mobile devices might be useful.

Participant B talked about the need of including social media,

I think living in 21st century you cannot avoid the topic of social media. So that 
means a lot of apps that are emerging need to be repurposed in a way by integrating 
them in these standards, or just creating one more general standard about emerging 
technology and social media.

To be more specific regarding social media, Participant A suggested adding statements such as “I am 
able to/can recognize/identify social media or news content being used for manipulation,” and “I 
am able to/can help students recognize/identify fake news” as performance indicators under Goal 1, 
Standard 4 (“Language teachers use technology in socially and culturally appropriate, legal, and eth-
ical ways”). Participant A observed, “Goal 1, Standard 4. I think that's about the only one that really 
needs to be updated for modern internet usage.” They added, “I think the ethics of the internet have 
changed in the last 10 years. And that just maybe would need to be changed.”
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In terms of updates, three other subthemes from the responses to open- ended questions in the 
survey also apply to Goal 1 performance indicators: Learner technology support, open educational 
resources, and learner data security and privacy.

5.2.1 | Learner technology support

Learner technology support was recommended to be added to Standard 1 (“Language teach-
ers demonstrate knowledge and skills in basic technological concepts and operational com-
petence”). Participant C suggested adding “accessibility” and “providing tech support to 
students.” Participant D further observed and explained,

We talk about equity and access. Not everybody has a whole class set of iPads. Where 
you design for one type of consumption might not work in another situation. I've 
seen lots of stuff that was designed specifically for computers. That doesn't work 
very well on mobile devices. … Regardless of whether you're operating with a com-
puter connected to a projector, or a mobile device, or a mobile phone, how are the 
learners accessing the content? And then at the same time, not everybody's gonna 
have the really high- speed internet connections. They might have an internet con-
nection, but it might be a really weak internet connection. If you're designing con-
tent, will that content still work in those situations? Or is there some sort of backup 
plan? … It's so easy to assume everybody has access to the same technology, but the 
situation is not always true. Like, here in my organization, a lot of the teachers in the 
organization are K- 12 teachers who teach refugees. The family may not have internet 
in the home. I'm giving an assignment to do research on the internet. And in order 
to complete that, the kid with internet in their home can complete the assignment 
in five minutes. Kids with no internet in the home have to go to the library or some-
thing like that. So, you know, to be aware that an assignment might be a lot more 
difficult for one person or another.

5.2.2 | Open educational resources

Open educational resources were recommended to be added in performance indicators for 
Standard 2 (“Language teachers demonstrate an understanding of a wide range of technology 
supports for language learning and options for using them in a given setting”) such as open 
source. Participant D mentioned it as part of curating public content. They explained,

Being able to publish and curate content is, for example, can you bring together 
content from a variety of sources and put it together all at one place where it kind of 
makes sense cohesively? When we think about like, can you build a course of open 
content, for example, like OER, open educational resources. If you're using YouTube 
videos or TED Talks or things like that, can you integrate them into your course? As 
a teacher can you get them to a point where it's clear that the content that you're 
using is supporting the course goals and outcomes.
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5.2.3 | Learner data security and privacy

Learner data security and privacy was recommended to be added to Standard 4 (“Language 
teachers use technology in socially and culturally appropriate, legal, and ethical ways”) For ex-
ample, Participant A suggested adding “I have a basic understanding of data collection and shar-
ing practices.” They explained,

Teachers may say, well, just sign up for this app or just download this app on your de-
vice. … You download an app, a game, for instance. It will take all of the information 
in your contact book and upload it to their servers. Because it's easy or because you 
need it for class, but there are real- world consequences for student data and privacy.

Participant B shared their concern of having course related websites or blogs:

Privacy, security of students, is a key thing that might prevent or prevent people 
from exploring that area. I know the university has been trying to make things like 
a blackboard blog and journal, like places where we can have such interactions but 
it's not as good as it would have been if we had like the third- party kind of sites like 
WordPress and others. … I will use pseudonyms. Make the students safe and make 
them feel safe in that in that kind of environment.

Participant D talked about their concern over privacy policies:

I think any tool that they [teachers] use, that they decide to use, they should be 
aware of kind of the privacy policies of that tool. … So you have to make sure any 
tools that you're using, especially if they're not designed specifically for education, 
not designed specifically for use in a class, what and how are these being shared? … I 
would say over time, those agreements [privacy policies] change.

5.3 | Theme 3: Revision of words for performance indicators

Participant A suggested that, due to the rapid technological change and to its role as the benchmark 
or guideline, the Technology Standards for Language Teachers should avoid including specific forms 
of technology; therefore, in the performance indicators, some words may be replaced by terms with a 
more general meaning to avoid some specific technology becoming out of date; for example, in Goal 4, 
Standard 1, the performance indicator “I read teaching- related blogs regularly” and in Goal 4, Standard 
2, the performance indicator “I can use blogs for reading/writing and podcasts for listening/speaking.” 
In these two statements, blogs could be replaced by online content. That is, “I read teaching- related 
online content regularly” and “I can use online content for reading/writing and listening/speaking.”

5.4 | Theme 4: Reflection/review

Participants mentioned that the survey which includes all standards and performance indicators 
in the Technology Standards for Language Teachers checklist provided an opportunity to reflect 
on their own practice, specifically some of the skills and knowledge they may not know, some 
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they know but have not used in recent years, some that they would like to try, and some they 
used to be proficient at but have not used for a while. For example, Participant D shared, “actu-
ally going through the checklist was really helpful. … just kind of going through that process was 
a reflective process for me.” They continued at the end of the interview:

I think the questions [interview questions based on Participant D's survey response] are 
asked in a very kind of pointed way that allows me to think about my own teaching and my 
own context. And it's allowing me to think about courses I'm going to be teaching in the fu-
ture and courses I've done in the past. So yeah, I do like kind of the reflective nature of this.

5.5 | Theme 5: Instructional alignment

Participants shared their understanding of the relationships between Goals 1, 2, 3, and 4 (see 
Table 1). This provided perspectives of the Technology Standards for Language Teachers and 
how to align them when designing materials or curriculum for teachers to learn technology inte-
gration either in teacher training programs or professional development. Participant A explained 
why they thought Goal 1 was the foundation of Goals 2, 3 and 4. 

Do you have a basic understanding of technology? [Goal 1] Can you apply it to your 
classroom? [Goal 2] Can you apply it to your efficiencies? [Goal 3] And then can you 
apply it to your professional development? [Goal 4]. They further explained, think-
ing about teacher's time, to spend time in the classroom [Goal 2], spend time grading 
[Goal 2], and spend time doing professional work [Goal 4]. So, can you apply tech-
nology in those three settings? So I think these three are highly dependent on Goal 1.

Participant B elaborated why they thought the four goals were interconnected and dependent on 
each other:

I think they [Goals 1, 2, 3, and 4] all go hand in hand. If you look at it this way, 
where you have content that you want to pass across, right? Then you think about 
how are you going to pass this content across? That's where it comes in. You choose 
relevant media to pass this to deliver the knowledge to learners. Again, you might 
have the knowledge and tools, but you don't have the skill of relaying this message 
to learners. So that means there is a need to learn the skill of passing this knowledge 
to us in a very impactful way, or effective way. So the fourth [Goal 4] is other than 
passing this knowledge and adding the tools and following all pedagogical practices, 
best practices, you need also to consider the human aspect of it, like the ethics, the 
sociability, the appropriateness, so all these are kind of interconnected. They can all 
depend on each other. And if done well, that means that the goal has been achieved, 
following or adhering to the standards of language learning standards.

Participant C related the four goals to Berge (1995)’s roles of online instructor/facilitator:

I would call these, one, the technological goal. Two would be the pedagogical goal. Three 
would be the managerial, and Goal 4 would be the social. … It's a theory. It's not my 
work, technological is technical, and I think it's by Berge [1995]. … It's something that I 
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use when I do faculty support and saying you know, here are the four aspects of teach-
ing an online course. But that's how I understand the relationship among four goals. 
… I think the social aspect is to improve communication, collaboration and efficiency. 
So using technology to not only to facilitate tasks, but to facilitate relationships to help 
students connect with other students, help students connect with the instructor, help 
instructors connect with other instructors. It's really about communication connection.

Participant D observed that four goals build on each other:

They definitely build on each other. And then the fourth one is probably the most 
kind of wide open. It's like that you need the first, second, third to get the fourth. 
I would definitely say that they build on each other and they'd have to be kind of 
addressed in order.

5.6 | Theme 6: Reasons for choosing not so well or not at all

All four participants rated not so well or not at all for some items in the survey. For example, a per-
formance indicator in Goal 3, Standard 2 is “I use a concordance or other lexical tools to analyze 
lexical complexity of student work and document change over time.” Participant B's main reason 
is that those areas are not their interest. Another example, Goal 4 Standard 1 had the performance 
indicator “I have course- related websites or blogs that I update regularly.” Participant A's concern 
regarding learner data privacy made him not use the skills and/or knowledge in their teaching. 
They explained, “I don't think it's necessarily the right thing to do to post about my classroom ac-
tivities in a public forum.” Participant D rated not so well too, with the explanation that

I do have a blackboard page that I do update regularly for the class I do. In that sense, 
I am doing it well. But I think I use it in a very surface way. I think maybe that's why 
I didn't rate myself very highly. It's not a collaborative learning environment that 
my students are contributing to. … I don't have like a public facing web page for any 
course that I teach. … Let's say the security aspect of it is taking care of it.

In another example, in Goal 3, Standard 2, the performance indicator “I create and analyze digital 
recordings of my lectures and class interactions,” Participant D selected not so well and explained,

because I know it's something I could do, but I haven't done it a long time. I was look-
ing at that in the survey very reflectively. That's something I know about. I'm aware 
that the technology can help me. … But I'm also one of those people who doesn't like 
listening to the sound of my own voice, and so I don't often record myself.

6 |  DISCUSSION

The findings of this research suggest the applicability (Theme 1) of the existing TESOL Technology 
Standards for Language Teachers due to its initial design not being based on specific forms of tech-
nology. Hanson- Smith (2016) has also expressed this opinion that the standards were not linked to 
specific brand- name technologies or software. Meanwhile, participants suggest that the Standards 
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can serve as a means of reflection/review (Theme 4) and instructional alignment (Theme 5), which 
indicate a potential way of using this set of standards as reference and guidelines. Participants also 
suggested that the performance indicators in the Standards need to be updated (Themes 2, 3, and 6), 
suggesting issues such as mobile applications and learner data due to evolving technology. Overall, 
this study, with qualitative data, provides more evidence for what Hubbard (2021) observed: “because 
of their origin within a relevant and internationally recognized professional organization [TESOL 
International Association], the TTST [TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers] can nev-
ertheless provide detailed and credible guidance, with some inherent flexibility to adjust to changes 
in technology and in teaching and learning contexts” (p. 333). Healey et al. (2008) specified that “each 
context will undoubtedly have unique resources and constraints, and the Standards serve as a set of 
parameters for helping educators develop an assessment plan that works for their particular local con-
texts” (p. 11). Kuhn (2021) observed that, though the technology landscape has shifted since the pub-
lication of the TESOL Technology Standards in 2011, the Standards remain relevant, explaining that 
“what keeps them relevant is their restraint. Instead of focusing on specific technology, the standards 
advocate for educators to adopt a mindset toward technology as a foundational part of their classroom 
practice and to pursue professional development that fosters technology integration” (para.1).

7 |  RECOMMENDATION

The TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers provide overarching guidelines for 
teaching with four goals including foundational knowledge and skills in technology (Goal 1), 
pedagogical knowledge and skills with technology (Goal 2), knowledge and skills to apply tech-
nology in record- keeping, feedback, and assessment (Goal 3), and use of technology to improve 
communication, collaboration, and efficiency (Goal 4). Informed by the findings from the quali-
tative data in this study, particularly Theme 4 (reflection/review) and Theme 5 (instructional 
alignment), this research recommends that, to move to the next step, the TESOL Technology 
Standards need to be implemented systematically. Senge (2006) pointed out that “as a systems 
thinker, you would first identify that key problem symptom, and then the symptomatic and fun-
damental responses to it” (p. 106); therefore, the key problems need to be identified when train-
ing language teachers with technology integration. Healey et al.  (2008) agreed with Davison's 
(2005) proposal that English language teaching (ELT) standards could serve as shared expecta-
tions, best practices, and ways of understanding, developing, and recognizing ELT teachers' in-
formation technology (IT) competence. This concept of shared expectations in ELT communities 
resonates with Senge's (2006) shared vision in building learning organizations, which suggests 
that technology standards should serve as the guiding principles in creating language teachers' 
technology integration programs, courses, and trainings.

In addition to the qualitative data, the recommendation in the current study was also in-
formed by the method After Action Review, which was originally developed by the U.S. Army 
(Chua et al.,  2006; Mahal,  2018). This method reviews actions by discussing “What did we 
expect?,” “What happened?,” and “What can we learn from the gap?” It has been used by 
healthcare professionals (Cronin & Andrews 2009), public health and healthcare organizations 
(Savoia et al., 2012), medical education (Quarles et al., 2013), in decision making (Tulgan, 2015) 
and for assessment of student learning (Bolton, 2016; Heidenberg & Huber, 2003). Figure 1 
demonstrates how the TESOL Technology Standards can be used as guidelines to train teachers 
for technology integration. It helps all stakeholders understand the role of technology stan-
dards when training language teachers to integrate technology in teaching.
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As shown in Figure 1, in real teaching contexts programs or teachers first have clear expecta-
tions and use the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers to align program or indi-
vidual goals for technology integration in language teaching. During or after the formal training 
and/or informal learning, programs or teachers can use the standards to conduct assessment 
or self- assessment to identify strengths and weaknesses to gain an idea of where they stand. 
Then, through reviews and reflections, programs or teachers set plans for the next step of learn-
ing and improving technology integration. This step is worth noting, because while the TESOL 
Technology Standards for Language Teachers are to be updated or being updated to facilitate 
more current teaching contexts, teachers, teacher educators and other relevant stakeholders need 
to update their knowledge base with relevant research and practice.

8 |  LIMITATIONS

Participants were recruited through purposeful convenience sampling in U.S. higher education 
context, and therefore, as to updates, the perspectives from this research might not fully rep-
resent the original goal of TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers to be used in 
international settings. Further research might be needed with participants outside the United 
States and in PK- 12 teaching contexts to increase the generalizability of the research findings.

9 |  CONCLUSION

The founding authors of the TESOL Technology Standards (Healey et al.,  2008) stated that 
the rationale for the Standards were to guide teachers toward more effective practice and help 
educators “realize the potential benefits of technology, and prompt educators to learn to use 

F I G U R E  1  How to use the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers as guidelines to train 
teachers for technology integration
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technology in their teaching” (p. 10). Some may argue that as technology evolves, the Standards 
may no longer meet the needs of language teaching. The participants in this study validated 
the applicability of the TESOL Technology Standards for Language Teachers for use in today's 
educational contexts. Yet, technology continues to evolve, and, as such, the performance in-
dicators in the TESOL Technology Standards should be updated accordingly. Further updates 
are needed for issues that have been emerging over the past decade— for example, concerns 
about using technology in socially and culturally appropriate, legal, and ethical ways (Goal 1, 
Standard 4), mobile applications, and learner data privacy. However, no matter how technol-
ogy evolves, shared expectations of technology are still needed, and the overarching goals of 
the Standards can still serve as guidelines. These guidelines can be used to align with goals and 
assessment that are used to train language teachers for effective teaching and learning.
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