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ABSTRACT 

This study examines EFL teachers’ digital pedagogical practices in Saudi higher education, focusing on how teachers select 

and use digital tools, how these practices relate to learner agency and classroom interaction, and what institutional 

conditions shape implementation. Using a mixed-methods design, it considers both teachers’ reported perspectives and 

their instructional practices. Digital tools—including learning management systems, communication platforms, online 

assessment, mobile applications, and artificial intelligence—are commonly used to deliver content, support communication, 

and encourage engagement and structured practice. Their contribution to learner autonomy and participation depends on 

how well they are scaffolded and aligned with instructional goals. Although technology can enable self-paced learning, 

flexible access to resources, and communication beyond the classroom, its effects on interaction and sustained participation 

are uneven. Teachers’ practices therefore reflect ongoing pedagogical negotiation: they adapt, combine, or limit tools in 

response to learner needs, infrastructure, workload, institutional expectations, and professional judgment. The study 

identifies sustained professional development, reliable infrastructure, clear institutional guidance, and pedagogical rather 

than purely technical support as key conditions for effective implementation. By linking teacher practice, learner agency, 

and institutional context, the study offers an integrated account of digital pedagogy in Saudi EFL. It concludes that 

technology’s educational value depends on purposeful use, responsiveness to learners, and institutional support for 

reflective, ethical, and inclusive practice. 
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1. Introduction 

Digital technologies have become increasingly visible in English language teaching, offering teachers and learners new ways 

to access materials, practise language, communicate, collaborate, and receive feedback. Yet the presence of technology in 

a classroom does not, by itself, constitute effective digital pedagogy. A digital platform may support meaningful language 

use, but it may also reproduce familiar teaching practices without changing the quality of learning. The central question, 

therefore, is not simply which tools teachers use, but how and why they use them, how those choices shape learning, and 

whether they respond to the needs of their students and teaching contexts. 

Robinson et al. (2025) define digital pedagogy as the reflective and purposeful use of digital tools to support teaching and 

learning. Their position paper emphasizes that technology can influence classroom interaction, feedback, learner autonomy, 
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and the distribution of responsibility between teachers and learners. It also cautions against assuming that newer or more 

widely used technologies are automatically better. From this perspective, pedagogy should guide technology choices: 

teachers need to evaluate whether a tool serves a clear learning purpose, suits the context, and supports meaningful 

participation. 

These concerns are particularly relevant to English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teaching in higher education. Digital tools 

may provide additional opportunities for students to practise English, engage with authentic materials, collaborate with 

classmates, and receive feedback beyond scheduled class time. At the same time, their value depends on how activities are 

designed and supported. For example, an online discussion platform may extend interaction if students have a clear 

communicative purpose and receive appropriate guidance; without these conditions, participation may remain limited or 

uneven. Similarly, automated feedback may help learners notice language patterns, but teachers remain responsible for 

helping students interpret and use that feedback appropriately. 

Digital pedagogy also raises questions about learner agency and contextual constraints. Learner agency concerns students’ 

opportunities to make choices, take responsibility, participate actively, and shape aspects of their learning. Digital 

technologies may support these opportunities, but they can also limit participation when access, digital literacy, task design, 

or teacher support is insufficient. Context therefore matters. The same tool may produce different learning experiences 

depending on the course objectives, student needs, available resources, institutional expectations, and teachers’ capacity 

to adapt the technology. 

In Saudi higher education, understanding these relationships requires attention to the practices of EFL teachers and the 

conditions in which they teach. Research that considers technology use alone may reveal which tools are adopted, but it 

may not explain whether their use is pedagogically purposeful, how teachers’ decisions influence learner agency, or what 

institutional and practical factors shape those decisions. The present study addresses this issue by examining digital 

pedagogy through the connected dimensions of teachers’ practices, learner agency, and contextual constraints. Rather than 

treating technology adoption as evidence of pedagogical improvement, it focuses on teachers’ purposes and experiences 

and on how digital tools are integrated into EFL teaching. 

Accordingly, this study investigates EFL teachers’ digital pedagogical practices in Saudi higher education. It addresses the 

following research questions: 

How do EFL teachers in Saudi higher education select and use digital technologies to support their teaching objectives? 

How do teachers perceive the influence of digital practices on students’ agency, participation, and interaction? 

What institutional, technological, and learner-related factors enable or constrain digital pedagogy? 

What professional development or institutional support do EFL teachers identify as necessary for purposeful digital 

teaching? 

By examining these questions together, the study aims to provide a context-sensitive account of digital pedagogy in Saudi 

higher education. Its focus is not simply on whether teachers use digital tools, but on how their pedagogical decisions relate 

to learner participation and the conditions of teaching. This approach follows the principle that technology should serve 

learning and that thoughtful digital pedagogy depends on reflective teacher decision-making, attention to learners, and 

institutional support (Robinson et al., 2025). 

2. Literature Review 

The literature on this topic centers on digital pedagogy, teacher agency, and learner agency, with Saudi-specific constraints 

and ethical practice as linked concerns. 

2.1. Defining Digital Pedagogy 

Digital pedagogy is best defined as the purposeful alignment of digital resources with pedagogical aims, rather than the 

mere adoption of platforms or tools. In this framing, technology matters only insofar as it supports learning goals, 

interaction, feedback, flexibility, and an appropriate learning climate (Rong & Yao, 2024; Zhou & Hou, 2025). This distinction 

is important because a conceptual argument for integrating platforms into pedagogy does not by itself demonstrate 

effectiveness in Saudi higher education, especially when it is not based on empirical data from Saudi universities. 

Research across EFL settings consistently supports this pedagogy-first view. Studies of blended and AI-supported instruction 

show that effective digital practice depends on selecting tools that match course objectives, learner needs, and classroom 

realities rather than assuming that newer technologies are inherently better (Rong & Yao, 2024; Williyan et al., 2026). 

Teachers’ reflective judgement is central because digital tools afford possibilities for peer review, iterative drafting, 

interaction, and differentiated support, but these affordances only become pedagogically meaningful when teachers 

deliberately organize them around language-learning purposes (Williyan et al., 2025). 
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2.2. Digital Technology in EFL Teaching and Learning 

The literature supports organizing digital tools by learning purpose rather than by platform type. For communication and 

interaction, teachers use digital tools to facilitate classroom discussion, peer exchange, and teacher-student interaction, and 

blended learning research identifies interaction as a core design principle rather than an optional feature (Rong & Yao, 

2024; Zhou & Hou, 2025). Social media platforms can also expand communication and community building, but their 

benefits depend on structured pedagogical use because distraction, overload, and privacy concerns are persistent risks (X, 

2024). 

For language practice, digital environments appear to support vocabulary, writing, grammar, and multimodal learning when 

students actively engage with them. A quasi-experimental study found that 3D virtual environments improved vocabulary 

learning, with autonomous and paired use producing stronger retention than teacher-directed use (Tseng et al., 2020). AI 

and mobile-supported learning have also been associated with gains in reading, writing, listening, speaking, vocabulary, 

and overall language comprehension, although some tools are more effective for early-stage vocabulary and grammar work 

than for higher-order discourse and argumentative writing (Kundu & Bej, 2025; Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2026; Abdelhalim 

& Almaneea, 2025). 

Feedback and assessment are among the most prominent uses of digital technologies in EFL. Teachers report using AI tools 

to distribute assignments, support grading, guide practice, and prepare instructional materials more efficiently (Zhou & 

Hou, 2025). Yet automated feedback remains contested: some instructors value its support for linguistic accuracy and 

workload reduction, while others regard it as intrusive, less reliable interpretively, and potentially harmful to teacher-student 

dialogue unless teachers filter suggestions and maintain reflective discussion (Orak, 2025). 

For collaboration, the strongest findings indicate that digital tools are most productive when they scaffold peer work and 

shared problem-solving. Pair-work in virtual environments improved longer-term vocabulary retention, and GenAI-

supported collaborative project work was associated with stronger achievement, autonomy, engagement, and participation 

when combined with peer interaction and teacher support (Tseng et al., 2020; Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2026; Abdelhalim 

& Almaneea, 2025). 

Tseng2020Abdelhalim2026Abdelhalim2025. 

Subscale M(Pre) SD (Pre) M(Post) SD (Post) t df p Cohen's d 

Behavioral 4.65 0.88 6.25 0.61 7.84 29 <0.001 1.43 

Emotional 5.12 1.80 6.55 0.55 4.17 29 <0.001 0.76 

Cognitive 5.04 1.17 6.00 0.80 3.44 29 0.002 0.63 

Agentic 3.63 1.15 5.60 1.04 6.80 29 <0.001 1.24 

Overall 

Engagement 
4.61 1.11 6.10 0.58 6.22 29 <0.001 1.14 

  

Table 1Pre- and post-intervention changes in engagement and learner agency (experimental group, N = 30). 

Table 1 shows statistically significant increases across all measured dimensions following the intervention. Behavioral 

engagement had the largest effect (d = 1.43), followed by agentic engagement (d = 1.24), suggesting that students became 

more actively involved and took greater initiative in their learning. Emotional and cognitive engagement also increased, 

with moderate-to-large effects. Overall engagement rose from 4.61 to 6.10 (d = 1.14). These results are consistent with a 

positive change among the experimental group. 

2.3. Teacher Agency and Pedagogical Decision-Making 

Teacher agency is a central explanatory concept in this literature because digital integration is not a neutral technical act 

but a series of pedagogical decisions about fit, timing, adaptation, and limits. In blended learning, teachers enact agency 

by selecting delivery modes that match learning goals, using online tools for interaction, assigning students active roles, 

and flexibly applying rules to sustain a supportive classroom climate (Rong & Yao, 2024). Research on ICT integration in 

writing similarly emphasizes reflection, intentionality, adaptation, evidence-based practice, and professional growth as core 

dimensions of agentic decision-making (Williyan et al., 2025). 

Teachers’ decisions are shaped by both internal and external factors. Internal influences include beliefs, pedagogical 

knowledge, and digital competence; external influences include infrastructure, workload, students, curriculum rules, and 

institutional policy (Rong & Yao, 2024). Teachers do not simply accept technology as given. They adapt AI outputs to 

students’ cultural and linguistic contexts, scaffold use where digital readiness is uneven, and attempt to preserve 

professional judgement by filtering feedback and revising assessment practices (Williyan et al., 2026; Orak, 2025). 

This evidence also shows that pedagogical refusal or selective use is part of agency. Some teachers see AI as a useful 

supplement, while others report concerns about standardization, overreach, reduced dialogue, student dependence, and 
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erosion of teacher authority (Williyan et al., 2026; Orak, 2025; Derakhshan et al., 2026). Across studies, the consistent pattern 

is that meaningful digital pedagogy depends less on technical availability than on teachers’ capacity to make context-

sensitive decisions and to reject uses that do not serve instructional goals (Williyan et al., 2026; Williyan et al., 2025). 

2.4. Learner Agency, Participation, and Interaction 

Digital EFL learning can expand learner agency by increasing access to resources, enabling self-paced practice, and 

supporting more autonomous planning, monitoring, and participation. Survey research found high levels of learner 

autonomy in digital environments, especially where students could identify and use suitable resources and where lecturers 

supported self-directed learning (Ribahan & Muslimin, 2025). Experimental and mixed-methods studies likewise report that 

digitally mediated and AI-supported tasks can improve engagement, enjoyment, motivation, confidence, and self-regulation 

(Yuan & Liu, 2024; Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2026; Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2025). 

At the same time, learner agency is not automatic. Online learning studies show that autonomy is often moderate rather 

than fully developed, and students still need explicit scaffolding from teachers (Susanti et al., 2023). Collaboration appears 

especially important: motivation and collaboration are strong determinants of autonomy, and pair or group digital work 

tends to outperform isolated use for retention, participation, and active learning (Susanti et al., 2023; Tseng et al., 2020). 

The literature also identifies barriers to active participation. Students report difficulty maintaining focus, navigating too 

many resources, and managing technical problems such as unstable internet access (Ribahan & Muslimin, 2025). AI-

supported environments can also encourage passive participation or over-reliance if teacher presence weakens or if 

students rely on generated outputs without reflection (Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2026; Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2025). 

2.5. Contextual Constraints in Saudi Higher Education 

The Saudi-specific evidence in this set is limited but important. A Saudi higher education study found that GenAI-supported 

collaborative project-based learning was associated with stronger English achievement, especially in writing and vocabulary, 

alongside greater autonomy, motivation, and self-regulation among first-year female undergraduates (Abdelhalim & 

Almaneea, 2026). However, the same study identified challenges related to digital literacy, tool selection, and possible over-

reliance on AI outputs, indicating that positive outcomes depend on structured design rather than simple access to 

technology (Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2026). 

A related Saudi-focused discussion reports that teachers viewed ChatGPT as useful for lesson planning, assessment design, 

and student engagement, but also worried that overuse could reduce critical thinking (Abdelhalim & Almaneea, 2025). 

Broader EFL evidence suggests that these concerns are likely to intersect with familiar higher-education constraints such as 

uneven connectivity, limited digital readiness, workload, curriculum assessment rules, institutional policy alignment, and 

technical support (Williyan et al., 2026; Rong & Yao, 2024; Zhou & Hou, 2025). For Saudi university EFL settings, this means 

digital practice should be analyzed as situated within local infrastructures, course requirements, and institutional 

expectations rather than treated as a uniform innovation. Saudi-specific research on AI likewise identifies ethical frameworks, 

cultural fit, professional development, and uneven infrastructure as implementation conditions (Hago Elmahdi et al., 2025). 

2.6. Digital Literacy, Inclusion, and Ethical Practice 

The literature increasingly treats digital literacy as a pedagogical and ethical condition for effective EFL technology use. 

Students’ literacy in AI, AR, and VR significantly predicts engagement, motivation, immersion, and more meaningful learning 

experiences, which suggests that access alone is insufficient without the competencies needed to use tools critically and 

effectively (Zhang & Miao, 2025). Teachers’ technological literacy also matters because training increases willingness and 

capacity to integrate digital tools into instruction (Rong & Yao, 2024; Kundu & Bej, 2025). 

Ethical concerns recur across the AI and social media literature. These include privacy concerns, distraction, information 

overload, plagiarism risks, inaccurate or irrelevant outputs, student dependence, and the possibility that AI use could 

intensify existing inequalities if access and support are uneven (X, 2024; Zhou & Hou, 2025; Alshumaimeri & Alshememry, 

2024; Kundu & Bej, 2025). The strongest practical implication is that teachers and institutions should make informed, 

context-aware choices: maintain human oversight, provide professional development, scaffold students’ critical use of tools, 

and evaluate platforms against pedagogical aims, equity, and data-related risks rather than novelty alone (Hago Elmahdi et 

al., 2025; Zhou & Hou, 2025; Williyan et al., 2026). 

Taken together, the literature supports a pedagogy-before-platforms position for Saudi higher education: digital tools can 

strengthen EFL learning, agency, and interaction, but only when teachers exercise informed judgement within real 

institutional and ethical constraints. 
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2.7. Conceptual Framework 

TPACK best fits teacher decision-making; the main gap is Saudi EFL evidence linking practice, learner agency, and 

constraints. A defensible response needs two linked parts: a primary framework choice and a specific research gap grounded 

in Saudi higher-education EFL evidence as well as broader framework studies. 

TPACK is the strongest primary lens for this study because the research questions center on how EFL teachers make 

pedagogical decisions about digital tools in relation to course content and teaching aims, not only on their technical 

competence or on the transformation level of a task (Shiu, 2025; Su, 2023; Muslimin et al., 2023). TPACK is also well 

established in ELT research as a way to interpret the interplay among technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge 

across contexts (Shiu, 2025; Su, 2023). By contrast, SAMR is more useful for classifying how far technology changes a learning 

task than for explaining why teachers choose, adapt, or reject particular tools (Shiu, 2025; Ahmada & Rizkiyah, 2024). 

Use TPACK as the primary framework to design interview questions on tool choice, pedagogical purpose, content fit, and 

classroom adaptation (Shiu, 2025; Sahnan et al., 2025). 

Use SAMR only as a secondary analytic aid to describe whether practices remain at substitution/augmentation or reach 

modification/redefinition (Ahmada & Rizkiyah, 2024; Muslimin et al., 2023). 

Do not use the frameworks interchangeably, because TPACK explains knowledge integration, while SAMR describes task 

transformation level (Shiu, 2025; Drugova et al., 2021). 

TPACK can guide data collection by structuring interview prompts around how teachers align digital tools with language 

objectives, instructional strategies, and learner needs; this matches prior studies that call for evidence beyond self-report 

and recommend lesson plans, observations, and reflective accounts to capture enacted practice (Shiu, 2025; Sahnan et al., 

2025). It can guide analysis through deductive coding of TK, PK, CK, and their intersections, while leaving room for inductive 

themes such as institutional barriers, student readiness, and professional development needs (Shiu, 2025; Sahnan et al., 

2025; Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026). If DigCompEdu is mentioned, it is better treated as a background competence 

model rather than the main lens here, because the present study asks more about situated pedagogical enactment than 

broad competence domains. 

2.8. Literature Synthesis 

What is established is relatively consistent: Saudi EFL teachers generally value digital tools, but their use is often strategic 

and supportive rather than transformative (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026; Al-Khresheh et al., 2025). Across EFL studies, 

teachers are usually more confident in pedagogy and content than in integrating technology at higher levels, and actual 

use often clusters around substitution and augmentation rather than modification or redefinition (Muslimin et al., 2023; 

Shiu, 2025). Saudi studies also repeatedly identify institutional support, infrastructure, training, curriculum alignment, and 

user readiness as major conditions shaping practice (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026; Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026; Al-

Khresheh et al., 2025). 

What remains unclear is how teacher agency, learner agency, and contextual constraints interact inside actual Saudi 

university EFL practice. Saudi evidence documents teacher competence, assessment challenges, professional-development 

limitations, and online-learning barriers, but often treats these as separate issues rather than as interdependent dimensions 

of digital pedagogy (Al-Awaid, 2022; Alshehri, 2024; Saleh & Meccawy, 2022). Learner-side findings show participation, 

motivation, responsibility, anxiety, and navigation problems matter greatly, yet these outcomes are rarely connected 

analytically to teachers’ pedagogical choices about digital tools (Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026; Saleh & Meccawy, 2022; Al-

Samiri, 2021). 

2.9. Evidence Coverage 

 
Saudi 

Universities 
Framework Led 

Qualitative 

Practice 
Mixed Methods AI Focus 

Teacher Practices 7 papers 11 papers 7 papers 6 papers 2 papers 

Learner Agency 1 paper No papers No papers 1 paper No papers 

Assessment 2 papers 3 papers No papers 3 papers No papers 

Professional 

Development 
2 papers 1 paper No papers 2 papers No papers 

Institutional 

Readiness 
2 papers 1 paper 1 paper 1 paper 1 paper 

  

The clearest gap is the thin overlap between Saudi university studies and framework-led analyses of enacted teacher 

practice. Saudi papers document competencies, attitudes, e-assessment obstacles, professional development, and 

institutional readiness, but few use TPACK or SAMR to examine how teachers actually translate pedagogical intentions into 
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classroom digital practices (Al-Awaid, 2022; Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026; Alshehri, 2024; Al-Jarf, R., 2026). Conversely, TPACK-

SAMR studies explain technology integration well, but are mostly outside Saudi Arabia and often rely heavily on self-report, 

with repeated calls for observations, artifacts, and richer contextual analysis (Shiu, 2025; Muslimin et al., 2023; Sahnan et al., 

2025). 

A second gap is the weak treatment of learner agency as linked to teacher practice. Saudi studies show problems in 

motivation, participation, responsibility, anxiety, and usability, while broader EFL studies show technology’s effects depend  

on how teachers structure interaction, support, and task design; those two strands are rarely integrated in one Saudi higher-

education study (Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026; Saleh & Meccawy, 2022; Khawaji, 2025). 

2.10. Research Gap 

The specific gap, then, is not simply a lack of studies on technology in Saudi EFL. The sharper gap is a lack of context-

sensitive, framework-guided research on how Saudi university EFL teachers enact digital pedagogy, how those practices 

shape learner agency and participation, and how institutional constraints enable or limit both (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 

2026; Alshehri, 2024; Khawaji, 2025). 

The present study addresses that gap by using TPACK as the main analytic lens to examine teachers’ digital pedagogical 

practices in relation to language content, teaching strategy, and technology choice, while treating contextual constraints 

and learner agency as constitutive parts of enactment rather than background variables. If SAMR is retained, it should serve 

a narrower role by describing the level of task transformation in observed or reported practices, not by replacing TPACK as 

the main explanatory framework (Shiu, 2025; Drugova et al., 2021). 

In short, TPACK best fits the research questions, and the study’s contribution is to explain Saudi EFL teachers’ digital practices 

together with learner agency and contextual constraints, which the current literature usually examines separately. 

3. Methodology 

A sequential mixed-methods design best fits these research questions because the study needs both broad pattern 

detection and close examination of how teachers actually enact digital pedagogy in context. Recent EFL studies use this 

logic to combine surveys with interviews, observations, and documents, while warning that self-report alone cannot show 

how reported practices translate into classroom action (Althubyani, 2024; Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; 

Li et al., 2026; Alghasab, 2026). 

3.1. Research Design 

An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design is appropriate: Phase 1 uses a teacher questionnaire to identify patterns 

in digital tool use, pedagogical purposes, decision-making, training, and constraints; Phase 2 uses interviews, observations, 

and document analysis to explain those patterns in depth (Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; Mekheimer, 2025). This design is well 

suited to questions about teachers’ practices because mixed methods can capture both measurable trends and the 

contextual, nonlinear relationship between beliefs, competence, and enacted classroom practice (Li et al., 2026; Moradi, 

2025; Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026). 

A survey-only design would be weaker for the present study because questionnaire data can describe prevalence and 

associations but cannot, by itself, establish how practices occur in classrooms or how teachers adapt to local constraints 

(Mekheimer, 2025; Feng & Sumettikoon, 2024; Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025). A qualitative case study would be preferable only if 

the project narrowed to a small number of institutions or courses and prioritized process tracing over broader pattern 

description (Çukur, 2023; Marzuki et al., 2026). 

3.2. Design Elements 

Feature Proposed Choice 

Design 
Explanatory sequential mixed methods (Suwarni & Natsir, 

2024; Althubyani, 2024) 

Quantitative phase 
Online teacher questionnaire (Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; 

Mekheimer, 2025) 

Qualitative phase 
Interviews, observations, documents (Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; 

Alghasab, 2026; Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026) 

Integration logic 
Qualitative data explain quantitative patterns (Althubyani, 

2024; Moradi, 2025) 

Main limitation avoided 
Self-report without enacted-practice evidence (Li et al., 2026; 

Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026) 
  

Figure 1: Recommended mixed-method design for Saudi EFL study 
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3.3. Setting, Participants, and Sampling 

The study should be conducted in public Saudi higher education institutions offering undergraduate EFL courses, with 

institutions anonymized and described by broad features rather than names to protect identities (Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025; 

Li et al., 2026; Alghasab, 2026). The methodology should describe each site by relevant instructional features: type of English 

program, whether courses are GE or ESP, instructional mode, available platforms, and degree of institutional digital support, 

because these contextual differences shape pedagogical choices (Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2024; Li et al., 2026). 

The target population should be university EFL teachers who currently teach credit-bearing English courses and have at 

least one semester of experience using digital tools in teaching (Marzuki et al., 2026; Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025). A defensible 

sample would include approximately 80–150 teachers for the questionnaire across several institutions, followed by 12–20 

purposively selected teachers for interviews and 6–10 observed teachers/classes representing variation in gender, 

experience, region, course type, and reported level of digital integration (Moradi, 2025; Althubyani, 2024; Mekheimer, 2025; 

Althubyani, 2024; Alghasab, 2026; Qalb et al., 2026). Recruitment should proceed through department chairs or program 

coordinators, followed by direct invitations, participant information sheets, and voluntary consent; the study should avoid 

any claim of national representativeness unless probability sampling is used (Alghasab, 2026; Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2024; Alzubi 

& Alelaiwi, 2025). 

3.4. Data Collection 

Data collection should align directly with the research questions by combining a teacher questionnaire, semi-structured 

interviews, classroom observations, and course-document analysis (Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; Alghasab, 2026; Castillo Niama 

& Ponce Marcillo, 2026; Nguyen, 2024). Questionnaire items should cover demographics, frequency and types of digital 

tool use, instructional purposes, decision-making, learner participation, assessment, training, and contextual constraints; 

comparable instruments have used sections on demographics, practices, influencing factors, and open-ended responses 

(Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025). 

Instrument development should draw on the literature review, the conceptual framework, and expert review for content 

validity, followed by piloting with a small group of comparable teachers to refine clarity, sequencing, and relevance (Suwarni 

& Natsir, 2024; Moradi, 2025; Althubyani, 2024; Marzuki et al., 2026; Alghasab, 2026). Interviews should be semi-structured 

and bilingual if needed to avoid misunderstanding and elicit fuller accounts of teachers’ reasoning, adaptations, and 

concerns (Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2024; Çukur, 2023; Marzuki et al., 2026). Observations should use a structured protocol focused 

on how technology is used across lesson stages, how teachers scaffold participation, and whether practice remains teacher-

centered or becomes more interactive (Alghasab, 2026; Qalb et al., 2026; Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026; Bui, 2022). 

Questionnaire: Administer online in English, with optional Arabic clarification, to maximize reach and anonymity 

(Mekheimer, 2025; Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025). 

Interviews: Select follow-up participants purposively from questionnaire results to explain contrasting or typical patterns 

(Mekheimer, 2025; Li et al., 2026). 

Observations and documents: Collect lesson plans, digital tasks, LMS prompts, and assessment instructions to compare 

planned and enacted practice (Nguyen, 2024; Yeh et al., 2026; Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026). 

3.5. Data Analysis and Ethics 

Questionnaire data should first be analyzed with descriptive statistics to summarize frequencies, means, and standard 

deviations of reported practices and constraints, because the first aim is pattern description rather than causal modeling 

(Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2024; Nurhidayat et al., 2024). If the sample size is sufficient, inferential tests can compare subgroups or 

examine associations among digital competence, institutional support, and reported practices (Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; Feng 

& Sumettikoon, 2024; Alzubi & Alelaiwi, 2025). Qualitative data should be transcribed, coded, and analyzed thematically 

through iterative stages of familiarization, initial coding, category development, pattern identification, and theme 

refinement, with some deductive codes derived from the framework and some inductive codes emerging from the data 

(Çukur, 2023; Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2024; Marzuki et al., 2026; Althubyani, 2024). Mixed-method integration should occur by 

comparing survey patterns with interview, observation, and document evidence to identify convergence, divergence, and 

belief-practice gaps (Alghasab, 2026; Castillo Niama & Ponce Marcillo, 2026; Althubyani, 2024). 

Ethics procedures should include formal institutional approval, informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, 

pseudonyms or coded identifiers, and the right to withdraw without penalty (Alghasab, 2026; Althubyani, 2024). Digital 

records should be stored securely on password-protected institutional drives, with interview recordings transcribed and de-

identified after permission is obtained, and any student or platform data limited to what is necessary for the research 

questions (Althubyani, 2024; Mekheimer, 2025; Alghasab, 2026). If student data are included, students should serve only as 

a supplementary source on participation, autonomy, and access rather than as a separate population from which broad 

claims are made (Mali, 2024). 
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This methodology therefore supports a pedagogy-before-platforms study by combining breadth, depth, and triangulation, 

while keeping the claims appropriately bounded to participating Saudi university EFL contexts. 

3.6. 4.Results on Saudi EFL Digital Pedagogy 

The results are organized around participants and context, pedagogical practices, learner agency, and constraints, then 

closed with a concise summary. The evidence base is broader than Saudi-only studies, but Saudi higher-education findings 

are foregrounded where available (Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018; Moradi, 2025). 

3.7. 4.1.Participants and Context 

The teacher samples reported across the evidence were institutionally varied, but most studies drew on tertiary EFL teachers 

working in digitally changing environments rather than stable, highly resourced settings (Moradi, 2025; Mekheimer, 2025; 

Mahyoub, 2025). Sample sizes ranged from small qualitative cohorts of 10–28 teachers to larger mixed-methods surveys of 

68, 120, 159, 346, and 611 participants (Marzuki et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026; Zadorozhnyy et al., 2025; Mekheimer, 2025; 

Althubyani, 2024). 

Saudi-specific learner evidence came from first-year university contexts: one study surveyed 137 Saudi university students 

on autonomy and technology use, and another examined 30 Preparatory Year students at Najran University using mobile 

applications for reading beyond class (Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018). Across settings, instructional modes 

included online, blended, and face-to-face teaching with LMSs, mobile apps, quizzes, messaging tools, and AI-supported 

platforms becoming routine parts of EFL delivery (Marzuki et al., 2026; Tsai, 2019; Bahari & Liu, 2025). 

3.8. Digital Pedagogical Practices 

Teachers most often used LMSs, multimedia, and interactive applications for engagement, lesson delivery, and language 

practice rather than for deeply redesigned pedagogy (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Bui, 2022; Li et al., 2026). Common tools 

included Google Forms, Quizizz, Quizlet, Kahoot!, Socrative, Moodle, WhatsApp, search engines, and AI-enabled platforms, 

typically selected to support quizzes, resource access, communication, feedback, and structured practice (Pratiwi & Waluyo, 

2023; Tsai, 2019; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018; Bahari & Liu, 2025). 

Observed practice was often teacher-centered. Digital technologies were predominantly used for content delivery, 

structured drills, and optimization of instructional processes, while digital assessment, cooperation, and higher-order 

redesign were less common (Bui, 2022; Alghasab, 2026; Li et al., 2026). Teachers nonetheless reported choosing tools in 

relation to course aims, student needs, and task demands, and some reorganized lesson structures or modified digital tasks 

when classroom contingencies required it (Bui, 2022; Moradi, 2025; Marzuki et al., 2026). 

Tool or Modality Main Pedagogical Purpose Reported Pattern 

LMS / CMS 
Resource delivery, quizzes, course 

organization 

Used regularly; linked to autonomy and 

tracking (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Tsai, 

2019) 

Interactive quiz tools Practice, engagement, quick checks 

Increased participation, especially in 

structured activities (Pratiwi & Waluyo, 

2023; Marzuki et al., 2026; Pratiwi & 

Waluyo, 2023) 

Mobile / messaging tools 
Out-of-class reading, sharing, 

communication 

Expanded time, place, and choice of 

learning (Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018; 

Noorwali & Sabir, 2025) 

AI-supported tools 
Personalized feedback, adaptive 

support, planning 

Promising but unevenly integrated 

(Bahari & Liu, 2025; Li & Chang, 2026; 

Bahari & Liu, 2025) 
  

Figure 2: Digital tools, purposes, and classroom uses reported across the included EFL studies. 

3.9. Learner Agency and Interaction 

Teachers commonly perceived digital tools as improving motivation, participation, and interaction, especially during quizzes, 

multimedia tasks, and online activities (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Marzuki et al., 2026; Althubyani, 2024). Observation-based 

evidence was more cautious: participation often increased, but meaningful learning depended on scaffolding, guided 

questioning, and deliberate orchestration rather than technology alone (Marzuki et al., 2026). 

Student-side evidence showed that technology can support choice and autonomy. Saudi learners reported moderate to 

high autonomy, with strong positive associations between technology use and autonomous learning, and they used digital 

tools for structured study, vocabulary work, academic support, and communication (Noorwali & Sabir, 2025). In Najran 

University, mobile applications improved responsibility and decision-making about reading materials, timing, and place of 

study (Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018). 
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Other learner evidence reinforced this pattern. Flipped and online digital environments improved learner strategy use, 

confidence, self-management, and interaction with materials, while AI-supported systems increased self-paced practice, 

visible progress tracking, and adaptive feedback (Tsai, 2019; Li & Chang, 2026). At the same time, barriers remained: 

distraction, plagiarism, weak confidence with technologies, and passive or superficial engagement were recurrent risks 

(Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2023; Marzuki et al., 2026). 

Teacher perceptions emphasized engagement, motivation, and interaction (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Mekheimer, 2025). 

Observed classrooms showed more participation than deep collaboration or autonomy (Marzuki et al., 2026; Alghasab, 

2026). 

Student reports indicated moderate to high autonomy when tools enabled flexibility and personalization (Noorwali & Sabir, 

2025; Tsai, 2019). 

3.10. Constraints and Enablers 

The most consistent constraints were infrastructure, training, workload, and uneven support. Teachers reported unreliable 

internet, limited access to tools, insufficient pedagogical and technical training, and time pressure for lesson preparation 

and experimentation (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Moradi, 2025; Mahyoub, 2025; Zadorozhnyy et al., 2025). Heavy workloads 

and administrative demands also reduced space for exploring new digital methods (Althubyani, 2024; Zadorozhnyy et al., 

2025; Li et al., 2026). 

Enabling conditions included institutional support, professional development, and clearer policy guidance. Technology use 

was stronger where teachers perceived usefulness, received support, and had access to sustained training focused on 

pedagogy rather than tool familiarity alone (Althubyani, 2024; Bahari & Liu, 2025; Mahyoub, 2025). Several studies also 

identified student-related conditions as part of the implementation context, including motivation, digital confidence, 

feedback, and varied learner styles (Althubyani, 2024; Mekheimer, 2025; Zadorozhnyy et al., 2025). 

3.11. Principal Findings 

The results show that participating EFL teachers worked across varied institutional contexts and commonly taught in 

environments where digital platforms had become normal, though not uniformly supported (Marzuki et al., 2026; Moradi, 

2025; Mahyoub, 2025). Teachers used LMSs, quiz tools, mobile applications, messaging tools, and AI-supported systems 

mainly for lesson delivery, language practice, communication, and feedback, with implementation often remaining teacher-

centered (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Pratiwi & Waluyo, 2023; Alghasab, 2026). 

Learner agency findings were mixed but generally positive: teachers perceived higher engagement, and student evidence 

showed gains in autonomy, self-direction, and flexibility when digital tools were purposefully structured (Marzuki et al., 

2026; Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018). The main constraints were access, infrastructure, workload, limited 

training, and uneven institutional support, while the main enabling conditions were pedagogically oriented professional 

development, supportive policy, and context-responsive teacher adaptation (Badi’ah & Arifani, 2026; Suwarni & Natsir, 2024; 

Marzuki et al., 2026). 

In sum, the results answer the research questions by showing what teachers used, what those tools were used for, how 

learner participation and autonomy were experienced, and which contextual conditions constrained or enabled digital 

pedagogy in EFL settings. 

4. Discussion 

Digital pedagogy depends on pedagogical fit, while learner agency and effective use remain strongly context-bound. 

The discussion turns on three linked issues: teachers’ pedagogical decision-making, learner agency and interaction, and 

Saudi institutional conditions shaping both. 

4.1. Teachers’ Digital Practices 

Teachers’ use of technology appears partly pedagogy-led but rarely transformative. In Saudi university English instruction, 

teachers report using technology strategically to strengthen relationships and support existing teaching, more as an 

engagement resource than as a driver of major pedagogical redesign (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026). This interpretation 

aligns with broader EFL evidence showing that teachers often recognize the value of digital tools yet struggle to embed 

them deeply in instruction, with digital use concentrated in instructional delivery rather than assessment or collaborative 

knowledge-building (Li et al., 2026; Moradi, 2025). 

At the same time, teachers are not passive adopters. EFL teachers adapt materials to student needs, combine tools with 

existing routines, and recalibrate tasks when student responses or infrastructure make the original design unworkable 

(Moradi, 2025; Marzuki et al., 2026). Some also decline or minimize tool use when engagement drops or when technologies 

seem misaligned with instructional aims, which reinforces that meaningful integration depends on professional judgment 

rather than availability alone (Li et al., 2026; Marzuki et al., 2026). 
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4.2. Learner Agency 

The findings suggest that digital pedagogy can expand learner autonomy, flexibility, and participation, but these gains are 

conditional rather than automatic. Saudi learner evidence shows moderate to high autonomy associated with technology 

use, especially where students use digital tools for structured study, vocabulary work, academic support, and communication 

(Noorwali & Sabir, 2025). Flexibility and personalization appear especially important, and mobile-supported reading in Saudi 

Arabia improved students’ responsibility for choosing materials and deciding when and where to study (Noorwali & Sabir, 

2025; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018). 

Observed and comparative evidence is more cautious. Technology tends to raise participation and engagement, but 

meaningful agency depends on scaffolding, guided questioning, and deliberate orchestration by teachers (Marzuki et al., 

2026; Alam et al., 2025). Agency also varies by context: flipped and LMS-supported models can strengthen self-

management, strategy use, and confidence, but students’ lack of motivation, over-reliance on teachers, and limited 

autonomy training remain persistent constraints in Saudi settings (Tsai, 2019; Al-Samiri, 2021; Hazaea & Alzubi, 2018). 

4.3. Contextual Influences 

Contextual Factor What the Evidence Shows Likely Effect on Practice 

Infrastructure 

Unreliable internet, limited access, and 

software problems remain common 

barriers (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 

2026; Al-Khresheh et al., 2025; Al-Motrif 

et al., 2025) 

Constrains continuity and tool choice 

Training 

Teachers repeatedly report inadequate 

preparation and a need for pedagogy-

focused support (Al-Khasawneh & 

Alshawaf, 2026; Alam et al., 2025; 

Mahyoub, 2025) 

Encourages surface-level use 

Policy And Guidance 

Unclear policies and weak managerial 

support hinder coherent integration 

(Alshehri et al., 2026; Alsuwat, S. E., 

2026; Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026) 

Produces uneven implementation 

Workload And Systems 

Heavy workloads and system-level 

pressures shape adoption decisions 

(Zadorozhnyy et al., 2025; Althubyani, 

2024) 

Limits experimentation and reflection 

Student Readiness 

Motivation, capability, anxiety, and 

interface demands affect participation 

(Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026; 

Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026; Al-Samiri, 

2021) 

Makes agency uneven across courses 

  

Figure 3: Main contextual conditions shaping digital pedagogy in Saudi higher education EFL. 

Saudi higher-education research supports interpreting digital pedagogy as a balancing act between goals and conditions. 

Teachers’ positive attitudes are repeatedly moderated by institutional access, training gaps, curriculum alignment problems, 

and concerns about student capability (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026; Al-Khresheh et al., 2025). At the policy level, Saudi 

EFL work also points to conceptual inconsistency in digital-skills integration and to insufficient managerial support and 

unclear frameworks, which helps explain why implementation remains uneven even where tools are available (Alshehri et 

al., 2026). 

4.4. Implications and Limits 

Professional development should prioritize pedagogical decisions, not tool familiarity alone (Mahyoub, 2025; Marzuki et al., 

2026; Al-Khresheh et al., 2025). 

Institutions need clearer ethical and instructional guidance, especially for AI, assessment, and access (Hago Elmahdi et al., 

2025; Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026). 

Support for learner agency should emphasize scaffolding, preparation, and inclusive participation rather than assuming 

autonomy will emerge by itself (Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Fraidan & AlSalman, 2026). 
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4.5. Conclusion and Recommendations 

5. Conclusion 

This study’s main contribution is to connect teacher practice, learner agency, and contextual constraint within Saudi higher 

education rather than treating them as separate topics (Al-Khasawneh & Alshawaf, 2026; Noorwali & Sabir, 2025). Its likely 

limitations are the familiar ones in this literature: restricted institutional coverage, reliance on self-report for part of the 

evidence, and limited ability to capture change over time or claim broad representativeness (Mekheimer, 2025; Mahyoub, 

2025; Marzuki et al., 2026). 

In conclusion, the research questions are answered most clearly by a pedagogy-before-platforms interpretation: digital 

tools matter when teachers align them with course aims, learner needs, and local conditions. The study’s contribution is to 

show that in Saudi higher-education EFL, the value of digital technology depends less on the platform itself than on 

pedagogical purpose, learner support, and institutional fit. 

Recommendations 

Build sustained PD around task design, feedback, interaction, and critical digital literacy (Moradi, 2025; Al-Khresheh et al., 

2025). 

Provide institution-level guidance on accessible, ethical, and appropriate use of platforms and AI tools (Hago Elmahdi et al., 

2025; Alshehri et al., 2026). 

Design courses that actively support learner choice and interaction through scaffolding, preparation, and flexible tasks 

(Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Tsai, 2019). 

Extend research across more Saudi institutions, regions, course types, and student groups, with observational and 

longitudinal designs (Noorwali & Sabir, 2025; Mahyoub, 2025; Marzuki et al., 2026). 
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