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Abstract—This study aims to investigate the effectiveness of using handheld
devices such as smartphones and tablets for language teaching purposes (Mobile-
Assisted Language Learning, or MALL). A questionnaire with a comment sec-
tion was distributed in order to investigate EFL teachers’ perceptions on includ-
ing or excluding smartphones and tablets in the EFL learning process. Data were
collected through a 5-likert scale questionnaire in a leading Saudi university. The
findings revealed that the majority of teachers claimed to hardly ever use Android
System Phones or iPhones (iOS System), Android tablets or iPads (iOS System)
in classroom teaching. Importantly, the study found out that there is a statistically
significant difference between male and female teachers in terms of which smart
device operating system was reported being used. Within the few participants
who employed technology, it was found that teachers with less teaching experi-
ence were more open to using technological devices in classroom. In addition,
the findings showed that a significant number of teachers admitted to rarely using
handheld devices in teaching reading, writing, listening, grammar or playing lan-
guage-learning games. However, the majority of teachers said they sometimes
used applications to assign online exercises, share information about the course,
provide visual aids, develop the learners’ speaking skills or as a translation tool.
Moreover, teachers claimed to employ these devices frequently to teach vocabu-
lary through visual aids when teaching. Teachers also rely heavily on these de-
vices to communicate with students via social networks, and to access textbooks.
Overall, teachers did not effectively integrate MALL into completing classroom
language-learning activities or practicing language functions or skills.
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1 Introduction

Unprecedentedly rapid developments in technology have changed how work is con-
ducted in every sector of society in recent decades. The field of education has been no
exception. Educators, administrators and policy makers have all promoted the use of
recent technologies in their practices. Nearly all students use smartphones, tablets and
computers outside the classroom for common purposes such as social networking and
accessing web-based resources. Educators and EFL researchers have not ignored the
prominent role of such devices in the life of teachers and students. These devices have
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already revolutionized the field of computing and communication in general. They can
offer a wide variety of tools and applications for various purposes.

Handheld devices are being utilized increasingly in schools and universities for mul-
tiple purposes. Some researchers have predicted that the utilization of these devices will
have significant effects on instructional practices [1]. Though the integration of tech-
nology into education has changed the dynamics of language learning, policies should
be designed to meet the needs of the current generation of teachers and learners. It is,
therefore, essential that attitudes to changing classroom practices are investigated to
provide a stronger basis for implementing technology effectively in the classroom.

1.1  Obijectives and questions of the study

This study aims to investigate the effectiveness of using handheld devices as educa-
tional tools. It seeks to explore how frequently ESL teachers report incorporating such
devices in teaching. In addition, it aims to find out what purposes such devices are used
for in teaching and what promotes or hinders teachers from using such devices in teach-
ing. Based on these objectives, the study aims to answer the following questions:

1. How frequently do ESL teachers use handheld devices in teaching?

2. What are the purposes of using handheld devices in terms of teaching?

3. What are the factors that promote or hinder using handheld devices in
teaching?

1.2 Significance of the study

This study sheds light on the teacher motivations that hinder or promote the use of
these technologies in teaching. It scrutinizes the teachers’ point of view regarding the
obstacles that prevent using handheld devices. This may provide possible solutions for
promoting using such devices in teaching. The findings of this study also provide val-
uable insight into a particular educational context, namely higher education in Saudi
Avrabia. In addition, it may contribute to more effective teacher training and implemen-
tation of learning technology policies.

In recent years, the Saudi Ministry of Education has engaged in several initiatives to
promote and implement digital learning in schools and universities. The present study
explores and examines the implementation of one aspect of modern technology in Saudi
EFL classes. The findings of this study will likely be of use to educational policymakers
and complement future studies regarding the extent to which technology is being uti-
lized in universities and how this can be done more effectively.

1.3 Literature review

Many studies have been conducted in order to explore the role of modern technology
in EFL classrooms. Much research has particularly focused on the use of smartphones,
tablets and computers. Despite many years of government activities and educational
research, the use of information and communication technology (ICT) in teaching and
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learning stays just partially comprehended by educationalists and inconsistently prac-
ticed in universities [2].

Utilizing technology has become influential in the field of education, especially in
the EFL context. In support of this view, Traxler [3]shed light on the definitions of
mobile learning saying that the rapid progress of communication technological devices
has revolutionized the learning process in general and the ESL learning in particular.
Traxler’s study provides evidence that mobiles should be exploited as an integrated
component in the learning process. However, there are major obstacles to the effective
implementation of MALL, in particular, how best to integrate MALL into other estab-
lished educational technologies and teaching aids. The main challenge for MALL prac-
titioners and researchers consists in finding an optimal balance between inward-facing
teaching practice development and outward-facing contextualization, implementation
and promotion of these practices.

Overall, smartphones are found to be more effective than traditional teaching tools
and widely-used as they promote the use of technology in the classroom. Smartphones
are handheld devices acting as combination of a traditional mobile phone and of a per-
sonal computer [4]. With internet connectivity, they can offer wide range of activities
for language learners. There is a significant amount of literature on the impact of these
devices on teachers as well as learners [5], [6], [7].

Further studies explored the impact of several variables on MALL. Sung, Chang and
Liu [8] conducted a meta-analysis of the impact of mobile devices on teaching and
learning by synthesizing 110 articles appearing between 1993 and 2013. They reported
that there was a moderate mean effect size of 0.523 for the application of mobile devices
to education. Kondo, Ishikawa, Smith, Sakamoto, Shimomura, and Wada [9] examined
the effect of MALL on students’ scores on listening and reading tests in Japan. They
concluded that “features of self-study in the MALL group were stronger than in the
control group, on average, in terms of time spent on learning tasks, levels of satisfaction
derived from the tasks, and self-measured achievement™ [9: 185]. They also emphasized
that, in addition to developing self-regulated learning, MALL helped students not only
improve their English but also their self-efficacy. In an attempt to improve students’
English proficiency and decrease the achievement gap, Hung, Young and Lin [10] im-
plemented a game-based learning activity called ‘the Wireless Crossword Fan-Tan
Game system’ utilizing tablets. The findings showed that this collaborative and com-
petitive game contributed to closing the achievement gap and produced better learning,
interaction and effectiveness. All these studies demonstrated the positive impact of dig-
ital learning on achievement and revealed promising effects on facilitating learning
more generally.

Some handheld devices such as tablet PCs require teacher training in order to be
utilized effectively in the EFL context. Though teachers may encounter difficulty in the
initial stage of implementing tablet PCs in classroom practice, they have been found to
be user-friendly and to impact learners’ performance positively. For instance, Celik and
Aytn [11] showed that while some Turkish EFL teachers have the required confidence
in and positive attitude towards implementing digital tools in their classes, limited ac-
cess to computers and the internet hinder them from making use of the available digital
tools in their classes. Savas [12] investigated EFL teachers’ perceptions of the
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effectiveness of tablet PCs as instructional tools in EFL classes in a Turkish university.
The study was conducted over the course of one academic semester. The results of the
study showed that EFL teachers have increasingly positive attitudes towards the use of
tablet PCs as they become more experienced in using them for instructional purposes.
Technical problems represented the main obstacle for EFL teachers. The study sug-
gested that the EFL teachers should be given training sessions in order to master the
use of such devices. This implies that tablet PCs can be utilized more effectively in
developing the students” writing skills through providing access to a broader range of
tasks, materials and applications.

Previous literature has researched the efficacy of utilizing technology on learners’
receptive and productive skills. Al-Ruwaili [13], as an illustration, investigated the ef-
fects of smart devices on learners’ performance. Data were collected from 500 teachers
who responded to a questionnaire. The findings indicated that smart devices were most
often used to develop listening skills and least often to develop writing skills. Moreover,
there were no significant differences in enhancing language skills gender, school type
and the teacher’s level of experience.

Two areas of current research interest are the availability of smart devices in the EFL
classroom and the effect of teacher training on uptake of smart device use. Merc [14]
investigated to what extent teachers use modern technology in their classrooms. In his
study, data were collected via a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews from 86
and 12 teachers respectively. The findings indicated that schools were not well-
equipped with technological devices. Moreover, teachers were not keen on using the
available technological tools in schools in their teaching practice. In addition, there was
no integration between the teachers’ training programs and the use of technology in
EFL classes. Chen [15] investigated perceived perceptions and perceived acceptance of
mobile learning (M-learning) by university EFL instructors and students. The partici-
pants were Taiwanese university students. The results of the questionnaire conducted
in the study showed that the instructors and the students strongly supported the use of
mobile phones for learning purposes. Yet, it is worth mentioning that the younger in-
structors had higher appreciation, support and acceptance of M-learning. The study
strongly recommended the inclusion of M-learning and urged EFL educators to inte-
grate it into their classrooms.

Dashtestani [16] investigated perceptions and attitudes of Iranian university students
and their effect on the implementation of MALL. Although the results showed that Ira-
nian EFL students are generally positive about the use of mobile devices for EFL learn-
ing, there were many barriers that hinder the effective implementation of MALL in EFL
classrooms. One reason is that Iranian students seemed to be reluctant to accept any
kind of imposition from their teachers. Another issue was the high cost of mobile de-
vices for the majority of the students in this educational context. Further obstacles were
students’ ignorance of mobile phone learning and software applications. Therefore, the
study recommended several changes to EFL curricula to meet the students’ needs and
expectations. In order to achieve the best results from MALL, TEFL providers need to:
(1) promote knowledge of using mobile devices; (2) promote awareness about EFL
software tools; (3) ensure adequate ICT infrastructure, such as highspeed Internet con-
nections; (4) train EFL teachers to be more tolerant of mobile phone use in the
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classroom; and (5) encourage students’ use of mobile phones inside the EFL class-
rooms. In short, teachers should be allowed and encouraged to play the role of the co-
ordinator, instructor and facilitator.

Taj et al. [17] produced a meta-analysis of 13 studies published between 2008 and
2015 on the impact of using mobile phones in EFL classrooms. Focusing on the emer-
gence of MALL, the study found that “intervention through mobile phones helps in
EFL learning” and is “an important tool for vocabulary instruction” [17: 81]. Overall,
the findings of the study strongly confirmed the efficacy of integrating MALL into EFL
instructional practice.

Lee [21] investigated the influence of socio-cultural characteristics of teachers and
students in the United States and South Korea on MALL effectiveness and instruction,
and how MALL characteristics and preferences in MALL learning styles are closely
connected with the development and implementation of MALL instruction. He con-
ducted a survey of 259 participants and conducted 8 interviews in order to explore the
participants’ perceptions about MALL. The study showed that ESL teachers and stu-
dents have a stronger belief in the effectiveness of MALL than do EFL teachers and
students.

In summary, previous studies concerning the use of technology in EFL classes re-
vealed that educational institutions such as universities and schools were often not well-
equipped with suitable technological resources for implementation of MALL in classes
[13], [14]. In addition, teachers were often reluctant to use or implement available de-
vices in their classes [5], [14], [11]. Finally, there tended to be a mismatch between the
MALL implementation training programs directed towards teachers and the support
provided by educational institutions to facilitate implementation of and increased com-
petence with the technology in question [13], [5], [14], [11].

Since the use of these devices is so widespread and a part of everyday life it is natural
that mobile devices are part of the education process. Even if there is a growing con-
sensus on the utility of integrating these devices into classroom, how this consensus
manifests itself in the practice of educational systems remains an open question. The
current study is designed to provide clear evidence for the extent of the usage of
handheld devices by EFL teachers in the context of a university in the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia. The study focusses on the EFL teachers’ perceptions of using handheld
devices for educational purposes in the classroom, and the challenges they identify in
trying to achieve successful implementation of MALL.

2 Research Design

The present study employed a mixed method approach in data collection. The first
main instrument of research was a survey. Data were collected through a questionnaire
distributed to 127 English teachers to find what type of smart handheld devices they
used in class and to what extent they used smart handheld devices in teaching English.
The questionnaire was composed of 13 items built over a five-Likert scale. These items
represented possible functions for using smart handheld devices in teaching English.
The second part of the study employed a qualitative approach in which data was
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collected through one-to-one interviews through open-ended questions (see Appendices
7.1 interview questions and 7.2 teachers’ perceptions). The questions were designed to
elicit data related to whether the participants were for or against using smart handheld
devices in teaching English and why they held this view. It also allowed the participants
to express their opinions regarding barriers that may hinder using smart handheld de-
vices in classroom teaching and suggestions to overcome the barriers that hinder using
smart handheld devices in classroom teaching.

2.1  Participants

The participants in this study comprised 127 English teachers at Imam Abdulrahman
Bin Faisal University, Saudi Arabia. They were distributed as follows: 41 male teachers
(32%) and 86 female teachers (68%) teaching single-sex male and female classes re-
spectively. The number of native English-speaking teachers was 19 (15%) and the num-
ber of non-native English teachers was 108 (85%). The survey allowed categorization
of teachers according to years of teaching experience as follows: 8 teachers had two
years of experience or less, 18 teachers had between 3- and 5-years’ experience, 37
teachers 6 to 10 years and 64 teachers more than 10 years. Table 1 illustrates the distri-
bution of the participants according to gender, experience and whether they self-re-
ported as native or non-native speakers of English.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants

Demographic Factors | Number | Percentage
Gender
Male 41 32.28%
Female 86 67.72%
English is taught by
Native speakers 19 14.96%
Non-native speakers 108 85.04%
Experience
2 years & less 8 6.30%
3 — 5 years 18 13.17%
6 — 10 years 37 29.13%
More than 10 years 64 50.39%
Total 127
3 Findings

To answer the first question of the study related to the extent of using smart handheld
devices in teaching English, participants answered a 5-Likert scale questionnaire. The
findings revealed that 44 teachers (34%) reported never using Android operating sys-
tem phones in teaching English, 16 teachers (12%) rarely, 29 teachers (22%) some-
times, 17 teachers (13%) frequently and 21 teachers (16%) always. Therefore, only a
minority of teachers (29%) tended to use Android phones on a regular basis in the class-
room. 48 teachers (37%) reported never using iPhones (iOS operating system) in
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teaching English, 15 teachers (11%) rarely, 29 teachers (23%) sometimes, 16 teachers
(12%) frequently, and 19 teachers (14%) always. Therefore, only a minority of teachers
(26%) tended to use iPhones in teaching on a regular basis.

Regarding Android tablets, 77 teachers (60%) never used them in teaching English,
17 teachers (13%) rarely, 25 teachers (19%) sometimes, 6 teachers (4%) frequently,
and only 2 teachers (2%) always. Therefore, the vast majority tended never to use An-
droid tablet in teaching. 76 teachers (59%) reported never using iPads (iOS operating
system) in teaching English, 17 teachers (14%) rarely, 22 teachers (17%) sometimes, 9
teachers (7%) frequently, and 3 teachers (2%) always. Therefore, the majority tended
never to use iPads (iOS System) in teaching. The participants were asked if they used
any other devices which were not mentioned in the questionnaire and a majority of 69
teachers (54%) never used any other devices in teaching English.

Although not too many participants employed technology in teaching, it was found
that teachers with less teaching experience were more open to using technical devices
in the classroom. It seems teachers with less teaching experience are younger and there-
fore more ‘tech savvy’ than their counterparts.

To sum up, the majority of teachers tended to use smart handheld devices in teaching
English either never, rarely or sometimes. A large plurality of teachers reported never
using Android tablets, iPads or any other tablet devices. This finding suggests that
teachers still prefer to avoid integrating technology in their classes. Table (2) illustrates
participants’ reported frequency of use of smart handheld devices in teaching English.

Table 2. Reported frequency of classroom use of smart handheld devices
by EFL teachers at IAU

Type of s(rjz?lli’éehandheld Never (1) |Rarely (2) Som(e3t)imes Freczzgzntly Always (5)| Mean | SD
Android phone 342‘1:5% 12.16?)% 22293% 13.1379% 16.2514% 265 | 148
Phone (10S) 37.[;%% 11.1851% 22.281% 12.16%% 14.1925% 255 | 147
Android tablet 60.7673% 13.1379% 1922% 4.762% 1.527% 173 | 108
iPad (10S) 59.78i% 13.1379% 17.2322% 7.0%% 2.3?;3% 178 | 111
Another tablet device 69 19 18 10 11 201 | 1.33

54.33% 14.96% 14.17% 7.87% 8.66%

To answer the question of what type purposes EFL teachers used handheld devices
for, participants answered on a 5-likert scale questionnaire related to the types of activ-
ities, practices and functions that handheld devices were used for in teaching English at
their institution. The findings revealed that 37% of teachers never used handheld de-
vices to teach reading and its subskills, such as scanning and skimming. Teachers used
these devices to teach various writing skills such as types of writing styles 10%, 21%
for listening skills, 11% for grammar and tenses and 10% for educational games.

A significant proportion of teachers (30%) reported sometimes using English-lan-
guage learning and teaching applications, assigning online exercises and sharing
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information about the course. The results revealed that 27% of the participants claimed
to use these devices to provide visual aids when teaching always. Additionally, 22% of
the teachers claimed they always used them to teach speaking skills, such as pronunci-
ation, or to translate from Arabic to English or vice-versa. Many participants always
depended on handheld devices to teach vocabulary such as looking up words or check-
ing spelling (34%) and to provide visual aids when teaching (21%). Finally, a large
proportion of respondents tended always to communicate with students via social net-
works (30%) and to use mobile devices to access textbooks (33%).

This study shows that the use of a particular device and operating system was corre-
lated with the gender of the teacher. A chi-square test was performed to test statistical
significance as shown in Table 3. It was found that there were statistically-significant
differences in the mean scores of male and female teachers in terms of their use of
different operating systems. As shown in Table 3, the mean score for use of Android
system phones for male teachers (M=3.05, SD=1.944) was higher than the mean of
female teachers (M=1.444, SD=2.45). The mean score for using iOS phones for female
teachers (M=2.88, SD=1.529) was higher than that of male teachers (M=1.85,
SD=1.062). The results further show that the mean score for using iOS tablets for fe-
male teachers (M=1.98, SD=1.188) was higher than that of male teachers (M=1.39,
SD=.802). Furthermore, the mean score for using other tablet type devices for female
teachers (M=2.16, SD=1.405) was higher than that of male teachers (M=1.71,
SD=.1.146). By contrast, there was no significant difference in the mean scores for us-
ing Android tablets.

Table 3. Results for use of smart handheld devices in teaching English
across gender groups

Operating System | Gender I\él::ta gclgirle(' Std. Deviation t N}Lg?:ﬂ?g’ SDti?feEgr:g; sig
] e v g e P
iOS phone Ill/::‘?‘::iile ;22 igg: -3.885 -1.030 .265 .000*
Android tablet m;e i;g l‘_813271 004 | -001 | .197 | .997
iOS tablet Ill/::‘?‘::iile 132 ]._,8]?828 -2.862 -.587 .205 .005*
Gr;gther tablet type de- I’l/‘l;:ile ;Lls Lll‘olg -1.808 455 252 073

The second part of the study demonstrates qualitative findings collected through one-
to-one interviews. To answer whether the participants were for or against using smart
handheld devices in teaching English and their reasons for their position, 110 partici-
pants reported being for it while only 17 were against. The responses of the participants
are anonymous. The participants gave the following reasons in support of the use of
smart handheld devices in teaching English: enhancing teaching and learning processes,
motivating students, facilitating the learning process, creating joyful learning, respon-
siveness to the diversity of learner levels, saving time and effort for both teachers and
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learners, and promoting innovation and creativity. Handheld devices can provide access
to reliable sources of information. Moreover, the advocates of the use of these devices
say that they increase students’ self-dependency, autonomy and self-confidence. This
finding is consistent with Ushioda’s view [18] that autonomy and motivation are closely
connected. If the learners are motivated to use these devices, they will be more likely
to achieve a considerable level of autonomy.

Table 4. Functions of using handheld devices in teaching English

Never (1) | Rarely (2) Som(e3t)|mes Freq(z)ently Always (5) |Mean| SD
Teach reading, such as 47 15 35 20 10 245 | 133
scanning and skimming. 37.01% | 11.81% 27.56% 15.75% 7.87%
Teach writing, such as a 43 20 26 25 13 256 | 1.39
range of writing styles. 33.86% 15.75% 20.47% 19.69% 10.24%
Teach listening, such as 37 14 27 22 27 290 | 151
listening skills. 29.13% | 11.02% 21.26% 17.32% 21.26%
Teach speaking, such as 26 7 38 28 28 319 | 139
pronunciation. 20.47% 5.51% 29.92% 22.05% 22.05%
Teach vocabulary, such as 9 10 32 33 43
:ﬁgks';g”‘ijﬁg‘fvords oreheck 2 oov | 7.87% | 25200 | 2598% | 33se | o t|
Teach grammar, such as 39 16 33 25 14 267 | 1.37
tenses. 30.71% 12.60% 25.98% 19.69% 11.02%
Communicate with stu- 23 10 23 32 39 342 | 1.45
dents via social networks. | 18.11% | 7.87% 18.11% 25.20% 30.71%
Play educational/ 25 19 41 29 13 289 | 125
language games. 19.69% (14.96% 32.28% 22.83% 10.24%
Use English-language 23 17 42 22 23
Lelf‘égt'rogng”d €achingap- 1o 1105 [1330%  [33.07% 1730% s [0 [133
Assign online exercises/in-18 17 39 20 33 326 |1.35
formation about the course.|14.17%  [13.39%  |30.71% 15.75%  |25.98%

31 13 30 11 42
Access the textbook. 2441% [10.24%  |23.62% se6%  Jssore | [V
Translate texts/words from|29 26 38 16 18
cgfst;'.c o English and Vicel,, oa06  [20.47%  [20.92% 1260% pairwe  [o04 [132
Provide visual aids when|25 10 27 30 35 331 |1.45
teaching. 19.69% |7.87% 21.26% 23.62% 27.56%

The statistics in tables 2 and 4 indicate a high level of internal consistency, as evi-
denced by a high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (13 items; 0=.90). This estimate suggests
that the questionnaire items produced very reliable data, and the data collected using
this instrument were sufficiently internally-consistent for the purpose of further analysis
in the present research.
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Table 5. Internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha

N (number of items) Cronbach’s Alpha
13 .902

In addition, the results of this study show that teachers believe that mobile learning
boosts students’ happiness and motivation. This corroborate other findings such as
Baydas and Yilmaz [19], Jones et al. [20], Lee [21], Ockert [22], and Stockwell [18].
In terms of vocabulary learnability, the findings of the study supported Hamalis’ pro-
posal [5] that electronic devices help students in understanding vocabulary. Vocabulary
applications can provide a wide range of synonyms and antonyms and explain the
meaning of a word in various ways.

However, the participants who expressed opposition to using smart handheld devices
in teaching English provided the following reasons: cultural acceptability of their use
in Saudi society, complications of using the devices, e-podium availability in class-
rooms, and difficulty in controlling students using their mobiles in classrooms. These
reasons were given previously by Dashtestani [16], whose study reported that technol-
ogy may hinder learning if students lack awareness of smartphone applications or ac-
cess to the Internet. Furthermore, technology needs extensive training, and often expen-
sive software applications are required. Some teacher participants at IAU also added
that devices can cause a distraction and make it almost impossible to guide or control
the students inside the classroom. According to their comments generated by the sur-
vey, they highlighted that the use of these devices increases students’ laziness.

The qualitative data was collected through one-to-one interviews and participant re-
sponses transcribed into a word-processing document for further analysis. The results
and information obtained from the interviews were categorized thematically based on
similarities of the answers given by the participants. The findings indicated that there
were many barriers hindering the use of smart handheld devices in classroom teaching,
such as: (1) poor internet connectivity; (2) the type of devices teachers owned; (3) lack
of proper technical support; and (4) difficulty in monitoring the students’ usage of the
devices [16]. The first finding is consistent with Celik’s and Aytn’s study [11], which
also found internet connectivity to be a serious issue. Access to smart devices in the
classroom causing distraction has also been mentioned in the research literature [7]. It
was also mentioned by some participants that the target skill may make it difficult to
learn by means of handheld smart devices. Two other negative contributing factors
which were mentioned by the participants, namely the high cost to teachers and students
and time constraints, are consistent with Dashtestani’s findings [16].

The majority of respondents indicated that the main barriers hindering using smart
handheld devices in classroom teaching are inadequate infrastructure and the devices’
potential for distraction. The barrier which was mentioned most often was the limiting
effect of using handheld devices on direct interaction between the students and the
teacher. During the interviews, participants were asked to propose suggestions to over-
come the barriers that hinder using smart devices in classroom teaching. After classify-
ing and categorizing the data, the findings revealed that the following suggestions may
be applied to overcome barriers that hinder using smart handheld devices in classroom
teaching: (1) technical assistance and support during the classes must be available; (2)
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all sources of distractions such as social media must be blocked during the classes; (3)
teachers must manage the use of devices in a professional manner; and (4) educational
institutions must provide links, applications, materials and activities designed specifi-
cally for use on these devices.

4 Conclusion

The findings of this study suggest that, despite the great potential benefits of
handheld devices for language learning, teachers have mixed feelings when it comes to
the usage of these devices for teaching purposes. As the data suggest, teachers tend to
use handheld devices in a limited way in terms of frequency of use and the range of
purposes to which these devices are put. Teachers tend to use the devices as a dictionary
or a tool to show supporting visuals for their conventional teaching, but avoid using
them extensively while teaching skills such as reading, or writing. Qualitative data
showed that there are multiple issues discouraging teacher from integrating these de-
vices into their practices to a greater extent.

The interviews with the teachers revealed that the majority of the issues observed or
expected by the teachers regarding the usage of handheld devices are related to moni-
toring student usage and maintaining discipline. However, they also stated some tech-
nical shortcomings, like connection issues and technical support. It can be argued that
teachers are concerned with the misuse of the technology, and that there is a stigma
among the teachers regarding the extensive usage of these devices, namely, beyond
using them to access well-accepted resources such as dictionary applications, text-
books, and online encyclopedias. The suggestions given regarding blocking social me-
dia and some other functions of the handheld devices support the claim that teachers
are not considering these tools primarily as teaching tools but rather as potential dis-
ruptors to effective classroom dynamics. It is hoped that the challenges and negative
perceptions regarding the use handheld devices can be overcome with training and sup-
port so that the potential of these devices can be used for more effective teaching and
producing more authentic language use in the language classroom.

5 Recommendations for Future Research

In order to identify further obstacles to the effective implementation of MALL relat-
ing to time and classroom management, it is recommended for future studies to pilot
EFL courses which fully-integrate handheld device usage into the syllabus so that their
effectiveness can be measured against existing classroom practices. In short, the com-
parison between two different modes of delivering the same course may clarify whether
learners who make extensive use of handheld devices outperform their counterparts or
not. Future studies within the scope of this research area may also benefit from utilizing
the observation tools used here to measure to what extent teachers really use smart de-
vices in teaching. In this study, the quantitative data indicated that the majority of teach-
ers did not use smart handheld devices in classroom teaching, while the interview re-
sponses indicated that the majority were using smart handheld devices in classroom
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teaching. This suggests that teachers are likely to ignore or misrepresent the extent to
which they promote smart handheld device use in their classrooms, and the need for
mixed methodologies research.
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Appendix

8.1  One to one interview questions

1.

2.

3.
4.

Please answer the following questions:

Are you for or against using smart handheld devices in teaching English? What is
the reason for your answer?

Opinion: I am for using handheld devices in teaching English.
Reason(s):

Opinion: | am against using handheld devices in teaching English.
Reason(s):

In your opinion, what are the barriers to using smart handheld devices in classroom
teaching?

Write any additional information/comments would you like to add.

Thank you very much!

8.2  Teachers’ perceptions of the benefits of handheld devices

1.

2.
3.

I believe students’ learning is enhanced during my class if mobile technologies are
used.

I am willing to learn how to incorporate mobile technologies in my teaching.
Mobile technologies can help create learning opportunities for my students outside
formal classes.

. All students should have access to mobile technologies to support their formal and

informal learning.

. | believe using mobile technologies will enable students to become knowledge pro-

ducers.

. My faculty/department supports the use of mobile technologies for teaching and

learning.

. I believe incorporating mobile technologies into teaching can improve the quality of

teaching programs at the university.

8.3  Drawbacks

1.

2.

I prefer students not to use mobile technologies in my class. | believe using mobile
technologies makes students less critical in using information.
I believe using mobile technologies in my teaching will increase my workload.
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