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Abstract

This article revisits the TESOL Technology Standards for Teachers (TTST) and 
discusses the potential for their continued relevance 13 years after they were 
first promulgated (TESOL, 2008). To provide a historical backdrop, I first cover 
the development of the standards from the inside perspective of one of the six 
members of the team that created them. I next review some key literature relat-
ing to the influence of the TESOL standards on teacher education and profes-
sional development. I then discuss a multi-year project, in which the TTST were 
first introduced into an existing CALL course and then integrated throughout 
the eight units of the course. I describe how the TTST as presented in the two 
TESOL publications—TESOL (2008) and Healey et al. (2011)—can provide a 
somewhat problematic set of expectations for the pre-service teacher candidates 
in that course. Input from participants led to a restructuring of the course and 
a reformulation of the Healey et al.’s (2011) “can do” statements to better serve 
those who have not yet begun their teaching career. I conclude with specula-
tion about the value of the TTST in the present and near future, particularly in 
light of the recent expansion of online teaching brought about by the COVID-
19 pandemic.
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1.	 Introduction

Toward the end of 2008, TESOL published the TESOL technology standards 
framework. This was the culmination of a project aimed at providing baseline 
targets for language learners and teachers to achieve in the area of technology-
mediated language learning. Although other technology standards existed 
for education as a whole (e.g., the National Education Technology Standards 
[NETS] from the International Society for Technology in Education [ISTE]), 
this was the first set exclusively focused on language teaching and learning. I 
was one of six on the TESOL Technology Standards Task Force that developed 
the standards and authored the framework document which introduced them 
to the field (TESOL, 2008). This team, appointed by the TESOL Committee 
on Standards, was chaired by Deborah Healey—other members were Volker 
Hegelheimer, Sophie Ioannou-Georgiou, Greg Kessler, and Paige Ware. The 
standards aimed to have the following positive impacts on language teaching 
and learning.

•	 Prompt teachers to learn to use technology in their teaching.
•	 Articulate a clear set of stages for the development of teacher IT (informa-

tion technology) competence.
•	 Provide direction and motivation for integrating technology into language 

teacher education.
•	 Guide administrators and policymakers.
•	 Help minimize the digital divide—between countries and within countries. 

(Hubbard & Kessler, 2009, p. 1)

The last official publication from TESOL that focused on the technology stand-
ards was released 10 years ago (Healey et al., 2011). Since then, much has hap-
pened in technology and language teaching, yet the standards themselves have 
not been changed. One could legitimately ask: are they still relevant?

I think the answer to that question is a cautious “yes.” To make the case for 
that claim, I first revisit the TESOL Technology Standards for Teachers (hence-
forth TTST), introducing them to readers who may not be aware of them and 
reminding those who are of their history, scope, and content. I briefly review 
some relevant literature, showing how the TTST have been referenced and 
utilized by researchers and teacher educators over the past 13 years to evaluate 
and guide teacher preparation and professional development. I then report on 
a problem encountered with implementing and integrating the TTST into a 
course in computer-assisted language learning (CALL) that I taught annually 
from 1998 to 2020. Feedback from participants in that course showed that the 
TTST were useful both for course organization and for helping participants to 
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self-evaluate their CALL knowledge and skills through a set of “can do” state-
ments (Healey et al., 2011). However, those who were not currently teaching, 
especially those who had never taught, often encountered issues in interpret-
ing and responding to the statements. In the final section, I show how a fairly 
straightforward adaptation of those statements offers a means for overcoming 
those issues.

2.	 History of the TESOL Technology Standards

The process of developing the TESOL’s technology standards began in 2006, 
when the TESOL Standards Committee recruited the six of us to join the 
project. The initial plan called for us to draft standards for teachers, learn-
ers, and online teaching. As team members were already engaged in blended 
and/or online teaching at the time, we felt that learner and teacher standards 
should assume online to be one of a number of possible learning contexts. The 
Standards Committee agreed with our recommendation, and consequently 
specific online standards were not produced.

Development of the learner and teacher standards was inspired by the ISTE-
NETS (International Society for Technology in Education, 1998, 2000), the 
ICT4LT (Information and Communication Technologies for Language Teach-
ing) “can do” document (http://www.ict4lt.org/en/ICT_Can_Do_Lists.doc) 
(Davies, 2012), the TESOL standards for preK–12 (TESOL, 2006) and adult 
education (TESOL, 2003), and a number of published works by team mem-
bers and others. There were four important guiding principles. One was that 
the standards should be able to apply to a wide variety of contexts, including 
language learning by children, adolescents, and adults, as well as to a vari-
ety of national and cultural settings, rather than focusing primarily on the 
United States. The second was that the implementation of the standards would 
acknowledge a range of technology availability, making them applicable to low 
resource as well as to high resource settings. The third was that the teacher 
standards should represent two levels of expertise: a base level expected of 
all teachers and an expert level to recognize those with advanced skills and 
knowledge of value to their institutions. The fourth was that the focus would 
be on technology-mediated language pedagogy rather than the on character-
istics of the technology itself—for that reason, work began first on the learner 
standards. A fifth unofficial principle that I believe all team members shared 
was that although we were developing these standards for TESOL, they should 
be relevant for the teaching and learning of any language.

Team members remained in regular email contact throughout the develop-
ment process. There were two intensive two- to three-day meetings at TESOL 
headquarters, as well as connecting at two TESOL conferences. The team 

http://www.ict4lt.org/en/ICT_Can_Do_Lists.doc
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worked collaboratively when together, and individually on specific agreed-on 
assignments. Draft standards were delivered to the TESOL Standards Com-
mittee in mid-2007 and posted online for public review and comment. Teacher 
input was solicited at the international GLoCALL conference in Vietnam later 
that year. Responding to feedback, the team delivered a second draft in January 
2008, which the Standards Committee sent out to five international experts for 
an independent external evaluation. The final draft incorporated their feedback 
and was released along with a range of supporting material that included an 
introduction and overview providing a rationale for the use of technology 
in language education, a glossary of terms, performance indicators for each 
teacher and learner standard, and several sample vignettes showing how the 
standards could be implemented in a realistic educational setting. 

As noted above, in the framework document (TESOL, 2008), there are both 
learner and teacher standards. The 11 learner standards are divided across 
three overarching goals: (1) foundational skills and knowledge in technology 
for a multilingual world; (2) use of technology for language learning that is 
socially and culturally appropriate, legal, and ethical; and (3) effective use and 
critical evaluation of tools to develop language competence. An example of 
the third goal is: “Goal 3, Standard 3: Language learners appropriately use and 
evaluate available technology-based tools for communication and collabora-
tion” (TESOL, 2008, p. 27). The TESOL Technology Standards for Learners 
are important, and teachers and administrators should work to help learners 
achieve them over time. However, for the remainder of this article, we largely 
set them aside and focus on the TTST. 

There are 14 teacher standards distributed across four goals: (1) acquir-
ing and maintaining foundational skills and knowledge in technology for 
professional purposes; (2) integrating pedagogical skills and knowledge with 
technology to enhance language teaching and learning; (3) applying technol-
ogy in record keeping, feedback, and assessment; and (4) using technology to 
improve communication, collaboration, and efficiency. In the framework docu-
ment, the 14 standards were accompanied by performance indicators, stating 
more precisely what teachers would need to be able to do to meet each one. 
For example, Goal 1, Standard 3 states, “Language teachers actively strive to 
expand their skill and knowledge base to evaluate, adopt, and adapt emerging 
technologies throughout their careers.” Two of the four performance indicators 
are, “Language teachers utilize technology tools to expand upon a conventional 
activity” and “Language teachers keep up with information through a variety 
of sources (e.g., books, journals, mailing lists, conventions)” (TESOL, 2008, p. 
29). There were also a few sample vignettes, practical examples of a standard 
embodied in a teaching setting. The full set of the TTST and a sample vignette 
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can be found on Deborah Healey’s website at https://www.deborahhealey.com/
uruguay2011/healey-tesol_technology_standards-pad.pdf.

The TESOL (2008) framework document was TESOL’s first ebook and was 
offered for sale through TESOL publications beginning in 2008. With the 
release of the expanded volume by the team (Healey et al., 2011), the frame-
work document was made available without cost on TESOL’s website and is 
still there at this time of writing. Readers are strongly encouraged to take 
advantage of this availability and download the pdf while it remains freely 
accessible (see References). 

The 2011 volume included the material in the 2008 framework but added 
much more, informed partly by feedback from teacher groups at a variety of 
international conferences in 2008 and later on. There was a full chapter com-
prising a concordance with a newer version of the ISTE-NETS (2007, 2008) 
and the UNESCO technology standards (UNESCO 2008a, 2008b), showing 
the ways in which the TESOL standards overlapped, but also had distinct 
elements related to language teaching and learning. In this way, a teacher 
trained with the ISTE-NETS or UNESCO standards could readily identify the 
areas needing the more language-centered specificity of the TESOL standards. 
For example, the ISTE teacher standards (2008) had no clearly equivalent 
statement for TESOL’s Goal 3, Standard 3: “Language teachers evaluate the 
effectiveness of specific student uses of technology to enhance teaching and 
learning” (Healey et al., 2011, p. 135). Other chapters targeted ESL program 
administrators, teacher educators, and online teaching and learning, the last 
especially relevant in light of the move to emergency remote teaching in 2020. 
The volume also included a more robust set of vignettes covering every stand-
ard, and illustrating how the standards can be made relevant in low, medium, 
and high technology resource and access contexts. Finally, the performance 
indicators from the framework document were translated and expanded into 
first-person “can do” statements and given a scale very well > adequately > not 
so well > not at all, capturing the notion that knowledge and skill in the areas 
mentioned exist along a continuum from expert to novice.

Before concluding this section, it is worth noting that there have been formal 
attempts other than the TESOL standards and the more general ISTE-NETS 
and UNESCO ones to provide guidance to teachers in the use of technology. 
Murphy-Judy and Youngs (2006) describe sets of standards that address tech-
nology competence and use by teachers. They note that the National Council 
for the Accreditation of Teachers (NCATE), drawing from the ISTE-NETS 
standards, collaborates with ACTFL in accrediting language teacher educa-
tion programs. They also describe projects in Colombia and the European 
Union, the latter tied to the Common European Framework and encouraging 
teacher reflection on technology use without mandating specific standards. 

https://www.deborahhealey.com/uruguay2011/healey-tesol_technology_standards-pad.pdf
https://www.deborahhealey.com/uruguay2011/healey-tesol_technology_standards-pad.pdf
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More recently, Kessler (2016) notes that ACTFL has been a leader in promot-
ing standards in language proficiency and offering instructional goals across 
the “5 Cs” of communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and com-
munities. However, he also observes, “While intended to be comprehensive, 
the ACTFL standards offer little specificity regarding technology” (Kessler, 
2016, p. 59). In a pair of position statements on technology, ACTFL provides 
the following recommendation, focusing more on what technology should not 
be doing independently of a qualified instructor.

ACTFL strongly recommends that a language educator should be responsi-
ble for the planning, instruction, assessment, and facilitation of any language 
course, leveraging technology to support language learning. Language instruc-
tion is best guided by language educators rather than solely delivered via a 
computer program or by a non-content specialist.

•	 Research does not support the isolated use of technology for acquiring a 
language.

•	 Interaction with a language educator is critical to building spontaneous 
interpersonal skills needed for real-world communication.

•	 Intercultural competence is best acquired through human interactions and 
meaningful experiences facilitated through a language educator.

•	 Educators use content knowledge, research-informed teaching strate-
gies, and effective technology applications to support language learning. 
(ACTFL, 2017)

In a companion statement on the same page, ACTFL acknowledges that 
there are a number of roles for technology for language students, concluding, 
“The development of technology is best driven by the needs of the language 
learner, supporting the kinds of interactions our students need to become 
college, career, life, and world-ready” (https://www.actfl.org/advocacy/
actfl-position-statements/the-role-technology-language-learning).

Another source of guidance for teachers using technology is the Flipped 
Learning Network (FLN) at https://flippedlearning.org. Although not unique 
to language education, this group is relevant because it depends centrally on 
educational use of technology to achieve its goals of a new methodology for 
learning. In flipped learning, students work independently before a class 
meeting as a group, typically listening to recorded performances of what in 
traditional teaching would have been the class lecture. This allows class time 
(whether in-person or online) to be spent on discussion, application, and other 
interactive pursuits. Although they do not refer to these as standards, the 
FLN embraces four “pillars” (flexible environment, learning culture, inten-
tional content, and professional educator), evaluating these in terms of 11 

https://www.actfl.org/advocacy/actfl-position-statements/the-role-technology-language-learning
https://www.actfl.org/advocacy/actfl-position-statements/the-role-technology-language-learning
https://flippedlearning.org/
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“can do” statements. For example, for the “learning culture” (L) pillar, the 
statements are, “L1: I give students opportunities to engage in meaningful 
activities without the teacher being central. L2: I scaffold these activities and 
make them accessible to all students through differentiation and feedback” 
(https://flippedlearning.org/definition-of-flipped-learning).

Both the ACTFL and the FLN statements reflect what would be widely 
considered as effective teaching and learning strategies by our profession. How-
ever, they provide general targets without delineating how teachers can meet 
these objectives in anything approaching the detail of the TESOL standards. 
For example, there is no mention of evaluation tools, nor references to teach-
ers being informed by and keeping up with relevant research. This suggests 
that the TESOL standards have additional value as complements to principled 
statements and frameworks such as those of the ACTFL and the FLN. In the 
case of both the ACTFL statements and the FLN pillars, the TESOL standards 
provide detailed guides to the foundational skills and knowledge needed for 
learners and teachers to meet the targets and to remain current as technology 
evolves (Kessler, 2016). The two organizations could thus draw on the TESOL 
standards as a resource for standards of their own.

3.	 Using the Standards

Since their release, the TESOL Technology Standards have been referenced in 
a number of publications. A Google Scholar search on May 3, 2021 yielded 392 
results for the exact match “TESOL Technology Standards.” Although many 
of these mention the standards only in passing, others incorporate them more 
substantially. With regard to the TTST specifically, the implementations have 
largely involved evaluation of existing teacher education courses and resources, 
implementation into existing courses or curricula, and guidance for develop-
ment of tasks, courses, or curricula. For example, Arnold (2013) used the TTST 
as a significant part of the input to an evaluation tool for existing teaching 
methodology textbooks, in order to see the degree to which CALL elements 
are included in them. All but one of the 11 textbooks in her final review were 
published before the release of the TTST and so were not influenced by their 
existence. She found that content that supported development of teacher tech-
nology competence in line with the standards was present in many textbooks. 
However, she also noted that training in technology use for assessment and 
grounding in CALL research were sparsely represented.

In the area of curriculum development, the description of the Cyprus Uni-
versity of Technology CALL MA program shows how the TESOL standards are 
an integral part of its core: “The objectives of the proposed Master’s programme 
are consistent with the technological standard[s] for the teaching of English 

https://flippedlearning.org/definition-of-flipped-learning/
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as a Second Language (Teaching English as a Second Language Technology 
Standards Framework, 2008)” (https://www.cut.ac.cy/studies/masters/master-
programmes/lce-gr-call). Bauer-Ramazani (2017) similarly shows in detail how 
the both the TESOL and ISTE standards significantly align with the content 
components of the online CALL course that she teaches.

In a critique of much current language teacher competence in using technol-
ogy, Nozawa (2019) argues that teachers are not well prepared for 21st-century 
teaching. He uses a combination of the ISTE standards and TESOL stand-
ards to suggest targets that should be implemented now in language teacher 
training: “If pre-service and in-service teachers understand the theoretical 
foundations and issues involved in using technology with learners through 
professional training programs, any new use of technology can be integrated 
into their teaching and learning situations in a principled way” (p. 12).

A number of publications mention the value of the TESOL Technology 
Standards for future guidance (e.g., Kessler, 2016). At the end of their intro-
duction to a special issue of Language Learning & Technology devoted to tech-
nology and teacher education, Arnold and Ducate (2015) note that “future 
research should investigate how specific competencies develop and if/how they 
are interconnected. It will be particularly important to frame such research 
within standards and other policy frameworks (e.g., the TESOL Technology 
Standards) that guide accreditation and certification” (p. 6). Additional exam-
ples of publications incorporating the TESOL Technology Standards include 
DelliCarpini (2012), Hanson-Smith (2016), Healey (2018), Hubbard (2018), 
Kessler (2012, 2020), and Wiseman & Belknap (2013), among others. There are 
also applications of the TTST outside of formal publications, such as Deborah 
Healey’s “Intelligent uses of technology” website, featuring a number of valu-
able resources for language teachers organized by their connection to the four 
goals of the TTST (https://sites.google.com/site/intelligentuseoftechnology).

4.	 Implementing and Integrating the Standards into a CALL 
Mini-Course

This section reports on how I introduced and integrated the TTST into an 
annually taught CALL course (see https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse2 
and Hubbard, 2021). I describe how input from course participants led to a 
couple of substantial shifts in how the standards were used, as well as the form 
in which they were presented. Importantly, it documents a shift in the point 
when participants self-evaluated their level of compliance with the TTST—
from evaluating themselves only toward the end of the course to prepare them 
for future self-study to doing so at the beginning and end—in order to pro-
vide learning targets and highlight areas of progress. This is not a report of a 

https://www.cut.ac.cy/studies/masters/master-programmes/lce-gr-call/
https://www.cut.ac.cy/studies/masters/master-programmes/lce-gr-call/
https://sites.google.com/site/intelligentuseoftechnology
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse2/
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formal action research project, but I hope that by sharing my experiences as an 
informal case study, it may encourage similar reflection and experimentation 
by other teacher educators.

In 1998, I began offering an optional one-unit seminar in CALL to accom-
pany a general ESL methodology course (see https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/
ling291). From 1998 to 2020, there were between two and 12 students annually, 
with an average of around six. The class met in the winter quarter (January 
to March) for 75–90 minutes once a week for eight weeks. It was labeled as a 
“mini-course” for students interested in a survey of the field of CALL. Due 
to the time limitations, students were largely responsible for exploring the 
material on their own, so that class time could be devoted to discussion and 
interactive demonstrations. In 2010, I introduced the TTST to students briefly 
in the final unit of the class as a resource (see https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/
callcourse/CALL8.htm). Students were led through the standards to see what 
areas they had developed at least foundational knowledge and skills in, and 
what areas remained for future independent study. 

In a major revision of the CALL course in 2012 following the publication 
of Healey and co-workers’ study (2011), I integrated the TTST throughout 
the eight units. The standards as a whole were briefly introduced in unit 1, 
and relevant standards were mentioned in the remaining units, usually at the 
beginning. For example, unit 2 on how to locate and evaluate CALL resources 
begins with a reference to Goal 2, Standard 1: “Language teachers identify 
and evaluate technological resources and environments for suitability to their 
teaching context.” A richer description of the TTST appears in unit 7. In the 
original course, this was the unit on learner training, but in the 2012 revision, 
it was expanded to include teacher education and professional development 
(see https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse2/CALL7.htm). 

Beginning with the 2014 class, in the week before unit 7, students were given 
copies of the “can do” statements from Healey and associates (2011). These 
were adaptations of the performance indicators from the original framework 
document (TESOL, 2008), rewritten from using a third-person format to a 

Figure 1. “Can do” statement example adapted from Healey and co-workers (2011). 
N/A, not applicable.

https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/ling291/
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/ling291/
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse/CALL8.htm
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse/CALL8.htm
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/callcourse2/CALL7.htm
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first-person format. These original 95 performance indicators were expanded 
into 160 “can do” statements, in order to offer a finer-grained assessment tool. 
The result represents a very rich and detailed set of targets for self-evaluation. 
Figure 1 shows an example of both a basic and expert level “can do” statement.

At this point in the class (week 6), students had been exposed to most of 
the course material, and it seemed like a good time for them to look back at 
what they had learned, as well as forward to what they would need to pick up 
in the future to meet the TTST. For the 2014 class, as this was the first time I 
had used the self-evaluation targets, I discussed the responses with each stu-
dent in individual meetings. For the 2015–2018 classes, the same procedure 
was used for filling out the forms, but responses were discussed collectively 
in class instead of individually. 

During these years, a couple of points became clear from student feedback. 
The first was that some felt that by not filling out the form at the beginning 
they had missed the opportunity to be better prepared for course work as they 
encountered it, and to be able to identify areas most in need of development 
early on. A second problem involved the fact that the “can do” statements are 
couched in terms of what a practicing teacher actually does. A statement such 
as “I am aware of my students’ level of digital competence” cannot be credibly 
judged unless the respondent has students. This realization echoes Tschichold 
(2016), who similarly pointed out that a number of the teacher standards were 
not readily achievable in a pre-service course, particularly those under Goal 3 
(assessment) and Goal 4 (communication, reflection, and efficiency).

There were some other insights from course participants worth mentioning 
(from the 2018 cohort).

•	 Expert level seems quite variable. (Do you really need to produce research 
to be an expert?)

•	 “Where appropriate” could be used in more statements (e.g., in “using 
computer-based testing where feasible”).

•	 About the “very well” category—it shouldn’t mean “all the time” or even 
“in all classes.”

The lesson I was slowly learning from this feedback was that regardless of how 
well motivated and detailed the “can do” statements for the TTST were, in 
practice they needed to be adjusted or at least interpreted to make them more 
useful for the students in my class.

Taking the student feedback into account, for the winter 2019 course, I made 
the following three changes.
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1.	 Moved the “can dos” to the first week with the goal of helping students to 
recognize gaps early on.

2.	 Explained some previously identified problems, especially issues with word-
ing that assumes active teaching, suggesting that students not currently 
teaching should revise the statements themselves to fit what they believe 
they know how to do or would do rather than what they actually do.

3.	 Requested students to annotate their forms to improve the clarity and 
appropriateness of items that were problems for them.

Students dutifully filled out the forms, but compared to previous years, there 
were noticeably larger numbers of “N/A” responses (not applicable). Addi-
tionally, the annotations offered some insights that were different from the 
concerns of those who had filled out the form in prior years toward the end of 
the course. Here are a few examples.

•	 My answers assume I have students … I don’t have students. 
•	 What are evaluation tools? 
•	 What’s a community of practice?
•	 [in reference to CALL research] What research?
•	 What are “electronic resources”?
•	 “I share …”: Is it OK to say, “I know how to share …”?
•	 “Perhaps ‘I believe in _____ and am capable of doing so’ would address the 

[pre-service] issue without sacrificing specificity.”

On the positive side, going through this process at the beginning of the course 
led students to identify concepts and terms embedded in the TTST that they 
would come to know well during the course (such as “evaluation tools”). How-
ever, I was concerned about the level of frustration that seemed to underlie 
such comments.

An additional major issue that came through in both student comments and 
a lively class discussion was that the number of “can do” statements (160) that 
they had to address as mostly newcomers to CALL was excessive. This point 
had received only minor complaints in prior years when the assignment had 
been toward the end of the course, presumably because previous students had 
more content knowledge on which to base their responses. To avoid a repetition 
of this problem the following year, it was clear that reducing the number and 
revising the wording of the “can do” statements was needed if they were to be 
used effectively at the beginning of a course. I decided to make three additional 
changes for the winter 2020 CALL course, in order to address these issues.
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1.	 Return to the original 95 third-person performance indicators from the 
2008 framework, using these as a base for revised first-person “can do” 
statements.

2.	 Eliminate the “expert level” indicators, in order to further reduce the stu-
dents’ workload in filling out the form (they were shown where to find the 
performance indicators for expert level if they were interested).

3.	 Write new “can do” statements in wording that is friendly and meaningful 
to those who have not yet begun to teach, replacing “Language teachers …” 
from the performance indicators with “I know how to …,” “I can …,” or “I 
understand that …” as appropriate for the given statement.

For example, Goal 1, Standard 3 reads, “Language teachers actively strive to 
expand their skill and knowledge base to evaluate, adopt, and adapt emerg-
ing technologies throughout their careers.” It had the following base-level 
performance indicators.

•	 Language teachers utilize technology tools to expand upon a conventional 
activity.

•	 Language teachers keep up with information through a variety of sources 
(e.g., books, journals, mailing lists, conventions).

•	 Language teachers participate in a relevant community of practice.
•	 Language teachers explore the possibilities inherent in emerging technolo-

gies with a critical eye.

I rendered these as “can do” statements of potential rather than action.

•	 I can utilize technology tools to expand upon a conventional activity.
•	 I know how to keep up with information through a variety of sources (e.g., 

books, journals, mailing lists, conventions).
•	 I know how to find and participate in a relevant community of practice.
•	 I can explore the possibilities inherent in emerging technologies with a 

critical eye.

The same was done for the performance indicators throughout the remaining 
13 standards, resulting in a reduction from 160 to 65 items. As a consequence, 
responding to them became a much less formidable task for those new to the 
field. This revised and condensed set of “can do” statements is available at 
https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/TTS-CDs.pdf. Figure 2 shows an example.

It is important to note that the production of this revised set is in no way 
meant as a criticism of the one provided by Healey and colleagues (2011). There 
is a good reason to have “can do” statements representing teacher actions rather 

https://web.stanford.edu/~efs/TTS-CDs.pdf
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than intentions. In-service teachers can legitimately be held to the “can do” 
statements provided there, helping them to see clearly what they can honestly 
say they do rather than just what they know or know how to do. Participants 
in a CALL course who are currently teaching should thus be encouraged to use 
the 2011 formulations. Again, the problem for pre-service teachers (pre-practi-
cum at least) is different—they are unable to say what they do with students 
because they have no students. For anyone wishing to include the expert-level 
statements for this group (the expert level was not targeted in this short CALL 
survey course), these can easily be added using the same strategy of changing 
what teachers do to what pre-service teachers can do or would do.

For the winter 2020 class, I had just four participants. Two were teaching 
their native language at the time, and the other two had limited teaching 
experience and fit the pre-service criterion of having no current students. In 
the first class, I explained the history of using the “can do” statements, and 
why the number of them and the language had been revised. They then filled 
out the forms at home, taking note especially of areas where they had no or 
limited knowledge, and generously provided me with a copy. None of them 
reported having issues with the number of items. We discussed some trends 
in their responses in the next class, and I answered a couple of remaining 
questions students had regarding terminology. Despite the small sample size, 
I hoped to be able to get a sense of how helpful this reduced and adapted set 
of “can do” to statements would be.

The plan was for participants to revisit the form at the end of the course, 
rating themselves and noting areas they believed they had improved in. Unfor-
tunately, the final class meeting coincided with the beginning of emergency 
remote teaching. Given the general uncertainty of those times and the require-
ment of the university to reduce demands on students, I only received one post-
course form from the group. She showed improvement in her self-evaluation 
across many areas that were not already in the top “well” category. Typically, 
this was limited to a single category shift (e.g., from “somewhat” to “OK”). 
However, in seven cases she reported moving two categories from “somewhat” 
to “well.”

Figure 2. Example of a revised “can do” statement.
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•	 G1S1: I know how to perform basic functions (composing, printing, editing, 
playing, recording, transferring, etc.) with available digital devices in order 
to accomplish instructional and organizational goals.

•	 G2S4: I am familiar with suggestions from research for classroom practice 
using technology.

•	 G2S4: I can effectively employ a variety of avenues for getting information 
about research related to technology use (e.g., communities of practice, 
conferences).

•	 G2S4: I understand the temporal nature of research findings related to tech-
nology use (i.e., that technology changes over time, so older research may 
not be applicable to current settings).

•	 G2S4: I am able to discern which findings about technology use are most 
appropriate for my situation.

•	 G4S1: I know how to find and draw on resources (lesson plans and teaching 
ideas) that are posted online.

•	 G4S3: I understand various methods of providing electronic feedback on 
student work (e.g., email, insert comments).

Her few comments noted that we had not covered assessment much (true), and 
that although she knew about communities of practice now, she was not sure 
whether she would join one. This single case is clearly not enough to draw any 
generalizations from, but it is an example of how students can track progress 
in specific standards by utilizing the “can do” statements at the beginning and 
end of a CALL course.

Overall, it appeared that the shorter, adapted form can provide a relevant 
self-evaluation experience, at least at the beginning of the course, although the 
data supporting that claim is limited. Used at the start of the course, though, 
I believe it serves the additional function of leading students to take note of 
and think about the wide range of areas within CALL. I would suggest that 
any teacher educator interested in the same strategy for a course integrating 
the TTST to consider the following, regardless of whether they use the reduced 
form, the original 160 items from Healey and co-workers (2011), or a form of 
their own design.

1.	 Place the self-evaluation into a Google Doc or similar collaborative environ-
ment to allow sharing with the instructor.

2.	 Have students mark the original responses in one format and any changes 
in another; for example, instead of an x, use 1 for the first week and then 
the number of the week (e.g., 6) when any changes are noted. This will make 
it easier for the student to get a sense of progress, and for the instructor to 
notice both individual and group patterns.
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3.	 Ask students to review and update their responses weekly, focusing espe-
cially on any standards covered in a given week.

4.	 Take some class time to discuss their progress regularly, especially midway 
through the course. If this discussion is done in peer groups, it holds the 
potential for some collaborative learning to occur, and the outcome may 
reveal unforeseen challenges some students are facing that can lead to 
adjustment of the initial syllabus.

One other suggestion that I thought about but never implemented due to time 
constraints was to begin the course with the TESOL learner standards. Given 
that Goal 1, Standard 1 of the TTST acknowledges that teachers are expected 
to meet or exceed those, if one had the luxury of a full semester CALL course, 
it might be a good place to start,

5.	 Conclusion

Beyond the example of the CALL course described above, the TESOL Technol-
ogy Standards for Teachers have shown themselves to be valuable as a resource 
for a range of purposes in teacher education and professional development. 
In my case, the TTST were used only for participant self-evaluation and for 
aligning elements of the course content. Other possibilities include using the 
TTST for research or as a tool for evaluating the technological and pedagogical 
skills and knowledge of participants in a CALL course, as well as observing 
how they are implemented within authentic language teaching settings. Exactly 
how this could be done would naturally vary with the context. However, one 
point worth noting in this regard is that there is currently no formal certifi-
cation process to demonstrate that a teacher education course or individual 
language teacher has in any way met the technology standards. This absence 
of a recognized certification process for teachers or teacher education courses 
striving to meet the TTST may be limiting their wider adoption. Yet because 
of their origin within a relevant and internationally recognized professional 
organization, the TTST can nevertheless provide detailed and credible guid-
ance, with some inherent flexibility to adjust to changes in technology and in 
teaching and learning contexts. Kuhn (2021) notes:

It has been a decade since the publication of the TESOL Technology Standards. 
Since then, the technology landscape has shifted, but the relevance of the standards 
remains. What keeps them relevant is their restraint. Instead of focusing on specific 
technology, the standards advocate for educators to adopt a mindset toward tech-
nology as a foundational part of their classroom practice and to pursue professional 
development that fosters technology integration. (para. 1)
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This study has shown one way in which the TTST can be adapted to provide 
a more relevant experience for a subgroup of teacher trainees.

In concluding her chapter in The Routledge handbook of language learning 
and technology on teacher education and technology, Hanson-Smith (2016) 
states, “The standards can be considered a culminating step in the quest for 
professional development in educational technology that will go beyond the 
brief semesters of teacher diplomas or graduate education” (p. 220). This sug-
gests that teachers given a thorough foundation in the TTST will be poised to 
continue targeting them throughout their careers. In Kessler’s (2016) paper on 
technology standards for language teacher preparation in the same volume, he 
predicts that the TESOL standards will represent an important foundational 
document for future endeavors in this area. However, he continues, “It is likely 
that as we develop a better understanding of the pedagogical practices that 
emerge in tandem with technological innovations, we will be in need of a com-
pletely new way of conceptualizing the role of technology in classroom prac-
tices” (p. 68). Indeed, other groups such as ISTE have continued to update their 
standards as both the technology and the learners evolve (Crompton, 2018).

In early 2020, the emergency remote language teaching brought on by the 
COVID-19 pandemic arguably became the new normal for many during the 
following months. At this time of writing, online learning is still the only 
choice being offered at large numbers of institutions. How will this experience 
of forced technology-mediated teaching and learning across not just languages 
but all other subjects influence the near future of teacher preparation and 
professional development? Will it lead to a paradigm shift that negates or 
seriously limits the value of the TTST, as teachers and administrators come 
to believe that the “normalizing” (Bax, 2003) of online teaching makes inde-
pendent technology standards superfluous? Will we need new standards that 
explicitly address issues such as the emerging practice of co-modal teaching 
(Hasenkopf, 2021), where teachers have to simultaneously accommodate the 
competing needs of face-to-face and online learners? Or would a set of updated 
and expanded vignettes as already suggested by Hanson-Smith (2016) be suf-
ficient, at least for the near future? Before these standards and more impor-
tantly their support material become too far out of date, it would be useful 
for the TESOL Standards Committee or some other professional group to 
explore the current standards in some depth and make recommendations. 
In the meantime, language teacher educators and teachers themselves can 
experiment with adaptations to make the TESOL Technology Standards fit 
their individual contexts of practice.
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