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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this paper is to synthesise the themes and topics addressed language teachers’ new literacies in the published articles be-
tween 2010–2020 to understand research and approaches to the new literacies of language teachers. To this end, the researchers applied 
an integrative review of 29 papers selected from a body of 503 published papers in nine databases. The review showed that most papers 
related to new literacies in professional development focused on the term digital literacy. Moreover, most of the published papers are 
from Asia and Europe and were conducted on in-service teachers. A great majority of published papers relied on qualitative research 
design, and web 2.0 technologies are the dominant technologies in the reviewed studies. My findings potentially pave the way for fu-
ture researchers to recognize and classify new possible areas of research as regards the use of new literacies as a necessity for language 
pedagogy. 
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Desarrollo profesional de profesores de idiomas y nuevas alfabetizaciones: Una revisión integradora

RESUMEN 
El objetivo de este trabajo es sintetizar los temas que abordan las nuevas alfabetizaciones de los profesores de idiomas en los artículos 
publicados entre 2010-2020 para comprender la investigación y los enfoques de las nuevas alfabetizaciones de los profesores de idio-
mas. Para ello, los investigadores aplicaron una revisión integradora de 29 artículos seleccionados de un conjunto de 503 artículos pu-
blicados en nueve bases de datos. La revisión mostró que la mayoría de los artículos relacionados con las nuevas alfabetizaciones en el 
desarrollo profesional se centra en el término “alfabetización digital”. Además, la mayoría de los trabajos publicados proceden de Asia 
y Europa y se realizaron con profesores en activo. La gran mayoría de los trabajos publicados se basan en un diseño de investigación 
cualitativo, y las tecnologías de la web 2.0 son las dominantes en los estudios revisados. Nuestros hallazgos pueden allanar el camino 
para que los futuros investigadores reconozcan y clasifiquen nuevas áreas posibles de investigación en lo que respecta al uso de las 
nuevas alfabetizaciones como una necesidad para la pedagogía del lenguaje. 
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tion to value new literacy for teachers’ professional development 
as a lifelong plan at both individual and organizational levels, 
the researchers carried on an integrative review of the related 
literature. In this review, we scrutinized the themes and topics 
addressed language teachers’ new literacies in the last decade, 
between 2010 – 2020, to provide an apprehension of research and 
approaches to the new literacies of language teachers. The aim of 
this review is to analyze journal articles that define or discuss the 
concepts of new literacies in relationship to teachers’ professional 
development and education. 

Method

The researchers applied an integrative review based on five 
phases of research synthesis (Cooper, 1998): (1) formulating the 
problem; (2) collecting data; (3) evaluating data; (4) analysing and 
interpreting; and (5) presenting the results.

The Data Collection

In the phase of data collection, the researchers, first, search 
for published journal articles related to the aim of this study from 
several scholarly sources including (1) academic journals, (2) bib-
liographic databases, (3) review articles, and (4) the electronic 
databases. The second phase of the data collection dealt with 
specifying the inclusion and exclusion criteria. 

In order to access the related studies, the researchers specified 
related keywords and subject words to find out relevant studies 
based on previous studies. The keywords were based on the ‘view 
of literacy’ table published by Tafazoli and his colleagues in 2017. 
The primary keywords and subject words applied in combination 
with ‘language teaching’ were: (1) computer literacy, (2) digital 
literacy, (3) electracy, (4) electronic literacies/literacy, (5) eLitera-
cy, (6) ICT literacy, (7) media literacy, (8) multiliteracies, (9) mul-
timedia literacy, (10) multiple literacies, (11) new literacies, (12) 
online literacy, (13) silicon literacies, (14) technoliteracy, and (15) 
visual literacy. Then, the mentioned keywords and combinations 
were used in electronic bibliographic databases which include: (1) 
Academic Search Ultimate (EBSCO HOST), (2) Arts & Human-
ities Citation Index (AHCI), (3) Educational Resource Information 
Center (ERIC), (4) Emerging Source Citation Index, (5) JSTOR, (6) 
Project Muse, (7) Science Citation Index Expanded, (8) Scopus, 
and (9) Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). 

The researchers also tried to expand their data collection by 
searching the reputable academic journals in language teaching and 
learning, education, literacy, and teacher education included: (1) 
Applied Linguistics, (2) Australasian Journal of Educational Tech-
nology, (3) British Journal of Educational Technology, (4) CALICO 
Journal, (5) Computer Assisted Language Learning, (6) Computers 
and Education, (7) ELT Journal, (8) Foreign Language Annuals, (9) 
Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy (ILA), (10) Journal of Edu-
cation for Teaching, (11) Journal of Learning, (12) Journal of Teacher 
Education, (13) Language Learning & Technology, (14) Language 
Teaching Research, (15) ReCALL, (16) Second Language Research, 
(17) Studies in Second Language Acquisition, (18) System, (19) 
Teachers and Teaching, (20) Teaching and Teacher Education, (21) 
TESOL Quarterly, and (22) The Modern Language Journal. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

In the first attempt to find the relevant research papers, 490 
studies were identified based on the mentioned keywords in the 
mentioned databases and journals. To be eligible for this study, 
the researchers specified inclusion and exclusion criteria: 

Introduction

In everyday life, we have moved from text-based interactions 
to operating in a multi-modal environment. This transition has 
led to an alteration in the traditional concept of literacy from ‘the 
ability to write and read’ to the new literacies variously called 
‘multiliteracies’ (Gee, 1992), ‘multimedia literacy’ (New London 
Group, 1996), ‘technological literacies’ (Lankshear et al., 1997), 
‘silicon literacies’ (Snyder, 1997), ‘electronic literacy’ (Warschau-
er, 1999), ‘technoliteracy’ (Erben, 1999), ‘new literacy/literacies’ 
(Salaberry, 2000), ‘multiple literacies’ (Kellner, 2002), ‘electracy’ 
(Ulmer, 2003), and ‘online literacy’ (Snyder & Beavis, 2004). A 
common term used for these new literacies is ‘digital literacy’. 
Digital literacy is “an ability to interpret, manage, share and cre-
ate meaning in the growing range of digital communication chan-
nels” (Tafazoli et al., 2017, p. 716) which delineated as a ‘survival 
skill’ (Eshet-Alkalai, 2004) in our digital age.

In this new environment, language teachers need to acquire 
and be able to teach more than just so-called ‘21st-century skills’ 
such as creativity and innovation, collaboration and teamwork, 
critical thinking, problem-solving, autonomy, flexibility, and 
lifelong learning (Dudeney et al., 2013), they also need to be pro-
ficient in the new literacies as described above. Using technolo-
gies, however, is not the ultimate goal of teacher education. The 
increasing interest in applications of technology in language ed-
ucation has necessitated language teachers to become competent 
in applying technology in their classrooms. Successful implemen-
tation of technology in language teaching curriculum requires 
literate teachers in knowing how to apply the technology to meet 
their needs. However, there should be appropriate and up-to-date 
training courses for teachers with two aims: 1) to improve their 
digital or any related new literacies, and 2) to teach teachers how 
to transfer their new literacies into the real teaching situations.

Various scholars around the world have investigated the in-
tegration of technology into language teaching from different 
perspectives including teacher education and professional devel-
opment (Aşık et al., 2020; Nazari & Xodabande, 2020; Son, 2018), 
challenges and affordances of the implementation of CALL in teach-
ers’ views (Liu & Chao, 2018; Xu & Churchill, 2020), teachers’ readi-
ness and acceptance of using technology (Van Gorp et al., 2019), and 
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions (Tafazoli et al., 2019). However, 
only a few scholars have tried to explicate the role of new literacies 
in language teacher education and teacher’s professional develop-
ment (e.g., Allen & Berggren, 2016; Almås & Krumsvik, 2007; Benitt 
et al., 2019). An initial review of literature showed that researchers 
investigated new literacies from different perspectives of material 
development (Allen, 2015), teachers’ professional development in 
general (Anderson et al., 2018), rural teachers’ professional develop-
ment (Cruz Arcila, 2018), online professional development (Albers 
et al., 2015), teachers’ attitudes and perceptions (Ryo & Boggs, 2016; 
Tok, 2015; Xerri & Campbell, 2016), multilingual education (Dage-
nais et al., 2017), teacher training (Dashtestani, 2014; Hauck, 2019; 
Zacchi, 2018), pre-service teacher education (Jeong, 2017; Ozden, 
2018), in-service teacher education (Yi & Angay-Crowder, 2016), 
curriculum development (Jiang, 2019), teacher researcher (Knobel 
& Lankshear, 2019), teachers’ professional identity (Norton & Ear-
ly, 2011), teaching assistant program (Soler & Tecedor, 2018), and 
intercultural competence (Waldman et al., 2019). 

Due to the lack of focus on the concept of teachers’ new liter-
acies, in general, and language teachers’ new literacies, in partic-
ular, this research aims to contribute to a state-of-the-art study on 
language teachers’ professional development and new literacy. 
Thus, in order to grasp the attention of teacher educators, re-
searchers, decision-makers, and policymakers in language educa-
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In the third phase, the researchers read through all the remaining 
papers’ full texts to meet the inclusion and exclusion criteria.

The number of accepted papers in the first two phases of the 
study based on the databases and literacy types is illustrated in 
Table 1.

Data Analysis

We decided to perform an integrative review because 29 docu-
ments were not homogenous enough to warrant a meta-analysis. 
However, the included studies and demographics of the included 
documents such as year, geographical area, the study context, 
number of participants, research design, and target language were 
reported in quantitative data. In addition, a qualitative analysis of 
each study was done, based on Manca and Ranieri’s (2016) tech-
nique, we conducted a qualitative analysis of each of the studies 
regarding aims, keywords, the technology used, data collection, 
design of the study, literacies, definitions of literacies, target lan-
guage, the context of the study, and theoretical framework. 

In the first step, in order to systemize the documents, we de-
signed a categorization template to follow the scientific approach 
in the documents. Apart from recognizing the type of literacies 

(1) The publication date must be between 2010 and 2020. The 
last decade was chosen based on the emergence of technology 
in language teaching and as we wanted to investigate the lat-
est development of the concept of digital literacy. (2) The study 
adopted any terms called ‘new literacies’ (Tafazoli et al., 2017) 
with the same definition of ‘digital literacy’ – mentioned in the 
introduction section. (3) The studies must be published journal 
articles with no research design exceptions (qualitative, quantita-
tive, or mixed methods). (4) The study covers the digital literacy 
of language teachers. Finally, (5) the participants in the studies 
had to be second, foreign and/or additional language teachers. 

Data Evaluation

Figure 1 illustrates several screening processes and selecting 
acceptable published papers based on the inclusion and exclu-
sion criteria for inclusion in this review. The researchers specified 
three screening phases for all the identified papers in the first 
phase through the database search engines. In the first phase, 
the screening happened to remove the duplicate and irrelevant 
papers based on the titles and keywords. In the second phase, the 
researchers read all the abstracts to filter out the irrelevant papers. 

Figure 1. Data Evaluation Stages

Table 1. Number of Accepted Papers based on the Databases and Keywords

EBSCO ERIC JSTOR Project Muse Scopus WOS

P1 P2 P1 P2 P1 P2 P1 P2 P1 P2 P1 P2

Computer literacy 6 1 6 4 18 2 1 0 0 0 1 0

Digital literacy 14 6 7 5 38 2 11 3 9 2 25 5

Electronic literac* 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

ICT literacy 6 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Media literacy 3 2 5 1 16 1 5 0 5 0 5 0

Multiliteracies 25 9 6 2 58 2 20 0 14 2 30 7

Multimedia literacy 9 3 0 0 23 1 23 1 0 0 1 1

Multiple literacies 5 0 12 3 39 4 1 0 2 0 1 0

New literacies 8 2 17 5 29 0 5 0 5 2 7 1

Online literacy 23 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Technoliteracy 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visual literacy 3 0 1 0 15 1 0 0 1 0 2 0

Total 106 26 54 20 241 13 66 4 36 6 73 14

* Truncation 
P = Phase
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Results and Discussion

In this section, we demonstrated the findings that were ob-
tained from the selected published articles concentrating on teach-
ers and the development of their new literacies.

Demographics of the Studies

The data analysis revealed a continuous growth in the number 
of published papers from 2010 to 2020. By dividing this decade into 
two 5-year-research periods, the number of publications rose from 8 
articles (27.6%) in the first five-year (2010-1015) to 21 articles (72.4%) 
in the second period (2016-2020). On average, two or three studies 
were published each year, and the number of studies reached their 
peak in 2018 (Figure 2). However, as the study was completed in June 
2020, the researchers expect more publications on the issue in 2020. 

Figure 2. Number of Publications Each Year

As for the distribution of published studies across the globe, eight 
studies were carried out in Europe and seven studies in Asia. Ameri-
ca with five and Africa with two studies are in the next ranking, and, 
surprisingly, no study has been conducted in Australia (Figure 3). 

Figure 3. Distribution of Published Papers

As illustrated in Figure 4, digital literacy is the most frequent 
new literacies in the reviewed articles (n = 11). After that, multilit-
eracies with four appearances in the published articles as the issue 
of investigation in language teacher’s professional development is 
a common new literacy. Multimodal literacy and computer literacy 

used in the documents, which was the focus of the study, we 
were eager to know about the researchers’ aims and whether they 
have contributed to the knowledge of new literacy by adding new 
definitions or new terms. Also, we were interested in the research 
design, data collection tools, and the context of the studies. Thus, 
the categorization template consisted of the following:

(1) Aim of the study
(2) Research questions
(3) Keywords
(4) Literacy
(5) Definition of literacy
(6) Technology
(7) Data collection
(8) Design
(9) Target language
(10) Context of the study (participants, country)
(11) Theoretical assumptions
(12) Research focus 
In the next step, we applied multilevel coding (Birks & Mills, 

2011) in which different themes have emerged from each specific 
category based on a grounded theoretical approach. In this way of 
coding, the specified codes were classified based on their similar 
specifications to generate fully developed individual categories 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Table 2 shows the number of accepted 
papers in the third phase of data evaluation using a content anal-
ysis approach.

Table 2. Number of Accepted Papers for Each Journal

Journal No*

ELT Journal 3

TESOL Quarterly 2

Language and Education 2

The JALT CALL Journal 2

European Journal of Language Policy 2

The European Journal of Applied Linguistics 
and TEFL 2

Computer Assisted Language Learning 1

CALICO Journal 1

The Modern Language Journal 1

English Language Teaching 1

Language Teaching Research 1

Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy 1

Profile: Issues in Teachers’ Professional De-
velopment 1

International Journal of Progressive Educa-
tion 1

Advances in Language and Literary Studies 1

e-TEALS: An e-journal of Teacher Education 
and Applied Language Studies 1

Center for Educational Policy Studies Journal 1

International Electronic Journal of Elemen-
tary Education 1

Hispania 1

Revista Tempos E Espacos Educacao 1

Td-the Journal for Transdisciplinary Research 
in Southern Africa 1

International Journal of English Linguistics 1

Total 29

* Number of articles included in this review
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Digital literacy, the most frequent new literacy in the re-
viewed articles (see Figure 4), is a relatively new concept in the 
field, and three articles defined and adopted it differently. Inter-
estingly, the used definitions applied a more technical, cognitive, 
and social approach to the concept of digital literacy. Allen (2015) 
used Eshet-Alkalai and Chajust’s (2009) definition of digital lit-
eracy with more emphasis on cognitive aspect: “the ability to 
employ a wide range of cognitive and emotional skills in using 
digital technology” (p.713). In another way, with more focus on 
the socio-cultural aspect, Hauck (2019) referred to digital literacy 
as “the critical and practical understanding of digital technolo-
gies in socio-cultural settings, where people are creators as well 
as observers” (Alexander et al., 2016, p. 1). Ozden (2018) defined 
digital literacy as “the ability to achieve goals or to retrieve infor-
mation by using the device with a digital screen and to use the 
achieved goal and obtained information” (p. 27), which shows a 
more technical and mechanical approach to the concept. As there 
is no consensus on the definition of digital literacy and other lit-
eracies as well, we believe that different approaches towards one 
concept, in this case, roots in the nature and aims of the research. 

The results of the study concur with Spante et al.’s (2018) sys-
tematic review of concept use, digital literacy, and competency in 
higher education, which mentioned that around 53% of the pub-
lished papers mentioned without defining digital literacy, 24% 
referred to research papers for defining the concept, and only 5% 
of the studies discuss and/or developed the concept. Meanwhile, 
in Spante et al.’s (2018) study, 24% of the published papers have 
cited policy documents which are 0% in our reviewed articles. Also, 
Khalid’s (2015) qualitative synthesis showed that digital literacy 
definitions focused more on the technical and cognitive aspects, 
and the results did not report the social approach to digital literacy. 

Pre-service, In-service Teachers, and Teacher Trainers

Our data analysis shows that 45% (n = 13) of reviewed articles 
focused on in-service teachers, 28% (n = 8) on pre-service teachers, 
7% ( n = 2) on pre- and in-service teachers simultaneously, and 
only one study (3%) focused on teacher trainers. The remaining 
17% (n = 5) has a more general focus (Figure 6). 

Figure 6. The Focus of Reviewed Papers

In this study, the term in-service teacher refers to a teacher that 
is already teaching, and a pre-service teacher is a student who is in 
the process of becoming a teacher. Surprisingly, the results revealed 
the fact that there is no strong concentration on pre-service teachers 
in terms of digital literacy development. Based on the focus of the 
reviewed articles, there is a higher emphasis on in-service teachers. 

have been investigated two times, and other literacies like critical 
literacy, multiple literacies, CALL literacy, New literacy, and ICT 
literacy have been explored only once. Some reviewed articles inves-
tigated more than one literacies that we categorized them as ‘miscel-
laneous’: ICT, computer, and electronic literacies (n = 1), digital and 
multimodal literacies (n = 1), multimodal literacy and multiliteracies 
(n = 1), and one article reviewed all of the literacies in one article. 

Figure 4. Frequence of New Literacies

Definitions of New Literacies

The way in which the reviewed articles used the definition of new 
literacies is illustrated in Figure 5. Data analysis shows that the re-
searchers most often do not define the term (66%) and only mention 
the term in their articles. Also, 14 percent of the scholars define the 
term primarily with reference to previously published articles and 
research papers, whereas there is no tendency to refer to policy docu-
ments (0%). In addition, only an article develops the concepts further.

Figure 5. How the Reviewed Articles Used the Definition of New Literacies

Among 29 reviewed articles, only Cruz Arcila (2018) defined 
multimodal literacy based on Walsh’s definition that defined 
multimodal literacy as “meaning-making that occurs through the 
reading, viewing, understanding, responding to and producing 
and interacting with multimedia and digital texts” (Walsh, 2010, 
p. 213). Also, Dashtestani (2014) was the sole researcher who ap-
plied Son and his colleagues’ definition for computer literacy: 
“the ability to use computers at an adequate level for creation, 
communication and collaboration in a literate society” (Son et al., 
2011, p. 27). Interestingly, no scholars defined other new literacies 
mentioned in their studies (see Figure 5).
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Recently, the research paradigm and methodology reached di-
versity, copiousness, and enrichment in the field of language stud-
ies and language education through the thoughtful discussions and 
arguments of several scholars (e.g., Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 
Dörnyei, 2007; Gass, 2015; Mackey et al., 2012; Riazi & Candlin, 
2014; Richards et al., 2012; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Gao et al. 
(2001) predict the methodological shift from empirical studies to 
non-empirical ones, qualitative studies, in applied linguistics (also 
see Lazaraton, 2000, 2002, 2005). In 2009, Richards announced a 
new shift in research trends from qualitative to mixed methods. He 
added that “qualitative approaches have been contributing consid-
erably to or developing diverse areas in the L2 field such as com-
municative language teaching, conversation analysis, linguistic eth-
nography, and longitudinal studies” (as cited in Ma & Kim, 2014, p. 
4). Regarding the research methods, the findings of our study are 
in line with Albiladi (2019) who systematically reviewed the trends 
and types of research over a decade in TESOL. Also, he found out 
that the nature of 45% of the articles in TESOL was qualitative. This 
result is also approved by another study in 2015 which indicates 
that qualitative studies play a significant role in TESOL research 
(Rahman, 2015). However, our findings revealed that quantitative 
research had obtained a small proportion of research, which is the 
opposite of Albiladi (2019) findings. He claimed that quantitative 
research appeared in 30% of published articles in TESOL. In addi-
tion, comparing these two studies shows that the mixed methods 
have almost the same position in Albiladi’s (2019) study with 21%. 
Our findings are opposite to previous studies (e.g., Choe & Ma, 
2013; Lazaraton, 2000, Ma & Kim, 2014; Seong & Nam, 2010) in 
which the quantitative research method was dominant. 

Technological Tools and Devices

Unfortunately, in terms of technological tools and devices, many 
articles (n = 11) did not specify the technological tools applied in 
their studies. However, out of 11 articles, five studies were in the 
form of review and discussion articles. Surprisingly, seven articles ( 
n = 7) were conducted based on several web 2.0 technologies such as 
interactive web-based tools, virtual exchange telecollaboration tools, 
e-portfolio, etc. Three authors ( n = 3) used digital storytelling in their 
studies; four authors employed mobile phones (n = 2) and Learn-
ing Management Platform/System (n = 2) to reach the aims of their 
research. The remaining researchers applied digital games, screen-
based writing, digital library, and social media in their studies. 

Figure 8. Frequency of Technological Tools and Devices

Web 2.0 technologies include different web-based tools with 
different capabilities that aim to satisfy their users with enhanc-

We believe that there should be more focus on pre-service teachers 
to understand their challenges, meet their needs, train and educate 
them, and, finally, to develop their digital literacy for appropriate 
implications in educational settings in the near future. This does not 
mean underestimating the significant role of in-service teachers and 
their needs in improving their digital literacy, but the researchers 
infer that the priority is with in-service teachers, and scholars in the 
field already pay attention enough to their roles.

On the one hand, the results in line with Wilhelmsen et al. 
(2009, as cited in Tømte, 2015) who believed that there is not suf-
ficient focus on ‘developing pre-service teachers’ digital compe-
tence’. On the other hand, this result contrasts with Khalid and his 
colleagues’ (2015) systematic review and meta-analysis on teach-
ers’ development of digital literacy who found a strong focus on 
pre-service teacher’s development of digital literacy compared to 
in-service teachers. Also, it rejects the desirable trend of exploring 
how pre-service teachers preparing themselves for teaching in a 
‘technology-saturated environment’ (Haugerud, 2011).

Although the literature has signified the critical role of teacher 
trainers and teachers educators in enlightening pre-service teach-
ers’ knowledge on how to use and what to use in their teaching 
(Agyei & Voogt, 2011; Drent & Meelissen, 2008), our results showed 
that only one article investigated the role of teacher trainers. Some 
scholars criticized teacher trainers and educators for their deficien-
cy in training pre-service teachers on how to utilize technologies 
in their classrooms (Chien et al., 2012), but the findings approved 
that there is no will among scholars in the field to study the role of 
teacher trainers. And as the results suggest, the scholars’ main fo-
cus is on the current teacher, at first, then on prospective teachers.

Research Methods

Concerning the research design, around half of the reviewed 
studies (48%) were conducted based on the qualitative method 
(see Figure 7). The researchers applied different tools and tech-
niques for data collection such as critical ethnography, narration, 
semi-structured and structured interviews, discussion, teaching 
biographies, field observations, open-ended questionnaires, and 
document analysis. Nearly one-third of the included studies (26%) 
used mixed methods based on quantitative and qualitative data 
results. The results revealed that researchers employed closed- 
and open-ended questionnaires; interviews and questionnaires; 
and questionnaire, interview and students’ writings to meet the 
end of their studies. A relatively small portion of included studies 
(19%) were based on a review, position and/or discussion articles. 
The least used among the four methods is the quantitative meth-
od, with only 7% in which offline and online questionnaires were 
the dominant tools for data collection.

Figure 7. Research Methods of Reviewed Papers
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in many cases, without definitions, which on one side indicates 
the spread of the concepts and on the other the discrepancy in 
the ways researchers refer to the concept (Spante, et al. 2018). We 
found the continuous growth in the number of published papers 
which focused on the concept of new literacies in language teach-
er’s professional development and we expect more publication in 
the coming years; especially due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
the transition of education to fully online courses during 2020 
and perhaps 2021. 

As implications of this study, we tried to provide a landscape 
on the concepts of new literacies in language teacher’s profes-
sional development and education. Our findings might pave the 
way for future researchers to recognize and classify new pos-
sible areas of research as regards the use of new literacies as a 
necessity for language pedagogy. They may find it interesting 
to study underexplored areas of teacher’s new literacies such as 
teacher’s attitudes and perceptions, teacher’s cognitive, psycho-
logical, social, and cultural backgrounds, assessment and testing, 
language teaching techniques and strategies, and so on. Another 
implication of the study would be introducing initial information 
for the development of a clear theoretical framework on language 
teacher’s digital literacy. This framework would be useful in ex-
plaining the eligibility of a language teacher in the 21st century. 

Although our study provided some interesting implications 
and insights, a number of limitations should be noted as well. 
The first limitation is the academic databases used in retrieving 
published articles. Future studies may use other and further ac-
ademic sources to achieve a better view. Second, future studies 
may scrutinize all the publications such as books, book chapters, 
thesis/dissertations, conference proceedings and papers. Third, 
we only studied published articles in English language. By add-
ing non-English articles for analysis, a more comprehensive view 
of new literacies in language teacher’s professional development 
may be achieved. Finally, because language teaching and technol-
ogy use vary from country to country, and in some countries the 
use of technology in public schools has some limitations, future 
studies may investigate the policy-based approach to new liter-
acies which would help both researchers and decision-makers 
to accept the relevance, suitability, and potentiality of new liter-
acies in a specific context. This study should be considered as a 
pioneering effort to systematically synthesize the included pub-
lished articles, rather than a narrative review. It is significant in 
providing a scoping analysis of the research methods employed, 
new literacies adopted and defined, target languages studied, and 
teachers’ status involved in the existing new literacies literature 
in teacher’s professional development area. 
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