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Abstract

This research explores what constitutes an eduratiool for students in the Sultanate of Omanngisi
quantitative questionnaire with face-to-face semietured interviews. Students and teachers at &lizw
College of Technology and Salalah College of Tetdmpparticipated in the study. Educational toals a
widely used as part of instruction today, but they still a relatively new aspect of educationhiis region.
Accordingly, the findings of the study are relevameducators in the Omani educational system,edistav
educators of Arab learners in general. This studymenes four specific educational tools, namely iEma
Facebook, instant messaging, and cell phones. ifdeds indicate that students and teachers agnee o
what is considered an educational tool but alsk laformation and knowledge of how to integratenthe
into their learning and teaching. This paper presithsight into the mindset of Omani/Arab learremd

those educators responsible for integrating edueatitechnology in the region.

Introduction

In today’s globalized ESL/EFL world, the ever-exgeng growth of information and
communication technologies (ICT) has fundamentalignged teaching and learning processes
in education. Higher education institutions arotine world have increasingly adopted ICT as
tools for teaching and student learning (Kumpulajr2007). The Internet offers a turning point
in English teaching methods (Warschauer, 1996), bietter or for worse. There are many
advantages to using ICT in teaching and learning,they are often under-realized (Surry &
Farguhar, 1997). Studies have shown that most ¢éeacise the Internet to send emails and plan
lessons instead of indirect instructional use (Be2@04; Pajo & Wallace, 2001).

This small scale study, carried out at two coltegethe Sultanate of Oman (College of
Technology in Nizwa and College of Technology inlakd), examines what Omani/Arab
students consider to be an educational tool and. Wwhere has not been much information
gathered on exactly what Omani students considesdacational tool and the reasons for their
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opinions. Hence, it is important from a practicalpect and of immediate relevance to

practitioners instructing Omani/Arab learners.

Background

Educational technologies can be defined as “therthand practice of design, development
utilization, management, and evaluation of processed resources for learning” (Seels &
Richey, 1994, p. 129). The implementation of edocal technologies is an important step in
developing a university and its curricula, as Liani (2000) pointed out, for “engagement with
others in the gradual development of their persamaerstanding” (p. 137). E-learning is a
major force of change (Clark, 2008, p. 1) and @erizhanges might be required for its
implementation and development; these changesifficili and cannot be forced from the top
to bottom. Instead, it needs to be the individullbws the primary focus of change (Fullan,
1993).

In certain cases, the adoption of ICT at univegsiiis often poorly implemented and is
based on unfounded optimism (Taylor, 1998). In otdases, a large number of faculty members
are hesitant or reluctant to adopt technology éaiching tasks (Jacobson, 1998). Learners are
also afraid to leave the well-known traditional sseoom, and fail to accommodate to the
unknown, a technological classroom (Galluccio, J08@&search into this area has found several
obstacles to fully integrating technology into tteaching and learning processes in higher
education (BECTA, 2004).

In colleges of technology in the Sultanate of Ontéwe, normalizing of technology in
language teaching is still in its early stages. rQtae past couple of years, a seemingly endless
supply of financial support has been given to tbkeges to introduce technological teaching
innovations. Nevertheless, as it stands now, maaghers and students have not responded
favorably to these introductions. However, reseancthe United States shows that increasing
the spending on technological innovations will hetpdents to learn (Bialo & Soloman, 1997)
and “key to the learning process are the interacimong students themselves, the interaction
between faculty and students, and the collaboratiorthe learning that results from the
interactions” (Palloff & Pratt, 1995, p. 5).

This rapid expansion of technology infusion in tiseltanate has created what

Warschauer (2008) calls a “digital divide” betwetde rich and the poor, between those with
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know-how and those without it. Howe and Straus9Q@@liscuss how the younger generation
feels more comfortable in the digital environmemrt in the world of traditional print media.
Prensky (2001) refers to the younger generatiodigital natives, whereas teachers would then
be considered digital immigrants. In referencehi $ultanate of Oman, the younger generation
cannot be considered digital natives in compartsatheir western counterparts, since they have
had a limited exposure to computers. Accordinght Ihternet World Stats, nine percent of the
population in Oman uses the Internet (Middle Easgrhet Usage Stats and Population Statistics,
2009). Having Internet access at home as well agikable knowledge of how to use a
computer are currently considered status symbotsgrthe students.

Technology can develop independence and learniligh(11971, p. 77) and much
research has been done in recent years with an ammsplon the Internet, email, instant
messaging, and mobile services as tools in learaisgcond language. Kitao (1998) found that
Internet interaction in the second language fatés the language learning process. Synchronous
communication among ESL learners helps them devilemcy, with students having to react
and communicate in real time and real situationb(Mg & Butler-Pascoe, 2002). Therefore, “it
is only logical to assume that language practicnf online chat] will reap some of the same
benefits for second language development as peatitrough oral interaction” (Warschauer &
Kern, 2000, p. 50). Asynchronous communication,hsas email, which is one of the most
widely used ICT tools today (Dudeney & Hockly 200¢an help develop deeper cognitive
skills, with time for writers to consider accuraayevelop an argument, and rewrite their
contributions (Sharma & Barrett, 2007).

Resear ch Methods

The purpose of this study was to find out what ttutes an educational technology in Omani
students’ and teachers’ minds. Methods of dataecttin included both quantitative and
gualitative research methods, such as questiorsnaine interviews.

To compensate for the limitations of the surveyhuod, semi-structured interviews were
also used to gather data. Interviewing is one ef rtiost powerful tools used to understand
people’s points of view, beliefs, and attitudesc&8ese of its interactive nature, interviewing has
many advantages over other strategies of datactiole(Best & Kahn, 1998). The interviews
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compliment the survey instrument by providing hettederstanding of contexts, as they offer
solid descriptions and explanations for the quati# data in the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

The questionnaire consisted of four questions fggEendix A) and asked what students
and teachers consider an educational tool. Thetignesire elicited information in the following
sub-areas: email communication, instant messadtagebook, and cell phones. On the other
hand, the purpose of the semi-structured, one-toHoterviews was to explore further, provide
depth, or clarify points raised by responses to tjuestionnaire. The interviews lasted
approximately 10-15 minutes per subject, and stbjeere asked about item responses on the
guestionnaire that turned out to be crucial topesent study.

Participants

The student participants of the study were secaoiddtlzird semester students attending a two- to
four-semester intensive foundation studies progriamEnglish. There were 60 students
participating in this study, half from Nizwa Colkegf Technology and the other half from
Salalah College of Technology, aged, on average. The first language of all the student
participants was Arabic. Thirty-nine of the studpatticipants were boys and 21 were girls. All
of the participants had graduated from high schoane of the Omani governmental schools.
They were exposed to English 20 hours a week icalieges.

The teacher participants in the study worked infthendation studies program in one of
the two colleges. There were 20 teachers particigan the study, half from Nizwa College of
Technology and the other half from Salalah Collef&echnology. Their mean age was 43. All
had a Master’s degree in TESOL/Applied LinguisticEEnglish at the time of this study and a

minimum of two years of experience with Omani leamn

Resultsand Discussion

The first questionnaire item tried to ascertainaverall, ICT is considered by teachers and
students to be an educational tool. This is an ratpee question to be answered on the outset
because it relates directly to the core of the masearch question. For ICT to be deployed and
perceived as a positive useful and meaningful tdw, participants need to be aware of its

benefits and best practices. All of the partictigaagreed that ICT is an educational tool. This in
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itself is an important start, as Grabe and Gral@®{2 wrote, “technologies can play a role in
students’ skills, motivation, and knowledge” (p.).18o0 further substantiate the participants’
views about ICT, four educational tools were sedctnamely email, instant messaging,
Facebook, and cell phones. These were selectecherbdsis of being the most common
educational ICT tools in the country, in orderdentify and clarify how ICT is perceived within
the colleges and the communities.

As expected, both students and teachers agreedrttaltis an educational tool (question
2). Today, email is one of the most widely used K©®ls (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007). Both
students and teachers found it useful and effedtu®m of communication. Students thought it
was a great opportunity to practice their writikgls in a different manner and more interesting
than “traditional” writing in class. This findingoaresponds with Holliday’s (1999) comments:
“...that the repetitive nature of email, in which ters quote and comment on each other’s
messages, assists learners in understanding lircgucsies” (p.238). The teachers agreed that it
was an easy way to communicate with students amehst an appropriate medium for inter-
gender communication.

Even though one can send messages with Faceb@okimilar way, Facebook was not
seen as a professional and suitable communicatethad (question 3). There are two reasons
for this: First, Facebook is mainly seen as a $oc&work, a fun and informal way of
communicating, and not an educational tool. Secamahy students and teachers are not using

Facebook and/or are not aware of how to use itachmally.
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= Yes (students' responses) = No (students’ responses)
Yes (teachers'responses) = No (teachers' responses)

Figure. 1 Do you consider Facebook to be an eduattool?
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Figure 2. Do you consider instant messaging (esgp/yahoo) to be an educational tool?

Furthermore, instant messaging was not considaneedacational tool by the majority
(question 4). The main reason was that few of tigdpants could see any real educational
value in synchronic computer-mediated communicatilso, instant messaging allows for
anonymity and is “...a place where people often gmdewealing themselves far more intimately
than they would be inclined to do without the imediation of screens and pseudonyms”
(Rheingold, 1993, p. 27). This was an interestibgeovation, especially since chatting has many
similarities to oral interaction: “[It] is only lagal to assume that language practice through
Network Based Communication will reap some of tlaene benefits for second language
development as practice oral interaction” (Warseha& Kern, 2000, p. 50). Also, chatting has
been found to increase motivation and decreaseoneness in using the target language (Kern,
1995).

It was indicated in the interviews that teachersfibit uncomfortable to be contacted by
students with chat clients; they found it to berusive and disruptive. Instant messaging
represents a level of informality that many teaslae not comfortable with, and both groups do
not see it as an effective language learning tde$pite research to the contrary (Wu, 2010)
However, it should be noted that 35% of the stugleld consider instant messaging to be an
educational tool and thought it a great way to ficadanguage in an informal way with a native
speaker. On the other hand, the majority of thehews had not given any thought to the
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effectiveness of chatting in learning a second uagg. However, research shows that “writing
intensifies the sense of self and fosters moreaouns interaction between persons” (Ong, 1982,
p. 179). Furthermore, both students and teachenssliM) pointed out that it would be
inappropriate for the different genders to havediicontact online and out of class. Therefore,
as a safety measure, it was discouraged by Mushthiers as a form of gender interaction.

A positive aspect of the study was that both teeched students found the cell phone to
be an educational tool (question 5). Students tiseid cell phones as dictionaries as well as to
transfer mp3 files, which their listening teachadhassigned, from campus computers to their
cell-phones. This was an interesting observatiazabge m-learning, in this case transactional
communication is relatively new and is more comrgonised in developed learning

environments and countries, such as Japan and Botgh (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007).

100% A °
80% A
60% A
40% - L
0% T f
= Yes (students' responses) = No (students; responses)
Yes (teachers' responses) = No (teachers' responses)

Figure 3. Do you consider cell-phone to be an etitutal tool?

Second, because it was not interactional commuaitéetween the two genders, it was
deemed acceptable by all parties. Even though fiseelb phones is not interactional but
transactional, it implies that the students areingynew methods to acquire a better
understanding and knowledge of English (Smith, 2008lso, m-learning increases the
flexibility of learning for students who are able $tudy in intervals between other activities

(Clark, 2008, p. 19) and fits Omani learners wédlowdo not have access to computers outside of
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the colleges. It should be noted that several ®@fttlachers pointed out in the interviews that the
use of cell phones inside the classroom could lbéddee conceived as disruptive to the normal
pattern in the class and needed to be monitoreskigio

The Internet is a global phenomenon, but with dettiregional profiles (Anderson &
Eickelman, 1999), and there is no doubt that coemputediated interaction requires re-
consideration of many traditional Islamic normseTdonflict brought about by Internet use and
exposure to Western culture fundamentally shapeseptons of the younger generation. In the
case of social networks such as Facebook, sevetal students thought it was a great way to
expand their social skills. However, as with instaressaging, Facebook creates conflicts when
both genders interact online. The female studexperéence more conflict in their use of the
Internet than their male counterparts (Al-Ani & Ratks, 2004).

Recommendations
As proven in the previous research, ICT enableshia to be more creative in their lessons
(Gillespie, 2006). Therefore, it is imperative tlwatrrent and future teachers receive adequate
training and resources to effectively incorpordite latest and/or available technologies in their
classes.

There are three aspects of the preceding discusisat have direct implications for the
student and teacher usage of ICT and the follom#egmmendations can be made:

» Educate students and teachers in “basic” IT/ICTisskby doing so, they will become
self-confident in using ICT inside and outsidew tlassroom.

» Educate teachers in integrating technology in tlasstcoom. By providing workshops,
seminars, and lesson plans to teachers that shemv tlow to use chat, email, instant
messaging, and/or Facebook with their studenty, Wik become aware how ICT can
enhance their lessons.

* Educate both students and teachers about the yeositid negative aspects of ICT, so
they will be able to make well-informed decisiongeégards to its use.

This would provide students and teachers with avamighge: they can effectively prepare

themselves for a workplace already dominated hynelogy.
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Conclusion
This small-scale study contributed to the growirggly of literature on what constitutes an
educational tool in Omani/Arab learners’ minds. Theee main findings of this study are: (i)
email is considered an educational tool and acbépfarm of communication tool between the
two genders; (ii) instant messaging is not accépthbtween the two genders, and few of the
student and teacher participants are aware ofoggipe benefits in language learning; and (iii)
cell phones are considered an educational toohkaitimited to transactional features only, as
dictionaries and extensions of listening classes

The use of ICT as an educational tool in Oman Withb learners still has a long way to
travel before it becomes “an indispensable tookducation of today’s students,” &ketday
described technology in March 2005. The use of atioical technology is increasing, but
teachers need to support it, develop a pedagodfierepand train students to see the value in
using ICT as a tool in learning English. In additibecause of this pioneering study, the policy
makers in the Ministry of Manpower and Ministry ldfigher Education will be more informed
about Omani students’ viewpoints and the factorat tfacilitate the implementation of

educational technologies in colleges of technoliogye Sultanate of Oman.

References

Al-Ani, B., & Redmiles, D. (2004). Forces that iméince trust in technology in the Middle East: adtyolitics and
history. Retrieved on March 28, 2010, frémtp://mikeb.inta.gatech.edu/HCI4CID/AlAni.pdf

Anderson, J., & Eickelman, D. (1999). Convergentd@w Media Technologies in the Middle Edsliddle East
Insight. March-April: 59-62.

Bebell, D., Russel, M., O’'Ewyer (2004). Measuriegchers' technology uses: Why multiple-measuremare

revealing.Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 37 (1), pp. 45-63.

BECTA (British Educational Communications and Tealbgy Agency) (June, 2004\ Review of the Research
Literature on Barriers to the Uptake of ICT by Teachers. Retrieved July 23, 2010,
http://partners.becta.org.uk/index.php?section=it&13642

Best, J.W., & Kahn, J.V. (1998Research in Education (8" ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Bialo, E., & Soloman, G. (1997). Open your eyese Ekidence is therdlechnology and Learning, 18, 70-71.

Clark, A. (2008) E-Learning Skills. NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Dudeney, G., & Hockly, N. (2007How to Teach English with Technology. Harlow: Pearson Longman.

Fullan, M. (1993). Educational Leadership, (2), pj26. Retrieved July 23, 2010, from
http://www.michaelfullan.ca/Articles_98-99/03 93ttt




Teaching English with Technology, 11(3), 25-36http://www.tewtjournal.org 34

Galluccio, R. (February 2000). Introducing techmgyldn the classroom: Patterns of resistance togdand
innovations. Retrieved October 19, 20h@p:/mailer.fsu.edu/~rgp6722/garnet-
rgp6722/documents/Patterns_of Resistance to CHamgz- AECT 2000.pdf

Holliday, A. (1999) Small cultureg\pplied Linguistics, 20, pp. 237-6.

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (200(Ylillennials Rising: The Next Generation. New York: Vintage.

lllich, 1. (1971).Deschooling Society. NY: Harper & Row.

Jacobson, D.M. (1998). Adoption patterns of faculho integrate computer technology for teaching leadnhing in
higher education. Proceedings of the ED-MEDIA AND-EELECOM 98: World Conference on
Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia & World Caefece on Educational Telecommunications,
Freiburg, June 20-25, pp. 668-675.

Kern, R. (1995). Restructuring classroom interactigth networked computers: Effects on quantity godlity of

language productioModern Language Journal, 79 (4), pp. 457-476.

Kitao, S.K. (1998). Interaction and on-line synatwas communication in English language LearningLG&J, 3
(1). Retrieved April 16, 2010 frotttp://www.lerc.ritsumei.ac.jp/callej/3-1/kkitaorht.

Kumpulainen, K. (Ed.). (2007Educational Technology: Opportunities and Challenges. Oulu, Finland: University
of Oulu. Retrieved November 1, 2010tp://herkules.oulu.fi/isbn9789514284069/isbn9789284069.pdf

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985Naturalistic Inquiry. New York: Sage Publications.

Middle East Internet Usage Stats and PopulatiotisBtzs. Retrieved July 2, 2010,
http://www.internetworldstats.com/middle.htm

NetDay News. (2005, March 8). NetDay's 2004 sumesults show 58 percent of students have cell ph@dte

percent email or IM adults on a weekly basis. Re&d January 18, 2010 from
http://www.netday.org/news_2004_survey results.htm

Ong, W. (1992)0Orality and Literacy. New York: Routledge.

Palloff, R. and Pratt, K. (1999%uildingLlearning Communitiesin Cyberspace. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pajo, K., & Wallace, C. (2001). Barriers to theak# of web-based technology by university teacletgnal of
Distance Education, 16 (1), pp. 70-84.

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital Natives, Digital Immagrts.On the Horizon, 9(5), pp. 113-118. Retrieved October,
2010, http://www.marcprensky.com/writing/Prensky%?20-
%20Digital%20Natives,%20Digital%20Immigrants%20-%20t1.pdf

Rheingold, H. (1993)The Virtual Community: Homesteading on the Electronic Frontier. Reading, MA: Addison
Wesley.

Seels, B.B. and Richey, R.C. (199¥jstructional Technology: The Definition and Domains of the Field.
Washington, DC: Association for Educational Comnsations and Technology.

Sharma, P., & Barret, D. (200Blended Learning. Oxford: Macmillan Education.

Surry, D. W., & Farquhar, J. D. (1997). Diffusidrebry and instructional technologlpurnal of Instructional
Science and Technology, 2 (1). Retrieved September 1, 2010. Frbttp://www.usq.edu.au/electpub/e-

jist/docs/old/vol2nol/article2.htm




Teaching English with Technology, 11(3), 25-36http://www.tewtjournal.org 35

Smith, R. (2003). Pedagogy for autonomy as (becgemppropriate methodology. In David Palfreymami&hard
Smith (Eds.)Learner Autonomy across Cultures: Language Education Perspectives (pp. 129-146). New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Taylor, P. (1998). Institutional change in uncerttines: Lone ranging is not enoud@tudies in Higher Education,
23, 269-278.

Warschauer, M. (2008). Whither the digital divide™. L. Kleinman, K. A. Cloud-Hansen, C. Mattadah
Handesman (EdsQontroversiesin Science & Technology: From Climate to Chromosomes. New Rochelle,
NY: Liebert. Retrieved September 19, 2010, from

http://www.gse.uci.edu/person/warschauer m/docshehipdf

Warschauer, M., & Kern, R. (2000etwor k-Based Language Teaching: Concepts and Practice. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Warschauer, M. (1996). Comparing face-to-face dect®nic communication in the second languagesctesn.
CALICO Journal, 13(2), pp. 7-26. Retrieved on October 5, 201énfhdtps://www.calico.org/a-604-
Comparing%20FaceToFace%20and%20Electronic%20Disc9$20in%20the%20Second%20Language
%20Classroom.html

Wiburg, K. & Butler-Pascoe, M.E. (2002ljechnology and Teaching English Language Learners. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc.

Wu, Kun-Huei. (2010) The relationship between laaggilearners’ anxiety and learning strategy inGh@
classroomslnternational Education Studies, 3 (1), pp. 174-191.

Appendix A

Student Questionnaire

Age: 18- 200 21- 231 24- 25

Specialization: 1T Business] Engineering Science
1 Do you consider ICT to be an educational tool?
7 Yes
71 No

1 Please explain your choice:

2. Do you consider e-mail to be an educational tool?
T Yes
71 No

1 Please explain your choice:
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3. Do you consider Facebook, to be an educational tool?
71 Yes

1 No

] Please explain your choice:

4, Do you consider I nstant M essaging, such as M SN, to be an educational tool?
T Yes

1 No

] Please explain your choice:
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