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Online and digital education, which was once perceived as demanding financially and academically, 

became the most viable option to continue teaching and learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. Despite 

their lack of prior experience, capabilities, or willingness, many teachers shifted their courses online in a 

short period to continue teaching during the pandemic. To understand the efficacy in making such a shift, 

the nature of digital capabilities the teachers recognize within themselves and if these capabilities correlate 

with their socio-cultural and geographical backgrounds are to be realized.  In this study, two cases from 

the global North and South are compared to investigate the similarities and differences in making choices 

of digital tools, and, to capture their digital affordances and ability to manage technology in the teaching 

and learning process. A sample of 50 teachers from two higher education institutions is used to capture the 

perceptions. The discovered trends in the choice of tools may shed light on region-specific disparities in 

digital affordances in technology-enhanced learning and global digital education development. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Digital literacy, often defined as the ability to use and develop technology-based content, including 

finding and sharing information, answering questions, and interacting with others and computer 

programming (Widana, 2020) is essential in the digital era. Digital literacy of academic stakeholders, 

specifically teachers, lays the foundation for digital education affordances and allows learners to have a 

holistic learning experience (Sánchez-Cruzado et al., 2021; Tomczyk, 2021).  As a consequence of the 

COVID- 19 global pandemic, education systems shifted from traditional classrooms to online and digital 

platforms, which were once perceived as financially and academically demanding. Almost all academic 

institutions worldwide began to offer their education programs online, which opened up the possibility for 

all education stakeholders to experience a range of digital tools. Irrespective of their previous knowledge, 

capabilities, or willingness, many teachers shifted their courses to an online setting within a short period to 

sustain education during the pandemic (Li & Yu, 2022). Irrespective of teachers’ preferences, specific 

digital tools are gradually becoming mandatory in the current teaching-learning process. Thus, teachers 

need to rethink the technology affordances associated with course delivery and explore different technology 

provisions best to support the pedagogy and didactics of their courses. For teachers, such a capability 
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demands more than simple digital skills and competencies that only focus on what and how the technology 

is used. Rather, teachers should be digitally literate; i.e., to be able to comprehend why a certain tool is 

selected; how it helps the pedagogy; how it provides adequate support; who will be affected by their 

choices; how the tools optimize the learning process; and many other questions related to justifying the 

choice of a particular tool (Bali, 2016). Digital literacy is proven to be a mandatory qualification to become 

a teacher in the digital era (Potyrała & Tomczyk, 2021).  

Literature highlights the consequences of online education, its successes and failures, and its potential 

for shaping education in an era of digital by default (Li & Yu, 2022; Sánchez-Cruzado et al., 2021; 

Tomczyk, 2021). As contemporary studies extrapolate, the future of education would likely take a hybrid 

form and would differ greatly from the education of the pre-covid era (Sánchez-Cruzado et al., 2021). This 

change demands the future teacher play a more comprehensive role beyond the traditional task of teaching 

(Tomczyk, 2021). To understand the teachers’ preparedness for this paradigm shift in education, it is 

important to assess the digital capabilities that the teachers recognize within themselves and their 

relationship to their socio-cultural context. If the technology and tools the universities purchase do not 

match the teachers’ preferences and capabilities, it will inevitably lead to a failure to utilization of the 

purchased solutions in teaching and learning (Mucundanyi & Woodley, 2021). On the other hand, teachers 

who have digital practice, in general, could become early adapters for new digital affordances, where this 

practice can, up to a very high degree, be outside of their set of teaching (White & Cornu, 2017). In such a 

context, this article explores teachers’ digital affordances; their intentions, and the use of various tools in 

professional and personal contexts. Two representative cases from two countries in the global North and 

the South are compared to explore the similarities and differences in digital affordances, i.e., the variations 

in the tools used, the teachers’ preferences, and trends in higher education in the two regions. Therefore, 

this study attempts to answer the following research questions.  

 

RQ1: How different or similar are higher-education teachers’ agencies in digital affordances in 

professional and private contexts in the global north and south? 

 

RQ2: How do the selection and use of digital tools are perceived by the teachers? 

 

A survey-based explorative approach is followed to capture the digital affordances and teacher 

perceptions. A group of teachers from two universities participated in the research. The next section 

describes digital literacy and its effect on the quality of teaching. It also describes the metaphor to identify 

the teachers’ agency in using digital tools.  Section 3 summarises the research strategy and data collection 

methods used in this study, and section 4 discusses the analyses of the results. Finally, section 5 presents 

the study outcomes comparing the findings to previous studies and concluding remarks.   

 

BACKGROUND: TEACHER'S DIGITAL LITERACY AND THE VISITOR-RESIDENT 

METAPHOR 

 

Digital literacy of teachers has been a topic of discussion since the introduction of information and 

communication technologies into education (Jones et al., 2016). It is the enabler for the agency in using 

technology (Chen, 2022). At the beginning of the digital era, pedagogy dominated teaching, and technology 

was of little importance. However, two decades later, skills and competencies in technology have gradually 

become the backbone of education (Herodotou et al., 2019). This section briefly describes teachers’ digital 

literacy traits and their benefits as identified by contemporary research.   

 

Digital Capabilities of Teachers and Their Effect on the Quality of Education    

Any digital effort made to find, evaluate, create and communicate of information encompasses digital 

literacy (Fraillon et al., 2020). Adding a new dimension to pedagogical competencies, highlights the 

necessity for introducing more technology-based features to the teaching and learning process (Öngören, 

2021). Digitally literate teachers can understand the influences of different digital media, embrace new 
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tools, and effectively use those tools in teaching and learning (Voogt et al., 2013). At present, teachers' 

digital literacy has become important due to the rapid advancement in information and communication 

technology and the transition of teaching from conventional methods to online teaching platforms due to 

the COVID- 19 pandemic (Khalid et al., 2015). Digital literacy encompasses much more than basic ICT 

skills (Rusydiyah et al., 2020). It requires the creative, critical, and confident use of technology to meet the 

digital communities’ demands (Belshaw, 2012). Digital tools help the teacher to present materials more 

excitingly and interactively (Rusydiyah et al., 2020). It enables teachers to choose appropriate technology-

enhanced teaching methods and use different tools to achieve learning outcomes (Öngören, 2021). 

However, teachers’ digital literacy is determined by a range of personal and professional factors.  

Teachers’ attitude toward technology significantly impacts their choice to use digital tools in the 

teaching and learning process (García-Martín & Cantón-Mayo, 2019; Schiller, 2003). Additionally, it is 

seen that academics from different countries have different experiences in using digital tools. Thorvaldsen 

and Siri Madsen (2021) compare academics’ digital use in Norway, New Zealand, and Jordan, clearly 

distinguishing between the different uses of digital tools. Even though Norway is a technologically 

advanced country, its teachers were less self-confident in using technology than in New Zealand, implying 

the teachers’ professional positive attitude towards using digital tools. At the same time, academics from 

New Zealand are driven by professional digital competence. However, no clear findings about teachers' 

perception of using digital tools are recorded from Jordan (Thorvaldsen & Siri Madsen, 2021). Similar to 

Thorvaldsen and Siri Madsen (2021), in a study conducted in Uganda, Vandeyar (2020) emphasizes the 

need for determination and a positive attitude among teachers to enable technological facilitation.  

However, digitally fluent teachers can merge different techniques as appropriate, make learning more 

interesting, and keep the students engaged (McGuinness & Fulton, 2019). Teachers being digitally literate 

helps to create students who fit into the digital environment. Also, if teachers are not comfortable with 

technology, students will not receive proper direction to survive and solve problems in digital societies. 

Thus, teachers should transmit maximum learning benefits to students via technology (Sadaf & Johnson, 

2017).   

Furthermore, teachers’ investment in designing the delivery of lessons (Fink, 2007) significantly 

improves student learning (Koslowski, 2006). By effectively integrating digital tools into their teaching 

(Perifanou et al., 2021), teachers not only ensure the efficient delivery of lessons but also enhance student 

engagement, activity, monitoring, and evaluation (Balyk et al., 2020). The success of technology integration 

in teaching depends on teachers' agency with technology and its continuity (Keengwe & Onchwari, 2009). 

In short, it depends on teachers' digital literacy.  

 

The Visitor Resident (V-R) Metaphor for Literacy Quantification  

Digital (information and communication) tools enhance the quality of education. They mediate 

learning, support engagement and communication, and allow access to education anywhere, anytime 

(Tomczyk, 2021). As mentioned above, teachers' digital affordances significantly impact how teachers 

incorporate different tools in teaching. White and Cornu (2017) argue that engagement with digital 

technologies, in principle, has two conceptual dimensions; the visitor and the resident. Accordingly, a 

visitor of a certain digital tool may consider the tool simply use for a specific task; similar to a mechanical 

tool in a toolbox. Hence, the digital visitor "sees the digital space as a collection of disparate tools that are 

used for achieving specific tasks; they leave little evidence of having entered the digital space" (Jones, 

2016) A digital resident on the other hand, appreciates navigating the digital space and recognizes the "value 

in inhabiting [it]" (Jones, 2016). Therefore, the digital resident comfortably maneuvers the digital space 

with no worry of leaving their digital footprint. The digital visitor-resident metaphor quantifies how 

comfortable an individual is in using a digital tool (White & Cornu, 2011). Although the V-R metaphor is 

rigid, in reality, the two categories may not necessarily be mutually exclusive (White & Cornu, 2017). An 

individual could be both a visitor and a resident depending on the tools they use. Furthermore, one’s purpose 

for using the digital space may change often. For example, a teacher may use YouTube to create educational 

videos, but during their leisure time, they might watch a film on YouTube. Hence, the purpose of using the 

digital space is determined by the personal/professional aspect of the task done online (Caroline, 2017). 
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Literature shows the advantages of quantifying teachers' digital affordances in the V-R space (White & 

Cornu, 2017) since it could, not only help teachers to self-assess their digital practices, but also allow them 

to communicate their preferences systematically and illustratively. On the one hand, it allows teachers to 

reflect on how they afford different tools, and how versatile they are in using technologies in both personal 

and professional aspects. On the other hand, it indicates the modality and frequency of the use of tools. In 

summary, the individual V-R portrait of digital tools can be analogous to their digital tools’ persona, which 

reflects the teachers’ unique behaviors in their personal - professional contexts.  In this study, the V-R 

metaphor is used for the same purpose as previous studies to capture the overview of teachers’ digital 

affordances to understand how and to what extent technology is used to enhance their teaching. 

 

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH  

 

This research is grounded in the socio-cultural activity theory and the corresponding framework that 

depicts how technology is adopted and used by individuals in a complex societal context (DeVane & Squire, 

2012). Activity theory fundamentally reflects human activity associated with mediated artifacts created 

under pre-defined situations (Popov, 2008). As the research questions of this study focus on analyses of 

how and in what context the participants (teachers) use digital tools, it requires a methodological base within 

an "interpretive and socially constructed paradigm" (Stuart, 2014). As Stuart (2014) states, such a paradigm 

enables teachers to reflect on, create, and interpret their experiences of using digital tools and situate them 

in the V-R structure. The socio-cultural dimension of the activity theory explores the relationship between 

technology and its cultural context. It explores, for example, how Swedish teachers may use tools such as 

Spotify that are limited to their region. Being a form of empirical research (Bligh & Flood, 2017), the 

sociocultural context of the activity theory allows to development a suitable methodological base to capture 

the demographic aspects and the other situational variations that are naturally biased in this study.  Hence, 

according to this theoretical framework, the research questions would be answered systematically. In the 

process, the objectives illustrated in figure 1, which were based on contemporary literature (Bligh & Flood, 

2017; DeVane & Squire, 2012; Hung & Wong, 2000; Popov, 2008; Stuart, 2014;) would be achieved.   

 

FIGURE 1 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
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Accordingly, the research takes into consideration the actors for the activity and subsequently designs 

a collaborative interaction space to explore the relationships between the subject (human) and its object 

(outcome) (Bligh & Flood, 2017). Specifically, this theoretical base and its impact on the research process 

can be encapsulated as shown in Figure 2.  

 

FIGURE 2 

THE CONTEXTUALISATION OF THE SOCIO-CULTURAL ACTIVITY THEORY 

 

 
Popov, 2008 

 

In this study, the teachers reflect on their use of digital tools, and present it in terms of the V-R structure, 

data is collected from a focus group. Data collection attempts to capture and summarise individuals' 

portraits.  

 

Methods and Instruments of Data Collection 

The two cases considered in this study consist of the academics from two universities in two countries; 

The NSBM Green University in Sri Lanka and Stockholm University in Sweden. The researchers conducted 

a workshop for a selected group of academics, introducing them to the V-R metaphor and the meaning and 

implications of its different quadrants. This step was essential to ensure the accuracy of the data collected. 

Next, the academics were asked to plot the digital tools they use within the V-R metaphor. In the process 

of portraying, they considered how they envision the use of different tools (as a visitor or resident) and their 

purpose of using the tools (for personal or professional purposes) (White & Cornu, 2011). Following this 

stage of mapping the tools into the metaphor, short interviews of randomly selected teachers were executed 

for acquiring deeper reasoning of the mapped portraits. The interview mainly consisted of two questions 1) 

why the tools are placed in the V-R portrait 2) if there are other reasons why the tool is not mapped 

elsewhere. 

The focus groups were selected using convenience sampling. Furthermore, no additional aids or 

prompts were provided to stimulate the teachers’ responses and no brainstorming was done during the 

workshop. The intention of such a focus was to minimize any group or interviewer bias. Randomly selected 

academics from both of the focus groups were then interviewed to investigate their reasoning for positioning 

the digital tools in the respective quadrants. Researchers gathered fifty portraits (plotted diagrams); 21 from 

Swedish lecturers and 29 from Sri Lankan lecturers. The data were prepared for analysis by codes of the 

four quadrants as shown in Figure 3.   
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FIGURE 3 

THE V-R METAPHOR TEMPLATE USED FOR DATA COLLECTION 

 

 
   White & Cornu, 2011 

 

Data Analysis Methods 

Data visualization methods were used as the main data analysis instrument due to their ability to 

overview diverse types of tools the teachers presented in their V-R portraits and analyze the context of 

using the tools. Visualizing methods are used to derive insights about the data, comparing the outcomes in 

different aspects as it gives more information about the data and areas of interest of the respondents 

(Elmqvist & Fekete, 2010). Visualization techniques also enable accomplishing this study's aims of 

comparing the two countries and identifying the academics' preferences and any regional differences. The 

interview data is used only to identify teachers’ motives for choosing and placing the digital tools in the 

VR structure. The data from the interviews and the visualizations are triangulated in analyzing the teacher’s 

perceptions on using different digital tools.  

 

Ethical Implications   

Academics were given an open invitation to participate in this study and were informed of its objectives. 

They participated in the study voluntarily. Their replies were not impacted by any aids, prompts, or 

conditions that bring in commercial values. No product promotion was involved. At the beginning of the 

workshop, the participants were assured that the data will be used only for academic purposes and in this 

study. Furthermore, the respondents’ anonymity was ensured through all stages of the study.    

 

RESULTS  

 

Descriptive Analysis  

The dataset consisted of 50 data instances; 21 from Sweden and 29 from Sri Lanka. In this data set, 

there were V-R portraits of 22 females, 19 males, and nine academics who have not specified their gender. 

Some raw data samples collected are presented in figure 4.  
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FIGURE 4 

RAW DATA – V-R SPACES DRAWN BY TEACHERS IN SRI LANKA (LEFT) AND 

SWEDEN (RIGHT) 

 

 

 

 

In total, academics mentioned 58 different digital tools in the V-R space. Swedish academics were 

familiar with 76% of the proposed tools, while Sri Lankan academics were familiar with only 53% of the 

tools. However, 17 tools are commonly used in both countries (c.f. Figure 5).   

 

FIGURE 5 

CLASSIFICATION OF DIGITAL TOOLS USED BY TEACHERS 

 

 
 

The total 58 different  used by the teachers in Sweden and Sri Lanka indicate different popularity levels 

as shown in Figure 6. Irrespective of the country, Facebook is the most popular tool, mentioned by 84% of 

academics. Zoom, WhatsApp, and YouTube are among other frequent choices (c.f. Figure 6). 41 tools have 

less than 10% of popularity, i.e., they were used by two participants or fewer.   
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FIGURE 6 

TOP 17 DIGITAL TOOLS TEACHERS USE IN THEIR PERSONAL AND 

PROFESSIONAL LIFE 

 

 
 

Out of the 17 common tools, Facebook, Zoom, and YouTube are equally popular in Sweden and Sri 

Lanka. Tools such as Learning Management Systems (LMS), e-mail services, Google Scholar, different 

academic apps, Twitter, Skype, Padlet, WordPress, and Mentimeter are frequently used by Swedish 

academics. Sri Lankan academics mostly use WhatsApp, Instagram, MS Teams, LinkedIn, and Snapchat 

(see Table 1).  

 

TABLE 1 

USAGE OF DIGITAL TOOLS ACCORDING TO COUNTRY 

 

Tool used In Sweden  In Sri Lanka  Total Use  

Count  %  Count  %  

Facebook  19  45%  23  55%  42  

Zoom  18  53%  16  47%  34  

WhatsApp  8  24%  25  76%  33  

YouTube  15  45%  18  55%  33  

Instagram  8  31%  18  69%  26  

LMS  16  62%  10  38%  26  

MS teams  5  21%  19  79%  24  

mail  18  78%  5  22%  23  

Google Scholar  19  95%  1  5%  20  

academic apps  12  80%  3  20%  15  

LinkedIn  3  27%  8  73%  11  

Twitter  7  78%  2  22%  9  

Skype  6  75%  2  25%  8  

Padlet  5  71%  2  29%  7  

Snapchat  2  40%  3  60%  5  

WordPress  3  60%  2  40%  5  

Mentimeter  3  75%  1  25%  4  
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Visitor or Resident? 

Based on the placement of digital tools in the V-R portrait by the respondents, social media tools such 

as Facebook, Instagram, Skype, WhatsApp, and the content management system WordPress are seemingly 

used by both groups of academics in their context. Most academics are residents of these tools (see Figure 

7). Although academics identify themselves as residents of Zoom, MS Teams, LMS, and e-mail services 

they use them in institutional contexts. Twitter plays a dual role as a visitor in the personal context and a 

resident in the institutional context. Google Scholar, Padlet, LinkedIn, Mentimeter, and different academic 

apps have been used in the institutional context, but as visitors.  

 

FIGURE 7 

VISITOR-RESIDENT POSITIONING OF DIGITAL TOOLS 

 

 
  

Furthermore, Swedish and Sri Lankan teachers use Facebook in general, in the personal context, and 

are mostly residents of the tool. They visit the profile regularly and leave their digital footprint by adding 

content and sharing posts among friends. WhatsApp, YouTube, and Instagram are more popular among Sri 

Lankan academics, who are residents and who use them in the personal context. Swedish academics also 

tend to use YouTube but are not as residents of the app, i.e., they use YouTube videos but do not create 

content. Their use of Google scholar and Skype is in a personal context. Sri Lankans rarely use these tools 

in a personal context (see Figure 8). Apart from the common tools mentioned above, there is no evidence 

of wider usage of tools such as SMS, Dropbox, Heart zone, Podcast, Webex, G cal, SWFT, Uber, and 

Telegram. Also, very few Sri Lankans use TikTok, Netflix, Google Meet, and Pickme, and our visitors to 

these tools.  
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FIGURE 8 

THE USE OF DIGITAL TOOLS IN THE PERSONAL CONTEXT AS VISITORS AND 

RESIDENTS (1ST AND 2ND QUADRANT) 

 

 
 

How teachers perceive the use of digital tools in the professional context is an important aspect of the 

V-R space since it impacts the digital education affordances in the university. As mentioned in the preceding 

sections, these insights help plan technology-enhanced learning solutions and choose the correct tools and 

technologies. A clear tendency toward using professional tools can be seen in the institutional context. 

Zoom, LMS, MS Teams, academic apps, LinkedIn, Padlet, and Mentimeter are used in both countries at 

quadrant 3 (the –visitor-institutional quadrant, see Figure ). Google Scholar is  used less by Sri Lankan 

academics while Swedish academics recognize their use of the tool in the 3rd quadrant (see figure 9). 

Furthermore, Swedish academics focus more on using different academic applications, such as Padlet and 

LMS, within the institutional context as visitors. Interestingly, Sri Lankan academics use LinkedIn as visitor 

in the institutional context the most.  

 

FIGURE 9 

THE USE OF DIGITAL TOOLS IN THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT AS VISITORS AND 

RESIDENTS (3RD AND 4TH QUADRANT) 

 

The fourth (4th) quadrant represents the set of tools of which teachers are institutional residents, and 

they mostly consist of tools such as Zoom, MsTeams, LMS, and Google Scholar that enable academic 

activity. Oftentimes, using most of these tools is mandatory for teachers and institutions to regulate and 
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install them. Notably, nine out of the seventeen common tools are placed in the 4th quadrant by both Swedish 

and Sri Lankan academics. A few academics use social media tools in the institutional context as residents 

but the tendency to do so is comparatively low (see figure 9). Only Sri Lankan academics use Viber in the 

institutional context as regular residents.  Further, it is evident that Sri Lankan academics are given more 

priority in the use of communication-supporutilizingal tools than utilising academic applications within the 

institutional context as residents. WhatsApp is also can be recognized as a frequently used popular tool 

among Sri Lankan academics in both personal and institutional contexts. 

 

Teachers’ Agency in Digital Affordances in Professional and Private Contexts  

Digital affordances of teachers are primarily in the line of synchronized and asynchronized 

communication (c.f. Figure 7). In addition, course content management is also a significant resident digital 

affordance, which teachers recognised the agency. The teachers inevitably need to be resident in these tools 

since they have to leave their digital footprints, especially in their professional capacity. Institutional Visitor 

quarter (Q3) mainly consist with information search tools, which is also explainable, since the probability 

of leaving digital footprints in search tools is almost zero. The collaboration tool Padlet however is placed 

in the visitor quadrant according to the choice of the majority of respondents. This may need further 

clarification to understand in what context the teachers include a collaborative online working space in their 

activities without contributing to the content in the tool. The outcome of the personal quadrant shows that 

the teachers were brave to admit the agency in handling social media tools. It is interesting to see that 

teachers use Twitter in the context of visitors in personal context. In other words, teachers share only their 

academic information on twitter. A similar characteristic is associated with the communication tool zoom 

as well. Teachers’ tendency of becoming residents in academic-oriented tools are less and data highlighted 

a limited scope in the use of digital tools by teachers for their professional activities.  

 

Perception of Academics on Their Use of Different Digital Tools 

In the second stage of the study, randomly selected thirteen teachers from Sri Lanka and 5 teachers 

from Sweden were interviewed to get a deeper understanding of individual V-R portraits. The responses 

were recorded and analyzed using a simple spreadsheet since the quantity of data is small. The interview 

analysis results in three main strands of motivations/provisions as described subsequently.  

 

Institutional Requirements 

Institutions make it mandatory that teachers use some basic tools, such as LMS, in their daily teaching 

activities. Often, the institute subscribes to an LMS. Hence, it is often placed in the institutional and resident 

quadrants. As all academic operations are conducted via LMS, academics gradually become residents of 

the tool. One interviewee stated the following: “I received a short training on the use of LMS, that motivated 

me to use many functions such as discussion [forums] and calendar notifications, for example”. They also 

stated: “During the Covid [pandemic] I opened discussion threads to answer [students’] questions. I think 

I have become [a] resident in LMS since the courses [are] delivered online and I learned it by doing.” 

Despite institutional recommendations, 48% of the academics had not mentioned LMS in their portraits. 

Similarly, no participant showed preference to use Zoom and MS teams, which are often the official 

communication channels of institutes. Even though lectures are conducted via Zoom or MS teams, 17% of 

academics had not mentioned them in their V-R portraits. When questioned, the respondents stated that 

they were “common” and “obvious” tools and that they “forgot” to mention them. One Swedish respondent 

explained: “Institutional subscriptions are [a] must for teachers, and there is no point of mentioning them 

since they are compulsory to all the teachers”. Viber is used on the recommendation of the institute only by 

Sri Lankan academics. It is used for official group messaging among academics. 

 

Privacy Concerns 

Most academics use social media in the personal context for social connectivity. Also, social media 

platforms support searching for personal data of individuals, specifically to build academic friend circles 

and to get to know the personal engagements of colleagues. However, academics did not use social media 
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for academic decision-making or academic work. Almost all the teachers distinguished between tools used 

in the professional and private contexts. One teacher said: “ I would keep my network and professional 

network separate. That makes me clear about my private communications and content, separate from the 

office work”. Another response was: “I use different tools for chatting and sharing photos, and messaging 

with friends. I will never add my students to my Skype account”. Another teacher stated: “I see LinkedIn 

as my professional networking point, and the personal counterpart is Facebook. I may share my family 

photos there, but never [on] LinkedIn”. Therefore, it can be concluded that teachers have clear boundaries 

regarding privacy when using digital tools. 

 

Job Orientation, Literacy, and Convenience 

The interviews explored the reasons for the limited use of YouTube among academics, despite it being 

a popular streaming tool among the general public. Academics are mostly used YouTube for their 

knowledge creation, rather than utilising them directly in the classroom environment.  Further, the use of 

collaborative tools such as Miro, Mural, Padlets, Kahoot, and Mentimeter was identified by academics as 

academic tools useful in delivering lectures.  However, although these tools were primarily placed in the 

institutional context they were not used regularly, due to their complexity, lack of security, time constraint, 

and lack of experience in using them.  Very few Sri Lankan academics use them due to limited literacy of 

the tool, time constraints and the unavailability of free subscriptions.  The available free subscriptions have 

restrictions that disturb the continuous use of the tool. Furthermore, most Sri Lankan academics preferred 

conventional modes of delivering lectures, which saved them from embarrassment caused by technical 

glitches or limited knowledge of operating advanced digital tools.  

Swedish teachers’ main concern was the software subscriptions, and they emphasized the need for 

purchasing these tools and increasing training. One respondent criticized the limited training opportunities 

saying: “I want to use tools like Miro since it supports my students to successfully collaborate in their 

projects, but I cannot use it with big groups, or the features are locked [in the free version], so it [limits] the 

use even if I like to be a resident in it”. Another responded: “I like to be [a] resident in some tools but I 

don’t have the time for it or the financial support from the university”. 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

Technological advancement and the usage of tools considerably impact the quality of education. The 

COVID-19 pandemic transformed traditional teaching and popularised online or hybrid methods of 

teaching. Now, teachers have to experiment with new digital tools for presenting teaching and learning 

activities (Mucundanyi & Woodley, 2021). Technology is updated and upgraded regularly, making it 

necessary for teachers to learn the uses of new digital tools or the new functions of tools already in use 

(Woods & Rosenberg, 2016). Different tools have unique features and can be classified to easily understand 

their specific uses in digital education development (Goldin et al., 2022). Hence, some tools support 

learning management while others support content searching, creation, sharing and collaboration, and so 

on.  However, teachers’ knowledge of available tools and their uses is essential in embedding digital tools 

in teaching (Mucundanyi & Woodley, 2021). 

 

Discussion of Study Outcomes 

LMS is a virtual space supporting education courses, content management, and course administration 

(Goldin et al., 2022), making it an essential tool for institutions. This virtual space enables frequent 

connections between teachers, students, and the course (Cabero-Almenara et al., 2019). Teachers in both 

countries are residents of LMS, indicating high awareness and ability to manage the tool. Also, teachers 

need to utilize technology when designing and delivering the courses, specifically in online and distance 

education. A more digitally connected environment promotes interactivity among students and enhances 

their learning experience (Shang et al., 2022). Unlike in the physical classroom, different conferencing tools 

that facilitate voice, video, and content sharing connect the teacher and the student in distance education. 

Zoom, MS Teams, and Skype are the most common video conferencing tools used by academics in the 
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institutional context. Zoom is Sweden's most popular conferencing tool, while Sri Lankans use both Zoom 

and MS Teams. As the operation of these tools requires the user's identity, and as they are used in daily 

teaching, most academics are residents of these tools. The selection of some tools, however, depends on 

institutional policy and management. This research shows that teachers follow institutional 

recommendations due to concerns about the security of data and personal information, legal bonds (such as 

subscriptions) of the university, and the provision of training and support from IT departments. The 

residency of LMS and conferencing tools of academics from both regions are due to those tools being 

promoted by the university. In both contexts these video conferencing tools are prescribed by the institution, 

which has become a mandatory requirement for the teachers.   However, some academics neither mentioned 

these tools in their portrait nor recognized themselves as residents of these tools, which could indicate their 

lack of interest in using them. Developing a positive attitude, self-motivation, and self-efficacy could better 

connect teachers to digital tools (Bilici et al., 2013). In addition, having an understanding of the basic 

features of tools motivates teachers to use them and to try new functionalities (Mucundanyi & Woodley, 

2021). Therefore, in the absence of literacy, motivation, and efficacy, the use of tools is done merely to 

fulfill an institutional requirement. As a result, the expected outcomes of using digital tools cannot be 

obtained. Hence, self-motivation, encouragement, and support to use digital tools are more effective than 

regulations. The institutions should also train teachers so that they can use digital tools to their full capacity.  

The study also showed that teachers use different messaging tools and social media tools such as 

WhatsApp, Facebook, and Instagram in the personal context and that many teachers are residents in them. 

Typically, tools such as WhatsApp are used in informal and formal contexts to ensure immediate student 

connectivity (Gachago et al., 2015). The study showed that social media tools are less popularly used in 

teaching than in virtual learning environments. While virtual learning platforms such as LMS focus on 

academic goals, social media, and messaging tools mainly focus on networking (Lacka et al., 2021). It is 

noteworthy that Swedish academics had not mentioned digital assessment tools. However, Sri Lankan 

academics use them in a limited manner. Digital assessment tools require considerable preparation and 

hands-on technical experience (Wang & Tahir, 2020), which demotivates teachers from using them. The 

findings of Çekiç and Bakla (2021) also confirm the teachers' passive behavior in using these tools, mainly 

due to time constraints and the complexity of the tool. Moreover, these tools demand intensive 

infrastructure. Digital assessment tools, however, are listed as necessary in digital educational development 

to optimize academic integrity and security and to provide real-time feedback to students (Çekiç & Bakla, 

2021). Therefore, it may be advantageous for teachers to consider the potential of digital assessment tools. 

Though game-based learning is an innovative teaching approach, not much concern is given to it in both 

countries. It is questionable if a novice teacher of digital tools could use them and if they can be supported 

in the process. Hence, to popularise these types of tools, it is important to develop teachers’ self-

determination and acceptance of technology, instead of following a robust top-down approach when 

introducing technologies. This will likely result in self-motivation among teachers to use digital tools that 

cater to their pedagogical variations and teaching styles (Langset et al., 2018). In addition to using 

embedded digital boards and screen sharing, Padlet and Miro are some alternative tools useful to share 

content and do collaborative tasks. Further, digital whiteboards can be used to enable more student 

interactions (Michael & Cutrim, 2010). As observed in this study, teachers use them in the institutional 

context, not actively, but as visitors. Sweden's use of collaborative tools is encouraging. But very few Sri 

Lankan academics use them, mainly due to high costs, limited capacity, and lack of time and familiarity 

with the tool.  

Though data exchange and cloud systems enable teachers to increase connectivity (Goldin et al., 2022), 

they are not very popular. Teachers prefer static storage spaces (PC or printed versions of material) and 

maintain the physical spaces instead. This could be because these cloud tools need IT infrastructure. 

Similarly, academics show limited use of the digital library. The most popular digital library tool among 

Swedish academics is Google Scholar, which they use as visitor. The behavior of  Sri Lankan academics in 

the present study contradicts the findings of Wickramanayake (2010) who states that Sri Lankan academics 

are information seekers who are familiar with accessing digital libraries. However, Wickramanayake (2010) 

has highlighted the academics' demand for more IT infrastructure to connect to digital libraries worldwide. 
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According to Hinostroza et al. (2016), most academics use general tools and very rarely search for specific 

tools to make their teaching more interactive. In addition, academics use a range of social media platforms, 

different commercial applications, and many other tools in the personal context. However, they rarely 

support teaching-learning activities.  

The use of digital tools varies depending on the context. For example, in the professional context, 

academics are bound to follow the rules and the requirements of the institute. However, as stated before, 

self-motivation is more effective than rules in making teachers residents of tools. Compulsion results in 

limited use of tools, whereas providing mediation and motivating teachers will enable them to be digitally 

active (see figure 10). 

 

FIGURE 10 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 

 
 

Concluding Remarks  

Academics in both countries frequently use digital tools. As stated in the activity theory, the selection 

of digital tools could be influenced by the teaching context (Kirkup & Kirkwood, 2005). However, the 

findings show a distinction between digital tools used for teaching and learning and those used for personal 

activities. Academics actively use popular digital education tools. Their choices are, however, moderated 

based on institutional demands, privacy concerns, job orientation, fluency, convenience, time consumption, 

and the availability of technological infrastructure. Most tools regularly used in the academic context are 

supported by the respective institutions. Although the institute inevitably influences an academic resident's 

behavior in using  digital tools, it is compulsory to have the support of the institute to access tools essential 

for teaching. A limited scope can be seen in the teachers’ use of digital tools and their use is mostly shaped 

by the institutions. The attitude of academics toward using digital tools, however, influences the use of tools 

significantly more than institutional demands.  

Academics from both countries do not seem to exploit the full potential of digital tools. However, as a 

developed country in the global North, Swedish academics are much more aware, literate, and exposed to 

tools than Sri Lankan academics who are from a developing country in the global South. This is due to 

better IT infrastructure and financial support in Sweden. In contrast, accessing technology has become more 

expensive for countries like Sri Lanka, which demotivates academics from using digital tools. Institutions 

do not sufficiently facilitate academics with these tools or provide information about open-access tools that 

could be used as alternatives.  This indicates a lack of interest in academics and other related responsible 

parties in promoting the use of digital tools in education.  In conclusion, irrespective of the country, both 

groups of academics indicated that the lack of self-motivation hinders efforts to enhance teaching using 

technology. Teachers need external support in place of rules. Future research could investigate academics' 

perceptions towards using digital tools, understand the changes that can result from applying digital tools, 

and address the limitations faced by teachers in using digital tools. This could reduce the disparity between 

developed and developing nations in technologically enhanced teaching and learning. 
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