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ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS TOWARDS THE USE-
INTERACTIVE WHITEBOARDS IN EFL CLASSROOMS

M. Fatih Elaziz
M. A., Department of Teaching English as a Fordignguage
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli

July 2008

This study explored the attitudes of students;hiees, and administrators
towards the use of interactive whiteboards (IWBdphguage teaching and learning
contexts, and also sought insights into studemid’teachers’ actual use of IWBs in
English as a foreign language classes. The stsdyilavestigated possible factors
affecting teachers’ and students’ positive and tiegattitudes towards IWB
technology.

Data were collected through questionnaires disteith to 458 students and 82
teachers in different institutions across Turkewyging from primary schools to
universities. Three administrators were intervieuedrder to explore their opinions
towards IWB use in language instruction, and tlutaessrooms were observed.
Questionnaire results revealed that both studemtsesmchers have positive attitudes
towards the use of IWBs in language instruction aredaware of the potential of this
technology. Responses given in interviews indic#ttedl all administrators are
supportive of IWB technology in English classes] abservations revealed that

IWBSs are used with their basic functions in Englitdisses. The statistical analysis



revealed that the more teachers use IWBs, the theydike this technology. It was
also found that as the number of hours of IWB eypo@ncreases, students’
awareness of the distinctiveness of IWB technologgs.

Key words: Interactive whiteboard (IWB), attitude.



OZET

INGILiZCE DERSLERNDE AKILLI TAHTA KULLANIMINA YONEL iK

OGRENCI VE OGRETMEN TUTUMLARI

M. Fatih Elaziz
Yiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olardhgilizce Gsretimi Bolumii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli

Temmuz 2008

Bu calgmada, @rencilerin, @retmenlerin, ve kurum ydneticilerinin akilli
tahtalariningilizce @retiminde kullanimina yonelik tutumlari \eglizce derslerinde
akilh tahtalarin grenciler ve @retmenler tarafindan nasil kullanildiklari
aragtinimistir. Ayni zamanda, grencilerin ve @retmenlerin olumlu ya da olumsuz
dustncelerini etkileyen olasi gakenler de argiriimistir.

Veriler ilkogretim kurumlarindan Gniversitelere kadagigek egitim
kurumlarindan 458 @enciye ve 82 gretmene anket ggtilarak toplandi. Ug kurum
yoneticisi ileingilizce @Gretiminde akilli tahta kulanimina yonelik diincelerini
ogrenmek amaciyla gogineler yapilmgtir. Ayrica, U¢ saatlik ders izlemesi de
yapiimstir. Anket sonuclari hemgdencilerin hem de gretmenleriningilizce
derslerinde akilli tahta kullanimina yonelik olunblduma sahip olduklarini ve bu
teknolojinin potensiyelinin farkinda olduklarini gf@rmektedir. Gogimelerde,
yoneticilerin verdgi yanitlaringilizce derslerinde akilli tahta teknolojisinin

kullanimina destek verdiklerini gostegwie yapilan gézlem uygulamalari da
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Ingilizce @retmenlerinin bu teknolojiyi genellikle temel foriksnlariyla
kullanabildiklerini ortaya koymgtur. istatistiksel analizler de géstermektedir ki,
ogrtemenlerin akilli tahtay! kullanma sayisi arttikiga teknolojiyi sevme dereceleri
de o kadar artmaktadir. Caha kapsaminda elde edilen bigeli sonuc da,
ogrencilerin akilli tahtayla ders yapmalari arttikghull tahta ile normal tahtalarin
farkini anlama dereceleri de artmaktadir.

Anahtar sozcukler: Akilli tahta, tutum.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

With the introduction of computer facilities intoet education system,
traditional teaching techniques are increasinglgdpenhanced or even replaced by
techniques relying more on technology. Once comatsd in math and science
classes, technology has also begun providing bsrteflanguage teaching and
learning. One recent popular computer based teoggdhat has emerged is
interactive whiteboards (IWBs). IWBs were initiathgveloped for presentations in
office settings, but over the last decade, stafftioign higher education, educational
institutions have begun using them. According tmestudies and reports based
primarily on research in science, math or othet@&uibased classrooms, the use of
IWBs makes the learning and teaching atmosphere Brgoyable, creative, and
interesting. There are also numerous claims al@ubénefits and positive impact of

IWBSs on learning, but these remain largely aneddota

With the incorporation of IWBs in teaching and lgag settings, important
changes have been observed in education, suclgagieg more students in the
lesson, using multimedia sources flexibly, and raitng learners easily. IWBs
could be useful supplementary tools for educagoayiding the opportunity to bring
in different kinds of multimedia resources, to aternet sources with ease, and
to increase student interest; however, maximumfiidrem this technology,
especially in language teaching and learning settirequires further background
knowledge and research. Although there are manyrigéise reviews and reports

about the use of IWBS, it is beneficial for teashand students to be familiar with



the actual potential of this technology through eroal studies, including gathering
the opinions of students and teachers, explorgigatual use in the classroom, and

providing pedagogical advice for effective useha$ technology.

Background of the Study

In recent years, computers and computer-relatdtht#agies, such as IWBs,
have increasingly begun to be used in languagéitegand learning settings.
Technologically developed countries such as thetdi& USA, and Australia have
invested a great deal of money in such technolbgaipment. With respect to
IWBSs in particular, a national survey in Englan@®®05 found that nearly half
(49%) of primary school teachers had used IWBs,iasgcondary schools, 77% of
math teachers, 67% of science teachers and 49%gbkk teachers said they had
used IWBs (BECTA, 2005). In financial terms, thashmeant that in a recent five
year period £50 million was spent on IWBs (DfESQ20). There is increasing
interest in the potential of this technology woride/ (Bell, 2002; Hodge &
Anderson, 2007; Kent, 2004), including in counttiks Turkey, where, though this

technology is quite new, it is attracting educdtattention day by day.

Interactive whiteboards have been argued to prosedin benefits for
students. Firstly, using IWBs has been claimeatoease student motivation and
enjoyment (BECTA, 2003a). Secondly, they have ts®wn to enable greater
opportunities for participation and collaboratitimjs developing students’ personal
and social skills (Levy, 2002). Thirdly, they mdingnate the need for students to
take notes, through the capacity to save and wtiat appears on the board
(BECTA, 2003b). Another benefit is arguably thatthathe help of an IWB, teachers

can make clearer and more dynamic presentationgsanch the students can



manage to deal with more complex concepts (Sm@@1p It has also been argued
that IWBs allow teachers to accommodate differeatiing styles and to choose
materials according to the particular needs ofesttsl(Bell, 2002). Moreover, IWBs
seem to enable students to be more creative aflkdasdident in presentations to
their classmates (Levy, 2002). Finally, Bell sudgesing IWBs for a variety of
reasons. Since IWBs are colorful tools, they attifae attention of students and they
may be useful not only for visual intelligent statke but also for kinesthetic learners

because they allow touching and marking on thedoar

IWBs may provide benefits for teachers as wellstraf all, IWBs have been
shown to provide teachers with a way to integratermation and Communication
Technology (ICT) into their lessons while teachirgn the front of the class
(Smith, 2001). Secondly, they may allow for spoetgnand flexibility, and for
teachers to benefit from a wide range of web-bassdurces (Kennewell, 2001).
Thirdly, they permit teachers to save and printrtbges they or their students write
on the board (Walker, 2002). Furthermore, IWBswalteachers to share materials
with their colleagues via intranet at schools ase thhem again later, which saves
time in preparing materials (Glover & Miller, 200Ejinally, interactive whiteboards
have been argued to serve as encouraging devictsafthers to change their
pedagogical approaches and use more ICT, whialrindan facilitate professional

development (Smith, 1999).

Even though there are many reports claiming to sth@advantages of
IWBs, there are also a few studies pointing outthtasvbacks of this technology. In a
study conducted by Gray, Hagger-Vaughan, Pilkingtott Tomkins (2005),

researchers found that some teachers complainetiflBabased lesson preparation



and planning is time-consuming. Other teachergdtdiat too much Powerpoint use
could lead to a “show and tell” style of teachihgttmay result in changing the role
of the teacher into one of just a presenter ofape in the classroom. In this case,
the teacher may be seen as more passive and asvelsed in the teaching process.
Smith, Higgins, Wall and Miller (2005) revealed thiaorder to use IWBs to their
full potential and avoid such problems, there isemendous need for training and
technical support for teachers. Teachers shouttbb&dent in using this technology,
which can only be achieved by special training.hiiit training, the claimed
benefits may not be experienced by the learnerseauhers. Glover and Miller
(2001) conducted another study that supports deia,iemphasizing many teachers’
lack of overall ICT competence. Yet another probteat may arise with the
introduction of IWB technology is a financial or&chools have to spend a
considerable amount of money in order to equipsctasms with this technology.
Yet, if there are only one or two classrooms egedpwith IWBs, students and

teachers may suffer from inadequate access to B logy (Smith, 1999).

With all these claimed benefits and possible disatkges of IWBs, what do
those who use them think about them? To explorattitedes of students and
teachers towards the use of IWBs, a few studielfi@rent content classes have
been conducted, such as Glover and Miller (2004¢, &nd Boyle (2004), Hall and
Higgins (2005), and Kennewell and Morgan (2003)dAdrom generally reporting
positive attitudes on the parts of students anchia alike towards IWBs, these
attitude studies have provided important infornratio help educators form
informed and scientifically supported opinions afihis new technology - a crucial

first step with any new innovation in educationettifgs.



Statement of the Problem

Since the late 1990s there has been an increasengfuechnology in
educational settings worldwide. Computer facilise€h as wireless net, interactive
whiteboards, and multimedia devices have start@hhance teaching and learning
processes. Interactive whiteboards (IWBs) areatively recent technology, so there
is not a great deal of scholarly literature relgtio attitudes towards their use. The
articles in the educational press and newspap&saily anecdotal evidence and
advice and the existing small-scale studies dgrmtide a full picture - particularly

with respect to IWB use in the area of languageueton.

Various studies have investigated the attitudegwdents and teachers
towards CALL (Arkin, 2003; Bebell, O’Conner, O’'Dwye& Russell, 2003; Lin,
2001; Passey & Rogers, 2004; Pekel, 1997; Tudloay@000) and several studies
have looked at the student and teachers attitodesds the use of interactive
whiteboards in particular (Glover & Miller, 2001r&y et al., 2005; Hall & Higgins,
2005; Kennewell & Morgan, 2003; Lee & Boyle, 2004yy, 2002; Moss, Jewitt,
Levadic, Armstrong, Cardini, Castle, 2007; Schria@)6; Wall, Higgins, Smith,
2005). Of the latter studies only two looked spealfy at IWB use in language
learning contexts (Gray et al., 2005; Schmid, 2086) of these, both were small-
scale qualitative studies looking at specific g®OpESL learners and teachers. The
literature lacks therefore large-scale studiesesting specifically language
teachers’, learners’, and administrators’ viewstalbloe use of IWBs in EFL
contexts and exploring the possible factors affigcthese stakeholders’ positive or

negative attitudes towards IWB technology.



In Turkey, IWB technology is fairly new and theme @ot many institutions
that use it currently for language teaching purpoSénce research studies may be
helpful to educators deciding whether or not taeshin this new technology, this
study will be a starting point to show the ovepaditure of IWB use in Turkey,
student and teacher openness to their use, andtrezall potential for language
instruction. This study will include all of the k&holders in language instruction
settings by exploring teachers’, students’, andiathtnators’ attitudes both
qualitatively and quantitatively, so that educatoisy decide whether they should

incorporate this technology into their teachinggess or not.

Research Questions

1) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL teachevngards interactive

whiteboards?

2) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL studeéowgards interactive

whiteboards?

3) What are the attitudes of administrators inkiglr educational contexts
towards interactive whiteboards?

4) How are IWBs used in EFL classrooms in Turkey?

5) What factors may influence Turkish studentsl sgachers’ attitudes

towards the use of IWBs in EFL classrooms?

Significance of the Study

IWB technology is becoming more and more widespasadby day since it
appears to offer teachers and students opportsitdtiacilitate teaching and

learning. Although there are many claimed benefit¥VB technology, it is the



teachers who will have to exploit the featuresWwBls and integrate them with their
current teaching methodologies, and students wHdeiexpected to be ready for
such changes. Effective integration can be achiewee it is understood how much
training is needed, how open teachers and studeat® the idea of IWB use, and
how much support can be expected from adminisga&ince the literature lacks
broad empirical studies investigating students’ @athers’ attitudes towards IWB
technology in language instruction, this study nhigitovide more empirical results,
including both qualitative and quantitative datagwing how language teachers and
EFL students perceive IWB technology, and ultimaieay help both teachers and

students maximise the benefits of IWB technology.

This is the first study that will investigate thititades of students, teachers,
and administrators towards the use of IWBs in lagguinstruction settings in
Turkey. Before deciding on whether to invest in aey technology, educators need
to understand how much this technology may conteilbwi their particular teaching
and learning process, and need to be aware ofar@mf the people who are using
this technology currently. This study will enablerKish educational institutions in
the language teaching field to make informed densiabout whether to invest in
this technology, and to better understand what tie=d to do if they decide to make

this commitment.

Conclusion

This chapter gave a brief summary of the literaalreut IWBs in education.
As is clear from the literature, more studies aeded to examine the attitudes of
students, teachers, and administrators in langteaghing and learning settings.

Additionally, the actual use of IWBs in currenttibigtions where IWBs are used in



English classes and the factors affecting theudts of students and teachers also
require further investigation. The next chaptenptes a more in-depth review of the
literature on computer-assisted language learnitegyuse of interactive whiteboards,
the benefits and drawbacks of IWBs, and researdheattitudes of students and
teachers towards IWBs. The third chapter presafdsmation about the current
study’s participants and setting, instruments, anodedures followed to collect and
analyze the data. The fourth chapter is compri$éddeoprocedures for data analysis
and the results of the survey study. The last @rgpesents a discussion of the

findings, pedagogical implications, limitations dasuggestions for further research.



CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

Over the past several decades, technology has leegdixture in many
homes around the world, and it has influencedaaifs of our lives, including
education. The rapidly increasing use of compweinology and CALL has been
argued to make language teaching and learning emjogable, effective, and
versatile. Word processors, using websites, emtadlt, online tutoring, blogs,
podcasts, concordancers, and interactive whitesaaelsome of the CALL
applications that are commonly employed by teachedsstudents. Since the late
1990s, interactive whiteboards (IWBs) have statteloe installed in classrooms,
especially in the UK, the USA, and Australia. Tod@ghnologically developing
countries are also becoming more interested in té&Bnology and are trying to
install this technology in as many schools as fdssRecent research reports and
findings reveal a mixed picture about the potergfdWBs. On the one hand, there
are reports and newspaper articles that identifty MiBs are beneficial, effective,
motivating, and facilitating (e.g. Bell, 2002; Harr2005; Smith, 2001; Walker,
2002). On the other hand, others suggest that gre mtroduction of such
technologies is insufficient to enhance learning targe extent and that IWBS’
impact should be investigated more with empiritaties (Gray et al., 2005; Smith
et al., 2005).

This chapter will first give a general backgrourdcCé\LL, followed by the
advantages, and then disadvantages of CALL in tefrbsth students and teachers.
Next, the definition, benefits and drawbacks oérattive whiteboards will be

explained according to the previous studies andrtepFinally, attitudes and
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perceptions of students and teachers towards thefugVB technology will be

presented.

Technology in the Classroom

The Emergence of CALL

The history of the first computers used in languagehing and learning
settings dates back to the 1950s and the 1960styB2@03). The computers in that
era were very large and expensive, and primargguder research in laboratories. As
we know, before the invention of CD-ROMs, DVDs anitrocomputers, audio
cassettes and video tapes were the primary forrftedinology” used for language
teaching and learning purposes. With these lat@mitions, more information was
able to be technologically stored and carried tiedént places (Beatty, 2003).
Additionally, educational computing spread throggivernment-funded projects
such as PLATO (Programmed Logic for Automatic TeaglOperations) in the
1960s. PLATO was designed to provide interactied;@aced instruction for large
numbers of students and integrated text and grapaia was thus a kind of
restricted e-mail system (Alessi & Trollip, 199%e\y, 1997). Computers became
widely available to language teachers in the eB®80s due to a drop in prices that
accompanied the invention of microcomputers (CHap2001; Levy, 1997). These
microcomputers allowed interaction through texapincs, voice, and pointing along
with the ease of using audio and visual devicesgsil& Trollip, 1991). Early
CALL programs were based on texts and enableddesito carry out simple tasks
such as gap filling, matching sentence halves aassvering multiple-choice

questions (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007). Highly-motivédiianguage teachers started to
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write their own CALL programs using BASIC (BegintseAll-purpose Symbolic
Instruction Code), which played an important relemproving CALL materials

(Levy, 1997).

In the early 1980s, there was considerable effaxdqal upon the pedagogical
impact of computers in education by some acadensaad educators. In 1983, the
annual Teachers of English to Speakers of Othegliages (TESOL) conference
included papers arguing on methodological issu€3AhL and a suggestion was
made by the academicians to establish a profedsioganization (CALICO)
(Chapelle, 2001). People working on CALL wantedhéomore organized among
themselves and tried to attract educators’ attertdtdCALL and its uses in language
instruction. By the late 1980s, CALL had develogiedugh a number of ambitious
projects such as the investigation of field-indej®et learners’ performance with
CALL and their attitudes towards CALL (Ahmad, Catith&ogers & Sussez, 1985;
Chapelle, 2001). Multimedia also attracted edusattttention after the late 1980s
because of the notion that it helps to stimulagesinses, and increase involvement,

attention, and concentration (Chapelle, 2001)

By the middle of the 1990s, a major breakthrougtuoed with the evolution
of the World Wide Web (www), which allowed studeatsl teachers to reach a wide
variety of Internet resources including audio, aisand textual materials (Boswood,
1997; Levy, 1997). With the spread of Informatiod & ommunications Technology
(ICT) to larger groups of people, CALL moved beydhd use of computer
programs to integrate with the Internet and weleldsols (Dudeney & Hockly,
2007). After the development of Internet faciliteasd the rapid growth of computer

sales for personal and professional purposes, ¢emend students started to benefit



12

from the facilities of the Internet and other inf@tion technologies, both in
classrooms and in their homes. Although the ud€®fby language teachers is still
not very widespread in many countries, there isoavng interest in computer
technology among language teachers. As the Intprogides authentic tasks and
materials, ready-made ELT materials, the opponuifparticipate in distance-
learning contexts, and new ways of practicing lagguskills (Pennington, 1996;
Smith, 1997; Warschauer, 2000), it is inevitabk teachers will become

accustomed to using computers in and outside Hssi@oms.

Use of CALL in Language Teaching

In recent decades, student-centered methodologiesdained importance
and teachers have started to change their traditways of teaching. Since students
have increasingly become the center of educatiay, have begun to be held more
responsible for their own learning, which has re=iiin a greater emphasis on
autonomous learners (Kenning & Kenning, 1983). Whi use of CALL, real
language use in a meaningful and authentic comgedssible, integrating various
skills, such as listening, speaking, writing, aadding (Lee, 2000; Warschauer &
Healey, 1998). Today, use of multimedia-based nasesind the Internet provide a
great deal of informational, authentic, and comroative sources and activities for
every student (Lee, 2000). Therefore, both studemtisteachers should have an idea
about the benefits of CALL and be selective in dwog and using appropriate
CALL programs and materials for language teachmdylaarning. This section will
first focus on the advantages of CALL from the perdive of students and then

from the perspective of teachers.
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Advantages of CALL for Students

CALL offers a number of advantages for studenthascindependent
practice, interactivity, private learning (Kenni&g<enning, 1983), independent
pacing, immediate feedback, and the opportunigdibwork (Ahmad et al., 1985).
All these features may influence learners to beenmootivated, self-confident, and
independent in the learning process (Schoepp &Wir@001). Once students are
trained how to benefit from computer-based mateaald the Internet in particular,
they can reach authentic materials easily and dpuékir language skills with a

variety of resources according to their own packeafming.

According to Kenning and Kenning (1983), computdfsr privacy to
learners, allowing them to work on their own congpsitand preventing other
students from seeing their work and thereby premgrihem from any feelings of
humiliation. In this case, the affective filterstbe learners, such as anxiety, fear, and
nervousness, are lowered. Computers also enabladuadl work, which provides
learners an opportunity to decide the pace of legrand the study period by
themselves. For instance, if someone is a sloméahe/she may focus on all the
exercises or drills on a subject, find related malefrom the Internet, and work
with them according to his/her choice. By contrasgn actual classroom setting,
teachers would not likely have an opportunity taee the entire subject to
accommodate slow learners because of time andasaglleonstraints. Kenning and
Kenning (1983) also differentiate between othehmetogical devices, such as tape-
recorders, videos, projectors, and computers, dogpto the type of the interaction
required or enabled. Computers can interact wamlers in different ways such as

correcting a mistake, checking pronunciation byrdmg the voice, and indicating
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the wrong answer with sound, whereas a tape canpoavide the recorded material

without interaction with the learner.

Costanzo (1989) and Ahmad et al. (1985) point loait the computer’s
infinite patience is another great advantage fadestts. Learners can spend hours
practicing linguistic forms, writing tests, and goosing new documents on the
computer since the computer does not have the saraeonstraints that a teacher
faces. Computers also have another advantagedétatee way the questions are
asked. The learners may not ask questions in #ssrdom just because of their
shyness, but they can ask a lot of questions ter @éople on the computer or to the

software by using the keyboard (Ahmad et al., 12&%;, 2000).

Recently, more and more CALL software programsagq@earing on the
market. One of the most important advantages aktipeograms is to be able to give
feedback to the learners immediately and corrddting & Kim, 2004). Getting
correct and immediate feedback is essential fonéra because they want to
measure their progress and obtain answers in atamer Unlike with teachers,
computers can give learners the opportunity toivedeedback very soon, so the

learners do not depend on teachers (Robinson, 1991)

In writing classes, computers can also be veryulsBf/ using a word
processing program such as Microsoft Word, learcanscreate their own
compositions, store them on a portable flash disthat they can read and edit their
work at home, see their spelling mistakes, andims®ges and graphics into their
written texts to make them more visually interegtiPudeney & Hockly, 2007). It is
also possible for learners to write and send ttheifts to their teachers via the

internet and teachers may give feedback by usiagklGhanges through which the
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learners see some suggestions for correction apbuament for the next draft

(Dudeney & Hockly, 2007).

Turning to the Internet in particular, we see thhts been argued to enrich
our language learning settings (Vilmi, 1999). Ih gaovide a huge amount of
resources not only for learners but also for teextgince it is the world’s largest
library and an unlimited virtual realm, learners esse it for searching for specific
information, testing their language skills, chagtinith native speakers, listening to
online radio and other programs, getting onlineriny, downloading materials and
so on (BECTA, 2004; Shin & Son, 2007). In addititmrpugh chat programs and
videoconferencing, students can see each othereprsihare their ideas, and
exchange knowledge (Beckman, 1999; Schofield, 19%&jording to Berge and
Collins (1995), Internet communication through edfraad electronic discussion
incorporates different learning styles, encouragesmotivates learners, and allows
learners to participate in the learning processsiddally. On a cautionary note, this
kind of unlimited information requires learnerda® selective and pedagogically
trained in order to benefit from the resourcesnretiicient way. As Wood (1999)
asserts, there is a lack of advice on how to uséntiernet for educational purposes.
Thus, teachers should teach their learners hoakm advantage of Internet sources

in order to get its maximum benefits for languaggrhing purposes.

Recently, there is a new trend in language teadhmglearning: the use of
podcasts. A podcast is a media file that is digtad over the Internet for playback
on personal computers (PCs) and portable medi@pddZopley, 2007). The term
‘podcasting’ derives from Apple’s iPod portable neyslayer and was first proposed

by journalist Ben Hammersley to describe listertmgudio files on a portable media
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player (Hammersley, 2004). Podcasting can be destias creating content (audio
or video) for people who want to listen, when thngnt, where they want, and how
they want. A podcast might be on any topic so jgassible for learners to choose
and download the files according to their inter&biey are available for all levels of
learners, so learners can select from archivesdiogpto their levels. Because
podcasts serve as self-study materials, they ate switable for highly motivated or
autonomous learners. One of the main advantagesdafasts is that they are easy to
use and often available free on the Internet (Bultaged, Maramba, Wheeler,
2006). Furthermore, podcasts can be produced bydesaand teachers as well.
Many teachers and professors prefer to record kbetuires as podcasts so that
students who have missed the class can downloadtthéheir computers and listen
to them later. This is another advantage for thenkers to catch up with the class

(Dudeney & Hockly, 2007).

Advantages of CALL for Teachers

The literature on CALL also notes some advantagetefichers. These
include being able to use class time in a moreiefit way, making the teaching
process easier and more flexible, enabling teadbatsvelop themselves
professionally, offering the opportunity to monitearners more easily, and

providing the opportunity to find numerous resogrim teaching.

Firstly, using computers can make it easier to $awe in class and gives the
opportunity to create materials in advance (Chapb01), so that students do not
spend time waiting for the teacher to write ontibard. Chapelle (2001) points out
that computers can be used for corrections andintpekercises, which are

mechanical tasks, so the teacher has more timgetalswith the students for other
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activities. In addition, Chapelle (2001) stated theomputers are used for language
testing, teachers can save more time because cerspldat all the evaluation and
calculation. Although the teacher might spend ntione for the preparation of
materials before the lessons, time spent durindebson is used more efficiently by
allowing students to ask more questions or prattiedanguage since the materials

are ready.

Secondly, more and more software programs are Ipeoduced by
publishers nowadays, which may make the teachiogass easier and more
creative. For instance, teachers sometimes faieutiiy in finding authentic
materials for listening and speaking activitiesI@@eMurcia, 2001). Today, there is a
wide selection of activities and materials bothtloa Internet and in software
programs, through which some subjects in grammaraartain skill can be taught
easily and effectively (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007)n& some of the materials are
ready to be used instantly, the teacher’s job Ig faimding and selecting them for the
class. These materials can then enrich the teaghotgss and make it possible for

the learners to learn the same topics from a waoikesources.

Finally, the Internet provides a wide range of teses for teachers to
develop their teaching skills (Dudeney & Hockly0Z(. For instance, the use of
blogs in writing classes or podcasts for listersngiprehension activities is
relatively new in classrooms. A teacher can findiadiles permitted for
downloading and ask his/her students to selectistath to those files regularly or
ask the student to send their work to the blogefliting and grading. With the help
of Internet-based resources, teachers can easinee their classes’ productivity,

authenticity, and enjoyment (May, 2005). The In&t@nd software programs can
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bring real life to the classroom by offering ddife speech samples for listening
classes and sample audio and video files for atithesage of language. In this way,
the teacher not only makes the classes more enggal attractive, but also guides

the learners in benefitting from these sourcebéir free time.

Disadvantages of using CALL

In addition to the many advantages of using compute educational
purposes, there are some disadvantages of usind. @alwell. These disadvantages
are fewer than the advantages stated in diffetedtes and reports in the literature,

but they should also be considered while teachmbl@arning with computers.

First of all, computers should be thought of aaalitator and a complement
to the teaching and learning process. It is imfxsg$or a computer to replace a
teacher because a computer is dependent on theste#ids teachers who create
and/or select educational materials, and contrdllaad the necessary software and
information (Ahmad et al., 1985). Teachers showtlaxpect too much from
computers since their capabilities are limitedhieirt hardware and software. For
instance, a computer cannot conduct an open-endkddvith a student, whereas it

is possible for two people to interact however thileg.

Second, computers are not suitable for some ddi¢tieities or skill-based
teaching in a classroom (Kenning & Kenning, 19&2y. instance, after the 1990s, a
great many software programs were produced in daodiecilitate learning, but most
of them were prepared for individual use or complateoratories, not the actual
classroom. These software programs are best fdmgagrammar, and listening

because they can check learners’ errors and gireedate feedback. However, as
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speaking and writing skills are productive skiitss difficult for computers to assess
such work, and software can only give limited fesscdb Moreover, the interaction
between computer and learner may not be the sathe agy a teacher speaks to a
student since the teacher has particular pedadaiia and purposes in mind
during this communication (Kenning & Kenning, 19&%&nnington, 1996). For
instance, a teacher may give implicit error corcfeedback by repeating what a
student said and may wait for the student to cohiegself/herself, whereas a
computer either shows the correct answer or inééctitat there is something wrong

with that sentence by underlining it.

Third, teachers and learners need to have basioatagy knowledge before
starting to use computer technology in teachinglaarching settings (Lai &
Kritsonis, 2006). If learners are not competentugoto use computers, neither
learners nor teachers can fully benefit from corapméd-learning and teaching
facilities. Although the age that one gains complitieracy is becoming lower day
by day, there are still many students and teaalileoscannot use a computer
properly. In this case, computer-based activitied @mputer laboratory studies may
not be easy for or applicable to some studentsidJsikeyboard, for instance, may
not seem interesting or easy for some studentsheydmay want a more traditional

way of writing and reading.

Fourth, it is not possible to see the behavior lefiaan being in a computer.
According to Howie (1989), computers lack theseaatiristics: ability to consider
different personalities, ability to guess, and peed values. Thus, a teacher may
guess what his/her student wants to say and helfhér. Teachers can adapt their

technigues according to their students’ individiifferences so that every student
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may learn something from the lesson. On the otaedhcomputers cannot handle
unexpected questions and responses. Since comrtéisial intelligence is

limited, no one can expect computers to reactspard as human beings do (Lai &
Kritsonis, 2006). Thus, a machine cannot substitutea human being in an
education process where interaction plays a key romay only be a facilitator and

a supplementary tool for different kinds of aciest

Lastly, computer technology is not cheap to ingta#very school nor is it
possible for every student to purchase a compAgeis stated in Lai and Kritsonis’s
(2006) article, for instance, if a school wantgtip all its classrooms with
computers, the cost of education will increase sorde schools will not be able to
deal with this cost. In some institutions, two loree students have to share one
computer because the institutions cannot affordcomeputer per one student. In this
case, it is difficult to teach something to theirentlass at the same time. Other
options may result in scheduling issues about seeafi computers among students
(Criss, 2006). Moreover, software programs arecheap enough for all institutions
and students to purchase and benefit from thoggaumts. Although technology as a
whole is becoming cheaper, it is not cheap enoaghlf institutions, students, and

parents to purchase and incorporate computer témiese in education.

Use of Interactive Whiteboards

So far, literature on CALL and its related issuese discussed. In this
section, definition of an IWB, ways of IWB use indlish classes, benefits and
drawbacks of this technology, and attitudes of estiisl and teachers towards IWB

use will be discussed.
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Definition and Requirements

The British Educational Communications and Techgglagency (BECTA)

defines IWBs as follows:

An interactive whiteboard is a large, touch-semsiboard which is
connected to a digital projector and a computee piojector displays
the image from the computer screen on the boarel.cbmputer can
then be controlled by touching the board, eithezally or with a
special pen. The potential applications are: usia-based resources
in whole-class teaching, showing video clips tghetplain concepts,
presenting students’ work to the rest of the ctamsy, creating digital
flipcharts, manipulating text and practicing hanitivwg, and saving
notes on the board for future use (BECTA, 2003H,)p.

The difference between an interactive whiteboawdl atraditional whiteboard is

that the teacher uses a special pen or his/hegrftoagmanipulate images and texts on
the whiteboard itself. The teacher can make aniootatcompose original
documents, bring students’ documents onto the s@ed edit them, get extra
resources from the Internet, and allow the studentse them individually (Bell,

2002; Dudeney & Hockly, 2007).

There are three types of interactive whiteboardsi(sl, 2005). The first type
consists of an infrared/ultrasound kit that carfiked to an existing traditional
whiteboard. This system does not have the sameenwfilbunctions as an active
whiteboard. The second type is a passive whitebtbatds sensitive to finger
manipulations and has more functions than an iedr&it. The last one is the active
whiteboard, which can be used with both a spe@alagnd a human finger. This kind
of interactive whiteboard has the most functionarftd, 2005). Interactive
whiteboards are available in two forms: front potign and rear projection
(Summet, Abowd, Corso, Rehg, 2005). Front-projeciiteractive whiteboards have

a video projector in front of the whiteboard. Theadlvantage of these IWBs is that



22

the presenter must stand in front of the screerh@itder body will cast a shadow. In
contrast, rear-projection interactive whiteboardsehthe projector behind the
whiteboard so that no shadows occur. Rear-projettaards are also advantageous
because the presenter does not have to look iatprthector light while speaking to
the audience. The disadvantages of these systentisadrthey are generally more
expensive than front-projection boards, are ofaegd, and cannot be mounted flush

on a wall (Summet et al., 2005).

There are also some other optional features of IMisractive whiteboards
come in different sizes, but the most common ord®&centimeters in width. The
size of the board is important because studertsediack of the classroom should be
able to see the images and texts clearly (Smith]l2@nother important point is
about visibility. If sunlight shines directly ontbe board, students cannot see the
images clearly, and thus sun blinds should be tsedver the windows (Levy,

2002). In addition, a whiteboard can be portabléxad, but if it is mobile, it has to
be set up again each time when it is carried tdheemglace. Among standard
versions of IWBs, a backlit interactive whiteboandhich does not need a projector,

is the most expensive kind of board (SDS, 2008).

Some important concerns should also be taken ornsideration about the
position of the board. The board should be mouatexdsuitable height and the
computer and projector should be positioned to mise the risk posed by trailing
wires (Smith, 2001). In primary schools, IWBs shibloé mounted at the right height
so that young students, who are naturally smdil@n tidults, can write on them

easily (Tameside MBC, 2003).
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Ways of Using IWBs in English Classes

In English classes, IWBs are often used to sugiadents in generating and
amending text (Kennewell & Beauchamp, 2007). Udthgrosoft Word, students
can write their text on tablet PCs and that work loa displayed on the IWB and
then the teacher can ask for editing suggestiomapoove the paper. In this way,
good papers can be rewarded and students mayhinaliportunity to compare their
work with their peers’ work on the IWB (Gerard, B39The teacher can also
overwrite, underline, highlight, or circle any fl¥med elements in the text. In
addition, a teacher can bring some pictures opie foom the Internet that can be
discussed by the students or used for the students’presentations. Moreover,
English teachers can take advantage of a variatjt@factive games to practice new
structures and words (Gray et al., 2005). ManyIgupiWall et al.’s (2005) study
felt generally very positive about the use of gamdessons and they stated that
IWBs make learning fun and easier. Language teaat@ar also benefit from the
dictionaries and encyclopedias provided by eithelbsites or software programs. If a
student has a problem with a new word, the teacdwr@immediately display that
word with all the forms and sample sentences. iBdase, the students get a full
picture of that word’s use and its related struesuFurthermore, PowerPoint
presentations can be useful and enjoyable fordottimg new topics and they can be
enhanced with other internet resources, audioyveudl items (Gray et al., 2005). In
order to clarify abstract points of a subject, Pd?ant slides can be helpful to
visualize those points and may attract the studattention better than traditional

ways of writing or explaining them on regular baartastly, the teacher can benefit
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from the quizzes and tests included in softwargms by employing them

immediately with the students (Gerard, 1999).

Benefits of Interactive Whiteboards

Most of the literature on IWBs consists of highlysiive perceptions about
the impact and the potential of this technologye benefits of IWB technology can

be categorized into benefits for the students,lBemfits for the teachers.

Benefits of IWBs for Students

Interactive whiteboards seem to offer several benfefr students. IWBs
have been argued to increase student enjoymenhatidation (Levy, 2002;
Schmid, 2006) and reduce the need for note-takirmugh the capacity to save and
print what appears on the board (Bell, 2002; WalR802). They may also make it
possible to use resources flexibly and spontangdosHifferent needs of students
(Levy, 2002; Walker, 2002) and increase the degfemderstanding with the help
of audio-visual materials (Bell, 2002; Gray et 2D05; Hall & Higgins, 2005; Levy,
2002; Martin, 2007). Furthermore, IWBs have beamwshto provide a greater
number and wider variety of resources for learidedl & Higgins, 2005; Levy,
2002; Smith et al., 2005), enable learners to beerageative in their presentations in
the classrooms (Bell, 2002; Levy, 2002), and prevagportunities for students’
participation and collaboration in the classroomaiet al., 2005; Levy, 2002;

Schmid, 2007).

Levy (2002) conducted a small-scale study of theeafdWBs at two
secondary schools in England. He interviewed 1déheis and distributed

questionnaires to 286 students and collected d desd of data showing the
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teachers’ and students’ perceptions of IWB useoAdiag to the students’
responses, IWBs make lessons more enjoyable, ainiag, and fun, and the
students are more interested in the lessons betead®ers’ explanations are clearer.
In addition, multimedia resources and the IWB’g&ascreen help the students
understand easily, which also contributes to irgirgptheir motivation. Some of the
teachers also pointed out that children are maemtate because they are curious
about what will come up next. Furthermore, in algtoonducted by Wall, Higgins,
and Smith (2005), which investigated the viewsrahpary school students towards
IWBs, some students responded that they would behagppy to have their work
shown on the IWB and they had a strong desire éahes IWB individually, which

might help them be more engaged in the lesson.

Bell (2002) notes that IWBs allow for the studemtsrk to be copied,
printed, and then distributed to the whole clasghis way, for instance, a relatively
well-written composition can be used as a samplé&® other students, or the
teacher can choose the work of one of the studantsdistribute it to the rest of the
class members so that they can work on findingrttstakes or giving suggestions to
improve it. Another alternative is that after aibshorming activity, the document on
which the ideas are written can be printed andidiged to the class and the teacher

can assign homework using those ideas to writessaye

In Levy's study (2002), teachers reported that IYvéBources could be used
flexibly according to the immediate needs of thedsthts. For instance, using the
palette, made up of some icons and shapes, omdinefsthe IWB screen makes it
possible for the teacher to go forward and backwiamending on the needs of the

Jearners. It is also possible to show previousenmts if some of the students were
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unable to understand the topic clearly or missedctass. Another opportunity for
the teacher is to change the pace of the lesstime Btudents are slow to learn new
subjects, the teacher can incorporate more mat¢agdirompt the students to
understand the new item or if the case is jusbfiposite, the teacher may provide
more advanced materials for the quick learnersk&/gP002) also praises this
facility, adding that IWBs can be suitable for dre-tspot changes during the lessons
and give teachers more freedom to decide what teegbaccording to the new

situation.

Several studies have reported that, thanks touti® @and visual materials
associated with IWBs, students can easily undelistaan abstract concepts, and
using images and audio files promotes effectivenieg (Bell, 2002; Gray et al.,
2005; Hall & Higgins, 2005; Martin, 2007; Wall dt 2005). According to a study
done by Martin (2007), a high percentage of childegreed that the pictures and the
sound help them to understand better. In Wall.&t 2005) study, the children
pointed out that the pictures help them to undedstahat the teacher is talking
about. In another study conducted by Hall and HiggR005), primary school
students were interviewed regarding their perceptaf the use of IWBs. Almost all
the students stated that they most enjoyed tha-mellia capabilities including the
audio and visual aspects, and the opportunitydohdhe board. Futhermore, Bell
(2002) points out that IWBs can provide materialsdifferent learning styles such
as tactile, audio, and visual. With the help ofheety of the materials, different

types of learners in a classroom can benefit fioishtechnology.

Hall and Higgins (2005), Levy (2002), and Smitlakt(2005) support the

notion that IWBs are versatile devices and canideoa wide variety of resources
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from which the learners can benefit. For instahesy (2002), relying on a teacher’s
report, points out that for each lesson, differeaterials can be used, such as sound,
video, and images, which may prevent boredom aidithe students’ attention as
long as possible. Both Smith et al. (2005) and Hiatl Higgins (2005) maintain that
the Internet and other peripherals enable studemtsach a wide range of resources,
including games and some software facilities as.Wwéky also note that IWBs are
suitable for all ages, but generally IWBs are niigstd by younger learners because
they seem to appreciate the touch sensitive feaful&Bs and the opportunity to

play games with IWBs.

According to Gray et al. (2005), Levy ( 2002), &chmid (2007), interactive
whiteboards provide more opportunities for studémfgarticipate in the lesson and
collaborate with their classmates. Some of thehteigcin Gray et al.’s (2005) study
stated that the use of IWBs enhances pupil padiicip when compared to paper-
based activities. Students in Levy’'s (2002) stugfyorted that IWBs are powerful
devices which, due to their large screen size, ti@dtlass together and stimulate

participation across the class as a whole.

Benefits of IWBs for Teachers

Research has also noted benefits that IWBs prdeideachers. Using IWB-
based resources may reduce time spent in writiddesaave more time for teaching
(Levy, 2002), and materials generated in the obesarcan be saved, printed, and re-
used later (Levy, 2002; Walker, 2002). In addititaachers have pointed out that
they are more inventive, creative, and effectivéhiir explanations when they use
IWBSs (Levy, 2002; Wall et al., 2005). Furthermos@ce teachers can provide

immediate feedback to the learners and incorponate samples (Cuthell, 2005),
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IWBs may increase the pace of teaching and givepaortunity to the teachers to be
more flexible (Kennewell, 2001; Moss et al., 200WBs have also been argued to
make it easier for teachers to keep the classhegdteep the students’ attention

longer, and motivate students (Kennewell & Beaugha2007; Smith, 1999).

Levy (2002) states that when the teachers use ralatprepared before class,
they save time for other teaching activities. WMfBs, teachers can allocate more
time for the students, focusing on individual pesbk, extra challenging tasks, and
communicative activities, because they do not spgelad of time writing on the
board. Normally, when the teacher is writing onleard, he/she is facing the board

not the class, so the teacher might not keep domiey the class.

In Wall et al.’s (2005) study, which was conduceath 80 students at 12
English primary schools, pupils commented that tie¢ytheir teacher was more
inventive and active during the IWB-based clas® acher seemed better able to
find original ideas or interesting ways to teach sibjects in a fun way. Because of
this, the students were no longer bored. Levy (2@ mentions reports of
teachers’ being considered more effective withrteeplanations because IWBs
have many visual materials and vivid illustratiodgr participants felt IWBs made

the teaching process more interesting, interactind,exciting.

Another benefit of IWBs noted in some studies & they increase the pace
of teaching and give the opportunity to teachetsetonore flexible (Kennewell,
2001; Moss et al., 2007). According to KennewellQ®), a wide range of internet
resources made accessible by the IWB allows tlehézdo choose materials flexibly
in order to cover the diverse needs and consid@edifferent characteristics of the

students in a classroom. In addition, Moss et28l07) point out that the pace of
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teaching can be increased by bringing in and mobetgeen the texts or materials
quickly. When learner characteristics are takeo aansideration, it was shown that
for students who are quick and good at learning iemvs, the pace of the lesson can

be increased and the lesson can be made morergiafievith extra materials.

Drawbacks and Difficulties of Interactive Whitebdar

Although the benefits of IWBs in the literature wuimber the drawbacks,
studies have also shown that there are some inmalifficulties and drawbacks
which may hinder the expansion of this technoldgye lack of teachers’ confidence
and competence in using IWBs (Glover & Miller, 2061hll & Higgins, 2005; Levy,
2002; Wall et al., 2005), extra time needed forglaning and preparation of the
materials (Gray et al., 2005; Levy, 2002), the nieedpecial training (Gray et al.,
2005; Hall & Higgins, 2005; Levy, 2002; Moss et @007), and technical issues
such as the possibility of breaking down, the Meedecalibration, and position of
the board (Hall & Higgins, 2005; Levy, 2002; Waila., 2005) are the main
problems or difficulties that both students andheas face while using this

technology.

In Levy’s (2002), Hall and Higgins’s (2005), and W&t al.’s (2005) studies,
some pupils reported that the lack of teachers’matance in using IWBs causes
problems during the lessons. For instance, ifélaeher is not comfortable with
finding necessary files, the students get boredtlamdeal value of this technology is
not understood. This kind of competence includek bechnical and pedagogical
aspects of IWB use. In other words, the teacheulshaow how to benefit from
IWBSs both in terms of teaching techniques and Biixy of using the resources for

the different needs of students. According to LEG02), teachers who have
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confidence in ICT are more comfortable with the o6BVBs. This finding
demonstrates that teachers should receive trainingegrate ICT and IWB

technology into classroom settings.

In line with this, many studies indicate that thisra need for training in
order to take advantage of IWB technology fullyvi,€2002) states that teachers
who have no or little knowledge of ICT should reeespecial training in the use of
IWBSs individually, in particular, because some teaxs may have barriers regarding
the use of technology and need more time and peattibe confident in using the
technology in class. Hall and Higgins (2005) paat that teachers should be trained
to learn not only technical but also pedagogicpkats of IWB technology and this
training should be continuous. In addition, Mosale{2007) and Gray et al. (2005)
stress the importance of training to help teachaderstand the real value of IWBs
for teaching and learning and the role of trairfimgpersonal development in order

to be more effective and creative teachers.

Both Gray et al. (2005) and Levy (2002) reveal teathers need more time
to prepare resources and plan IWB-based lessoash@&ges cannot use their
traditionally prepared materials for IWB-installelhssrooms. They have to plan
when to display extra materials, how to designattevities so that more interaction
can take place in the class with the help of th&J\4hd determine what kind of
activities to use to enhance the learning proCEssy also have to plan the amount
of time they will allocate for the actual use of hwWB during the class time, because

some students may find it boring when IWBs are osed (Levy, 2002).

Since this technology is more complicated compévdcdaditional

blackboards or overhead projectors (OHP), techiuigadlems may occur more
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often. In Levy (2002), students reported that b&the time IWBs do not work
properly and sometimes if they break down, theieamay not have anything to use
for rest of the class time. Some students also taingad about the difficulty of using
the electronic pen and noted problems relatedaartanipulation of the images on
the board. In Hall and Higgins (2005), some stuslegported the problem of
freezing, which means the teacher has to switcliitizz off and on again. In this
case, the teacher has to reload everything, whadtes time. In addition, if the IWB
does not display the images and texts properhgéds recalibration and this process
has to be repeated each time if the place of theeladard is changed. Lastly, the
positioning of the IWB is also very important (Smi2001). Especially for young
students it is easier to touch and write on theddahe IWB is mounted at a

suitable height.

According to Gray et al. (2005), use of the IWR:omjunction with
PowerPoint can lead teachers to a “show and tsllé f teaching, which pushes
students to be more passive. In their study, ontkeofeachers stated that the IWB
changed the teachers’ role, making them less im¢bin the teaching process
because they only deliver the material for the estiisl with the help of the IWB. This
in turn may cause a decline in the authority oftdeeher in the classroom. Another
point about the use of IWBs is that there are diffi¢ types of interactivity when
IWBs are used in the lessons. The interaction edoetween pupils and pupils,
teachers and pupils, and IWBs and pupils (BirmimghRavies & Greiffenhagen,
2002). If IWBs are not used as tools for enhantnsginteraction between pupils and
IWBS in a proper way, the teacher’s role in thesstaom can be questioned by the

students. Another study (Gray et al., 2007) inéisdahat due to the increase in the
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pace of the lesson through the quick manipulatiomages, the result may be
limited interaction between the teacher and thdesits. Furthermore, according to
Goodison (2003), teachers are cautious that teesoins may become more teacher-
centered if too much focus is given to the IWB teabgy. They caution that there
must be a balance between the use of IWBs anditnaali teaching activities and
techniques, which give more opportunity to the beas to take responsibility for the

teaching process.

As it is expensive to invest in computer technolaggucators have to
reconsider their priorities and budgets. Harri9&®oints out that IWB technology
is not cheap, for instance, the least expensive 864s approximately1500 (3750
YTL). Not all schools can afford this technology@stment without a government
policy and some kind of funding. However, infratets are the cheapest kind of
IWB technology, providing many basic functions WIBs, so for a start these kits

may be a short-term solution to access this tecgyol

Attitudes of Students and Teachers towards thedflggeractive Whiteboards

In the literature on IWBs, some studies have fodyseticularly on the
attitudes and views of students (Hall & HigginsQ20Kennewell & Morgan, 2003;
Wall et al., 2005). Other studies have investigaitedperceptions of both teachers
and students (Beeland, 2002; Glover & Miller, 20Ddyy, 2002; Moss et al., 2007;
Schmid, 2006), and one study examined the opirobosly teachers (Lee & Boyle,
2004). Overall, both students and teachers ardiy®sibout the use of IWBs in their

lessons and appreciate the benefits of IWBs.
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The studies conducted by Moss et al. (2007), Wall.€2005), and Hall and
Higgins (2005) revealed students’ perceptions efutbe of IWBs in different subject
areas (e.g. math, science). The findings in thbs#ies showed that the majority of
the students have positive opinions about IWB ogbe lessons. The findings also
indicated that the students appreciated the vergaiti IWB technology, and its
ability to incorporate a wide variety of resourcasd they pointed out that IWBs
added some value to the lessons. Moss et al. (20@lover and Miller (2001)
also found that students were positive about timéritmtions of IWBs to learning in

terms of making difficult things easier to undenstand increasing motivation.

With regard to teachers’ attitudes, Smith (19999sklet al. (2007), Glover
and Miller (2001), and Lee and Boyle (2004) conttddl to the literature on IWBs
reporting the attitudes of teachers about IWBgdneral, the teachers reported their
positive attitudes in these studies and were ingeekdy the functions of IWBs.
According to the teachers’ comments in these st dMgBs are effective tools in
enhancing student learning and help their lessobg tmore enjoyable, interesting,

and motivating.

Although these various studies have investigatedathtudes of students or
teachers, only Schmid (2006) and Gray et al. (2@@%)sed on students’ and/or
teachers’ attitudes in language learning settiBghmid (2006) conducted a small-
scale qualitative study, in which he collected deden a small group of students
who were taking an English for Academic Purposessmin Lancaster University.
The aim of the study was to obtain an understandirtige processes and analyze the
use of IWBs from the perspective of a critical ttyeof technology. The findings

showed that several elements, such as the inhelantteristics of the technology,
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pedagogical beliefs, and students’ own understanalifect technology use in a
certain context. Gray et al. (2005) is a case stidwelve English teachers in

Britain. While it provides information about thenfguage teachers’ positive opinions
about the potential of IWB technology, giving sosuggestions for the effective use
of this technology as well, it fails to provide @bad and comprehensive
understanding of language teachers’ views abouiskeof IWBs in language
teaching. In short, there remains a need for a&fasgale study, focusing on language

instruction contexts, and including all stakehosder

Conclusion

This chapter presented the relevant literature @8élLL and IWBs. The use
of IWBs in education dates back to the late 198Gs0me developed countries, but
in technologically developing countries, such ask&y, they are now becoming
more common in educational institutions. IWB tedogy offers a great many
benefits; however, it is important to note thatr¢heeeds to be adequate training and
a careful selection of relevant materials in otdeiake advantage of the full
functions of this technology (Harris, 2005). As fbe literature on CALL and IWB
technology, students and teachers have, in gempasitjve opinions and are aware
of the benefits of technology in education. Howeweiakes time to incorporate new
technologies in education due to factors suchrastial barriers, training of users,
misconceptions about technology and computersaaatability of adequate and
good materials (Lee, 2000). While computers will become substitute for teachers,
they will continue to be useful supplementary tanleducation well into the future.
The next chapter will present the methodology usetis study, including

participants and setting, instruments, procedurd,data analysis.
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CHAPTER lll: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This study investigated attitudes of studentstaadhers towards the use of
interactive whiteboards in EFL classrooms. Thesspmecifically examined how
English teachers and EFL students perceive IWBn@&olgy and how they benefit
from this technology. The study also aimed to lesdministrators’ perceptions of
this technology and the ways that English teachsesthe technology in language
classes.

The study addressed the following questions:

1) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL teachevngards interactive

whiteboards?

2) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL studeéowgards interactive

whiteboards?

3) What are the attitudes of administrators inkKiglr educational contexts
towards interactive whiteboards?

4) How are IWBs used in EFL classrooms in Turkey?

5) What factors may influence Turkish studentsl ssachers’ attitudes
towards the use of IWBs in EFL classrooms?

This chapter presents the setting and participaiittse study, the instruments

used for data collection, the procedures of dalleatmn, and data analysis.

Participants and Setting

Since this study was limited by the number of edional institutions in

Turkey that use IWB technology, there could noeqeal distribution of the types of
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institutions. This study was conducted, thereforehirteen different educational
institutions where IWB technology is used in Turk8pme of the students who
participated in the study were preparatory clasdesits in universities and high
schools, others were in language schools takindgigbngourses at different levels,
and others were primary school students takingiEmglasses at least two days a
week. In any one institution, not all classroomsg$WBs in English classes were
necessarily surveyed. In any institution, if thesere more than three classrooms
where IWBs were installed, the three classes itwhiVB had been used most often
were surveyed.

If the students’ IWB exposure was the same, ongkafrom each grade and
level was chosen at random. The age of studengedainom 6 to mid-40s since
there were educational institutions ranging fromary school to language school.
The highest student population in this survey bgdaio university students (45%)
(see Table 1).

Table 1: Background information of students

Age Gender Institution
Age f % f % f %
6-14 179 39.08 | Male 270 58.95| Primary school 178 38.86
15-19 175 38.21| Female 188 41.05| Secondary school 71 15.50
20-25 93 20.31 University 204 4454
25+ 11 2.40 Language school 5 1.09

Total 458 100.00 Total 458  100.00 Total 458 100.00
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State/Private Hours of IWB Exposure English Level
f % f % f %
State 206  44.98| 1-2 hours* 156 34.06 | Elementary 82 17.90
Private 252  55.02| 3-5 hours* 114 24.89 | Pre-Intermediate 173 37.77
6-10 hours* 116 25.33| Intermediate 147 32.10
10+ hours* 72 15.72 | Upper-Intermediate
* a week Advanced 46 10.04
10 2.18
Total 458 100.00 Total 458 100.00 Total 458 100.00

Note: f: Frequency, %: percentage

The teachers surveyed also came from these thidiéferent educational
institutions, and therefore ranged from primaryasthieachers to university
instructors. They had varying degrees of experiémé¢eaching English, with the
majority (83%) having between 1-10 years experigéaee Table 2). Among all
English teachers in any institution, only the onéth actual experience using this
technology were involved in the survey. In ordesée the actual use of IWBs in
English classes, three hours of English lessone wiaserved. Two of these classes
were observed in one university, and the otherotagrved in a secondary school.
The criterion for choosing the lesson to be obs®was the amount of the teacher’s
experience in using this technology. Lastly, tredeinistrators were interviewed to
investigate their attitudes towards the use of IWAkadministrators were from
universities and they were chosen because thegiltagt had enough knowledge
about IWB technology or had participated in theisiea-making process to

purchase the IWB technology.
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Age Years of Experience Institution
f % f % f %
20-25 18 21.95| 1-5 years 42  51.22| Primary school 16 19.51
26-30 34 41.46| 6-10 years 27 32.93| High school 9 10.98
31-35 17 20.73]| 11-15 years 4 4.88| University 44 53.66
36-40 4 4.88| 16-20 years 5 6.10 | Language school 13 15.85
41-45 6.10| 21+ years 4 4.88
46+ 4 4.88
Total 82 100.00| Total 82 100.00| Total 82 100.00
Gender Hours of IWB use State/Private Institution
f % f % f %
Male 12 14.63| 1-2 hours* 22  26.83| State 18 21.95
Female 70 85.37| 3-5 hours* 14  17.07| Private 64 78.05
6-10 hours* 8 9.76
11+ hours* 38 46.34
* a week
Total 82 100.00| Total 82 100.00| Total 82 100.00
Note: f: Frequency, %: percentage
Instruments

Survey technigues and instruments were used irr twdmllect data in this

study. Two questionnaires were employed in thidystn order to collect data about

the attitudes of students and teachers towards IWBsguage teaching and

learning settings. Both the student and teachestgumnaires included five point

Likert-scale items, open-ended and multiple-chdiees, and apart from primary

and secondary school students, the rest of theciparts signed a consent form (see

Appendix A). The first questionnaire elicited infioation about the attitudes of
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students towards IWB use in English lessons (sqeeAgix B). The other
guestionnaire explored the attitudes of EFL teahmrvards IWB use in the
classroom settings (see Appendix C). While writing questions in the
questionnaire, the researcher was inspired by Mbaks (2007) questionnaire on
teacher and student perceptions of IWBs in corgestg(e.g. math and science).
Some teacher and student responses in Levy’s (Z00@y were also used to prepare
the questionnaire items for this study. After théing of the final version of the
student’s questionnaire in English, the questiarthé student’s questionnaire were
translated into Turkish by the researcher and aubbly a fellow English teacher, in
case student participants would not understand s statements in English.
However, the teacher’s questionnaire was writtelariglish because it was felt that
EFL teachers would easily understand the questiomnitams. In order to improve
the questionnaires, a pilot study was conductediddle East Technical

University's Foreign Languages Department. Fortglshts and five teachers
participated in the study in total. After the stutlyo vague items in the teacher’s
guestionnaire were changed in order to be cle@her reliability check with
Cronbach Alpha resulted in the score of 0,79 fodent’s questionnaire and 0.78 for
teacher’s questionnaire. In the teacher’'s quessimanthree opposite items were
excluded before the reliability check.

In order to explore the attitudes of administratorgards the use of IWBs, an
interview protocol was used (see Appendix D). ldumted these interviews with the
heads of the Foreign Languages Departments in thiffeeent universities. They
were the administrators of the preparatory prograrne reason for including

administrators in this study is that their attita@ee also important while deciding to
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purchase this technology and provide additionapstfor teachers. There were six
questions in total, exploring the factors influergtheir institutions’ decision to
purchase IWBSs, their opinions about the benefits\é8s, the most common
problems stated by the EFL teachers, and geneckbb@und information about the
institution. The interviews were held in Turkisimdaafter the recording of the
participants’ speeches on a voice recorder, theareber transcribed those speeches
and translated them into English. The data werk/aed in terms of positive or
negative attitudes towards the use of IWBs in lagguinstruction.

For the last research question, a video recordiagguure was conducted.
The purpose of this procedure was to observe tlualavays in which of EFL
teachers used or benefited from IWBs in languagssels. In this way, there could be
an opportunity to compare the use of IWBs as statélae literature and in other

countries with EFL teachers’ use of IWBs in Turkey.

Procedure

In January 2008, with the help of publishers andli&chnology marketing
firms, the Turkish educational institutions thaspess IWB technology were
identified. It was learned that approximately seyeatifferent institutions possess
this technology, but only about twenty of them itse language classes. | phoned
the administrations of the institutions that useBIW language classes to learn
whether they actually use this technology or né@uhd out that even though some
of these institutions had purchased IWBs, they weteusing them actively, maybe
due to the need for training. Some of the instilgirequested official permission
from the director of education in different citis®, | excluded those institutions from

my list since it would take a long time to get thatmission. At the end of this initial
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searching step, | made a list of fifteen institn§idhat use IWBs in EFL classrooms,
and which consented to take part in this study. ®Wbe institutions ultimately did
not send back the questionnaires, leaving a tothliieen institutions surveyed. The
return rate, in this case, is approximately 80% wtudent’'s questionnaire and 19%
with teacher’s questionnaire.

In order to conduct this study, an official lettequesting the necessary
permission for data collection was sent in Febraamphe administration of the four
institutions that requested an official letter. Head of the Foreign Languages
department or the committee in one of the univiesgent back letters that indicated
their approval of the request. The other institugiconsented to participate in this
study without requesting an official letter. Théopstudy was held in the METU
preparatory school. Forty students and five teachparticipated in the piloting
procedure. A preparatory classroom was selectatbraly, taking into consideration
that they had some degree of IWB use experience.t&€achers who had been using
this technology for one year were selected forpilaing. The student
questionnaires were distributed to the EFL studentise preparatory class and all
the students completed the questionnaires. The gtlestionnaire, which was
designed for the teachers who use IWBs in Engla$ses, was distributed to the
teachers and five teachers completed this questieniThe researcher requested the
students and the teachers to comment on uncléanstats and to express their
thoughts about the questions and the survey ifE#.time spent for each
questionnaire was also recorded. After the pilgtmghor changes to improve the
questionnaires were made with the help of the &actlral and written comments

and the students’ feedback.
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After the minor changes in the questionnaires wegide, the questionnaires
were distributed to fifteen institutions by poshrée interviews were then held with
the heads of three institutions. Six questions asked to learn their beliefs about
this technology. Three hours of English classesewecorded in different
institutions, using a digital video camera. Aftiee recording, the tapes were
analyzed using a checklist to define the ways irciwvEnglish teachers used this
technology. The checklist, which was compiled amlhsis of uses mentioned in the
literature on IWBSs, consisted of different actiggiand ways of IWB use, such as
bringing in materials from the Internet (see Appgrie).

The study was conducted during the first three wedkarch by
distributing the questionnaires to the institutionise researcher visited most of the
institutions and collected the data himself. Fduthe institutions were far from
Ankara and Istanbul, thus the questionnaires wemets these institutions and
returned by post. The interviews were conductetiénsecond week of April 2008

and the observations of the English classes wemplated the following week.

Data analysis

All the items in the questionnaires were analyagidg the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), with the except the two open-ended
questions at the end of both the teachers’ quesiomand students’ questionnaire.
In the interview with the administrators, there @/isix questions and they were
analyzed through categorization of the responsesrins of positive and negative
opinions. For every item statistically analyze@ginencies and percentages were
calculated. In terms of mean scores and standaidtoas, the researcher excluded

the option “No idea” from the variables in ordersee only the degree of actual
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agreement and disagreement among the participgpitsssing a clear opinion.
Therefore, the calculation of mean scores rangad ft.00 to 4.00. In this case, the
scores between 1.00 and 1.75 meant that the jpamis showed their strong
disagreement with a certain statement, 1.76-2.8@ated disagreement, 2.51-3.25
showed agreement, and 3.26-4.00 correspondedimgsagreement. In order to find
whether there was a significant relation betwedierint variables such as age,
hours of IWB use/exposure and students’ and teachaving positive or negative
attitudes towards IWBs, one-way ANOVA tests werdgrened. Interviews with the
administrators were taped and transcribed by theareher. The transcript data were
categorized according to administrators’ positive@gative attitudes towards the
use of IWB technology. The video records were arelyand categorized according
to the ways that teachers use IWBs in the liteeatur addition, the open-ended
responses from the students were first translatedinglish, and then categorized
according to the sections in the analysis of thestjannaire data gathered from the
students. Later, after each section of the anabfdise student questionnaire results,
the related responses were added to the relevetndrsein order to support or

contradict with the students’ or teachers’ Likeréle responses.

Conclusion

This chapter gave the general information aboeiprticipants, the
instruments used in the study, and the procedulieerfed during the study. In the

next chapter, the data analysis and the findingjseidiscussed in detail.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

This study explored the attitudes of studentstaadhers towards the use of
interactive whiteboards in language classroomddesiis and teachers at thirteen
educational institutions were surveyed. Six ofittsitutions where the
guestionnaires were administered were privatetuigins and the rest were state
institutions. The interviews, through which admirasors’ attitudes were explored,
were conducted at three different educationaltunsbins. Finally, in a state
university and a private high school, a total aethhours of English classes were
recorded by camcorder to see the actual use ahottee whiteboards.

The study aimed to provide information about howdents and EFL teachers
perceive the use of interactive whiteboards in Bhgtlasses. The interviews held
with the administrators elicited information abbotv heads of English departments
and administrators of schools perceive the usetefactive whiteboards in language
classes and to what extent they support the udesofechnology.

This study addressed the following questions:

1) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL teachewsards interactive

whiteboards?

2) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL studeéowgards interactive

whiteboards?

3) What are the attitudes of administrators inkigir educational contexts
towards interactive whiteboards?

4) How are IWBs used in EFL classrooms in Turkey?
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5) What factors may influence Turkish studentsl tgachers’ attitudes

towards the use of IWBs in EFL classrooms?

Data Analysis Procedure

With the exception of section three, in whichréhevere two open-ended
response items, all sections in the questionnaiege analyzed statistically. The
Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPS$iafell1.5 was used to compute
frequencies and percentages of each Likert-scastiqun. All the Likert-scale items
consisted of a 5-point format: strongly agree, agmn® idea, disagree, and strongly
disagree. While calculating means and standardatens, the option “No idea” was
excluded from the variables in order to see ondydgree of actual agreement and
disagreement among the participants. ANOVA testewaso calculated to see
whether there was a significant relationship betwat@itudes and various participant
factors, including age, years of teaching expeeehours of IWB exposure, and
type of the institution worked in. In addition, pesises from the two open-ended
questions were grouped according to the similastjoes in the second section of
the questionnaire and were discussed after eatistista analysis. The interview
transcript data were analyzed according to theoresgs of interviewees for each of
the six questions. The researcher examined afeggonses for each question in
order to find similarities and differences betwdes attitudes of the administrators.
Finally, the observation data were analyzed in otodeeflect the actual use of IWBs
in English lessons and to what extent the potenfillVBs is exploited.

The results obtained from the analysis of the tir@saires are presented in
four parts below. In the first part, the analydigjoestions in the student

questionnaire is presented according to six caiegidearning, technical issues,
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affective factors, motivation, time/organizationgdadifferences between IWBs and
traditional whiteboards. In the second part, tlepomses given to the questions in the
teacher’s questionnaire are shown according todataggories: teaching, attitudes,
motivation, and training. In the third part, thealgathered from the interviews are
presented according to the six questions askedthensimilarities and differences
between the interviewees’ responses for each queatidressing attitudes towards
the use of IWBs are analyzed. The final part of tthiapter is devoted to a
presentation of the various ways of actual IWB insenglish classes as seen during

the class observations.

Part 1: Students’ Attitudes towards the Use ofrmtdve Whiteboards

Section 1: Students’ Attitudes Related to Learning

The questions in this section of the questionraimeed to investigate
students’ attitudes towards the use of IWBs in &eafitheir perceived effect on
learning. This section was comprised of six questin total, for all of which the
students could show their degree of agreementsagdeement by circling options
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agredje Tirst question aimed to find out
overall whether the students felt that they leaoterwhen an IWB is used in English
classes. The second question addressed whethemdaesswhich IWBs are used are
easier to understand. The remaining questions iwezeded to learn whether the
students felt IWBs made their teachers’ drawingsegand clearer to see, whether
using audio and visual materials with IWBs helpeeirt understanding, whether
IWBSs allow them to learn from a wider range of sms; and in general, whether

IWBs make learning more interesting.
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Table 3: Student attitudes about IWBs and learning

SD D NI A SA Mean*
Q1 OfA) 52;4 ggS 1778.03 12.945 ]é:gSS 3.03
Q2 OfA) 3]:;1 ;1%9 1%2.54 12?05 ]C-é??)l 3.12
Q3 OfA) 4]:?5 152?45 176%16 ]éi(.)QB ].';531 3.03
Q4 OfA) 1?97 g 81 1 150992 ]é89(.)30 ]4-191].-70 331
Q> OfA) 3]:33 gél 1778.03 ég.341 %’:%?03 3.22
Q14 OfA) 42g7 52 .?16 1%7.26 ég.396 ]é89:.)’96 3.29

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation
Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses
Q1: I learn more when my teacher uses the inter@gthiteboard.
Q2: It is easier to understand the lesson wheneaghier uses an IWB.
Q3: IWBs make the teachers’ drawings and diagraaegeto see.
Q4: Using audio and visual materials with IWBs Isefpe understand the lesson
better.
Q5: | find the opportunity to learn from differesturces with the use of IWBs.
Q14: IWBs make learning more interesting and exgiti

By considering the mean scores, we can understendhe students agreed
with all of the statements in this category. Regaydhe responses for the fourth
question, which has the highest mean score, @éaa shat most of the students think
that using audio and visual materials helps theomtterstand the lessons better.
Showing these materials is easier with IWBs andstbdents can benefit from seeing
them on a big screen, which seems to attract #tintion. In general, a large
majority (79%) of the participants agreed that I\ in English classes makes the
lessons more interesting and exciting (Q14). Ferfifth question, a majority (69%)
of the students agreed that IWBs make it possibleing in and benefit from

materials from different sources such as the leteistudents’ own work, and other

software programs. Table 3 also shows that the Meares of both Q1 and Q3 are
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the same (M=3.03) Two thirds of the students eittygeed or strongly agreed that
they learn more when an IWB is used in EnglishdassSixty-seven percent of the
students agreed that IWBs help the teachers to desawer pictures and show their
handwritten texts in Microsoft word format (Q3),thiLis also seen that there is a
considerable number of participants who have na at®ut this issue. This might be
because drawing and showing diagrams is more metvad math and science
classes, and this opportunity may not be applieshgch in English lessons.

By looking at the open-ended responses, thirtyss@eagticipants wrote
comments that might be relevant to this categomgsé comments were categorized
as positive or negative. In terms of general pasitesponses, ten students simply
requested the installment of IWBs into every classr; using statements such as:

| want all the classrooms equipped with IWBs (Stud&).

Other students made more specific comments retatBiB use and learning. Three
students pointed out that colors and visuals attheir attention so they learn a topic
quickly. Four respondents also declared that IW8p them learn better and IWBs
ease learning. Moreover, one student stated thgtithve got rid of chalk dust and
also have started to access the Internet durintgisen, which provides an
opportunity to learn something from many other sear

In terms of negative comments, ten of the respasdsymplained about the
shortage of IWB-based lessons due to the factiea¢ is only one smart class at
their schools, which is a negative comment, bulhwltimately a positive
implication for the use of IWBs. One student statest not everyone could learn
better when an IWB is used during the lesson. Tirdesit did not elaborate on this

statement, but clearly felt strongly enough abbtd write it down in the open-ended
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section. Six respondents took the opportunity tibkenn a general comment that they
prefer traditional boards because they learn beiitbrthem. Interestingly, two of the

students wrote only that they wanted IWBs to beawesd from the classrooms.

Section 2: Students’ Attitudes Related to Techrigsiles

There were two questionnaire items aiming to engotbe students’ attitudes
towards the use of IWBs specifically in terms afiteical issues (see Table 4). The
first question asked whether problems with theestiend sunlight make it hard for
the students to see the texts or images on the TW8second question was about
the problem of technical breakdowns and the regylisue of wasting time for
recalibration.

Table 4: Student’s attitudes related to technEslies

SD D NI A SA  Mean*
= 60 69 45 156 128

Q6 % 1310  15.07  9.83 3406 27.95 29
F 102 88 117 94 57

Q7 % 22027 1921 2555 2052  12.45 231

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q6: Sometimes deficiencies of the IWB screen amdight in the classroom make it
difficult to see the things on the IWB.

Q7: IWBs often break down and recalibration causesste of time.

The results in this section show that the majarftgtudents agreed that the
sunlight issue is an important one, whereas theggieed with the notion that IWBs
break down very often. As can be seen in Tabl@% 6f the students agreed that
problems with sunlight and screens sometimes ptetiem from seeing the images
and texts on IWBs. For the seventh item, the stigleteas are a bit mixed. While a

slightly larger group disagrees with the idea thequent technical breakdowns

ultimately make IWBs a waste of time, a considexafuimber of students do still
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agree with the same idea, and the largest singlgpgi26%) report having no idea.
This seems to indicate that the plurality of thedshts has not faced IWB
breakdowns or if they have, that these problem®selved in a short time.

Seven of the students chose to particularly n@elMvBs often break down
and that both breakdowns and other technical pnobleause a waste of time in the
open-ended section of the questionnaire. Nearlyaatgr of the forty students who
wrote technical related comments in the open-esdetion complained about the
sunlight effect and requested that curtains beailiest on the windows. One of the
respondents indicated that it is not easy to usdéWB pencil and sometimes it does
not work properly. Three participants complainedwttihe warning that appears on
the board saying that the filter needs cleanindiragthat this warning irritates them
during the lesson. One student complained abolgriadl size of the IWB screen,

explaining that it is difficult for her to see.

Section 3: Students’ Attitudes Related to Affedtaetors

This section was composed of four questions relat¢he students’ overall
feelings and opinions about the use of IWBs in leagg classes (see Table 5). The
first question was asked in order to explore tfe@fings about using IWBs in front
of their classmates. The second question interml@w/éstigate the students’
opinions on the ease or difficulty of using IWB#ielnext item directly addressed
the students’ preference for IWB-based lessongdlamthst question in this category
aimed to learn whether the students feel uncontitatahen their work is shown on

an IWB.
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Table 5: Student’s attitudes related to affectavetdrs

SD D NI A SA Mean*
Q8 OfA) 1?).604 1%6.04 ;é.633 29(? e ]f-.’>535.84 3.05
Q9 OfA) 41]?. 35 214:}?39 1885.56 3.686 3;?64 1.78
Q10 OfA) 52;0 gi? 188%34 %2938 %’13?21 3.21
Q11 OfA) 3177.22 2139;6 2%5.74 1512.35 37%42 1.87

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q8: I like going to the front of the class to use tWB.

Q9: It seems difficult for me to use IWBs.

Q10: | prefer lessons that are taught with an IWB.

Q11: It makes me uncomfortable when my work is shtmthe whole class on the
IWB.

Looking at the results in Table 5, there is ongfight difference between the
mean scores of the two “negative” questions (Q9,)Q®kvealing that the students
disagreed with the ideas that IWBs are difficulute or that they feel uncomfortable
having their work shown to the whole class. Ondtieer hand, the students agreed
with the statement about liking to use the IWBriont of the class (Q8) and also
agreed in their overall preference for IWB-baseddms (Q10). Regarding the
responses for the tenth question, a majority ofstbhdents reported that they prefer
the lessons in which IWBs are used (M=3.21). Howeaeonsiderable number of
the students (18%) reported having no idea, whiak imdicate that they felt they
did not have enough experience in IWB-based classespress a sure opinion.
Even though slightly more than half of the studexgressed the opinion that they
like using IWBs in front of the class, a considéeatumber of the students (25%)
also had no idea about this statement, suggestatdhey probably had not

experienced using the IWBs themselves. In oneetihglish lessons observed, the
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students came to the IWB and used it for diffepmposes such as searching on the
Internet, writing, and saving their work, but in myaother institutions, both in the
observations and in speaking with the teachevgast learned that only the teachers
use this technology. This seems unfortunate, @arhed from the teacher in whose
class | observed direct student use of the IWR, tthestudents liked using it and
they did not find it difficult to use. Her repod supported by the students’ responses
to Question 9, on which two thirds either disagreedtrongly disagreed with the

statement that it was difficult for them to use I'¥/B

Section 4: Students’ Attitudes Related to Motivatldssues

These questions on the questionnaire aimed tcligate students’ attitudes
related to motivational features deriving from tise of IWBs (see Table 6). The
first question in this section explored the studepérceptions related to the idea that
IWBS help increase their ability to concentrateloatopic. The second question
investigated whether the students feel they pagtei more in the lessons when an
IWB is used. Question 15 intended to learn theesttgl agreement or disagreement
on the notion of whether when an IWB is used sttglettention spans are longer.
The last question of this section tried to explbwe students’ attitudes related to the

ability of IWBs to make them more motivated.
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SD D NI A SA Mean*
Q12 OfA) 52.28 1?.?57 29041752 ]é%.746 ]é]£76 3.04
Q13 OfA) 63.25 1(451?19 2919.62 ]ég.QSB ]é:?.ll 2.97
QL5 OfA) 52;0 11:_1)}14 ;—g .];12 éZ?SO ]é%%OS 2.94
Q16 OfA) 2]:24 152§01 2918.40 ]4?..927 202?49 2.99

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q12: | concentrate better when my teacher usegvan |

Q13: | participate in lessons more when my teaokes an IWB.

Q15: It is easier to keep my attention when an IM/Bsed during the lesson.
Q16: Use of an IWB makes it easier for me to belvated during the lesson.

The mean scores calculated showed in Table 6 Irthagethe students
generally agreed with all the statements in thisgary. However, the considerable
number of students who reported having no ideatabese issues indicates that the
students have mixed ideas. According to the res@ilggiestion 12, 62% of the
participants believe that they concentrate bettegrwan IWB is used in lessons,
either agreeing or strongly agreeing with thisestegnt. For the sixteenth item in this
section, again nearly two thirds of the particigaagreed that IWB use makes it
easier for learners to be motivated, and a sligijority of the students agreed that
they participate in IWB-based lessons more thareiditional lessons (58%). In
terms of the responses given for the fifteenth jtéms seen that there is truly a
mixed divergence of responses. Although 57% ofthdents agree that IWB use
increases their attention span, over a quartdrestudents (26%) do not have an
idea about this statement. This may indicate t6&b &f the students do not feel that

IWBSs increase their attention span or they haveerperienced or felt any increase

in terms of attention.
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In the open-ended question section, six responaeetsgioned the issue of
motivation either directly or indirectly. Two respaents stated that the audio and
visual materials help them feel more motivated iaedease their interest in the
lesson. Two students also pointed out that IWBsenegsons more enjoyable and
interesting. For instance:

In my opinion, ..., our lessons are more enjoyabl& many of us find

IWB-based lessons more interesting (Student 5).

Two participants commented in general that IWBsdase motivation.

Section 5: Students’ Attitudes Related to Time Man@ent and Organizational

Issues

Three questionnaire items investigated the stgdeptnions about the
features of IWBs in terms of time management aigamzation of the lessons. The
first question in this section aimed to learn th&uwdes of the students towards IWBs
and a possible resulting increase in the paceeolesson. Question 18 was related to
the organization and plan of the lesson when IW8eHdamaterials are used. The last
question of this section investigated the attituafethe students related to the time
saving features of IWBs, which are often notedras af the basic advantages of

IWBSs.
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Table 7: Students’ attitudes related to time manmeeyg and organizational issues

SD D NI A SA Mean*
QL7 OfA) 214]:27 31??‘6132 2%2.09 ](.5.?? 10 32)39.52 2.05
Q18 OfA) 3]:36 géél 2905.74 f(s).783 ]é];.376 3.13
Q19 OfA) 62.23 :952 1765.38 é;§43 ]é?(,)?BS 3.10

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q17: When my teacher uses an IWB, | cannot keepitlpthe lesson because the
pace of the lesson is much faster.

Q18: The lessons become more organized when anigwWged.

Q19: Using an IWB saves time.

As is seen in Table 7, the mean scores indicatethle students agreed with
the nineteenth and eighteenth items, but they teealgwith question seventeen,
which was expressing a negative opinion. When wk & the results of the
eighteenth question, 66% of the students belieaevthen IWBs are used in the
lessons, the lessons become more organized, anihinads of the participants also
agreed that IWB use saves time, which is presunmablyod thing for teachers and
students. However, a considerable number of stadesponded that they have no
idea about these issues. The fairly mixed respdiosdmth of these questions might
be because of inefficient use of IWBs by the teegHeading the students to feel
that the lessons are less organized and may onotagave time. The results of the

17th question reveal that 58% of the studentstfetlthey can keep up with the pace

of lessons in which IWBs are used.
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Section 6: Students’ Attitudes Related to the Biffee between Traditional Boards

and IWBs

In the last section of the first part of the stitkequestionnaire, two
guestions were asked, directly related to the ihiffees between traditional boards
and IWBs (see Table 8).

Table 8: Students’ attitudes related to the difiem=between traditional boards and
IWBs

SD D NI A SA Mean*
f 85 108 112 99 54
Q20 % 18.56 23.58 24.45 21.62 11.79 2.32
f 140 131 61 69 57
Q21 % 30.57 28.60 13.32 15.07 12.45 2.10

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation
Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses
Q20: There is no difference between my teache€itia traditional board and an
IWB in terms of teaching techniques and methods.
Q21: | think there is not much difference betwern\@B and a hormal whiteboard.
The results in Table 8 indicate that the studdisagreed with both of the
statements in this category, though there are maxed responses for item 20. The
highest number of students selected the “no idp&bdo for this statement. Of the
remainder, the number of the students who disagsdhis statement is higher
than the students who agreed that there is nardifte between their teacher's use of
a traditional board and an IWB in terms of techegjand methods, suggesting in
fact a slightly more positive attitude that IWBg actually different from regular
whiteboards. For question 21, 59% of the studdmsght that there were
differences between an IWB and a traditional boltore than half of the students

seem to be convinced that IWBs do have functiosexitra features over

conventional whiteboards.
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For responses to the open-ended questions rétathis section, two students
wrote that there is not much difference betweeiV\dB and a traditional whiteboard
and three participants also indicated that IWBsnatenelpful. Examples of their
comments include:

In my opinion, there is not much difference betwaariWB and a
traditional whiteboard and | do not think they aseful (Student 35).

All the IWBs should be uninstalled from the schdaan see no
difference between an IWB and a traditional whitelo(Student 13).

Section 7: Factors Affecting Student Attitudes tolsdWB Use

In this section, one-way ANOVA tests were perfodn@ explore the
relations between the student attitude mean sewmr@glifferent variables such as age
and hours of IWB exposure. These variables wetedesyainst Q10 (I prefer
lessons that are taught with an IWB), Q12 (I cotrede better when my teacher uses
an IWB), Q1 (I learn more when my teacher usedwWi), and Q21 (I think there is
not much difference between an IWB and a normatetloiard). The researcher
wanted to check whether hours of exposure or dfgreinces could be connected
with students’ positive attitudes or reported fiegé of learning more with IWBs. No
significant results were found between age and mesuits on the above questions.
Only one significant relation was found, betweenrsmf exposure and awareness of

the distinctiveness of IWBs (see Table 9).
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Table 9: The amount of IWB exposure and feelingdifference between IWBs and

traditional whiteboards

HOURS Q21
N Valid 458 458
Missing 0 0
Mean 2.23 2.5022
Std. Deviation 1.083 1.38332
Sum of
Squares df Mean Squarg F Sig.
Q21| Between
41.760 3 13.920 7.589 .000
Groups
Within Groups | 832.738 454 1.834
Total 874.498 457
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Q21
Mean Std. 95% Confidence
() HOURS | (J) HOURS | Dif. (I-J) | Error | Sig. Interval
Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
L“S'g’y 1-2hours | 3-5 hours 2222| 13496\ .354| -1260| 5704
6-10 hours A4663(*)| .13349| .003 1219 .8107
11 and above| .6737(*)| .16098| .000 .2584 1.0890
3-5 hours 1-2 hours -.2222| .13496| .354| -.5704 .1260
6-10 hours 2441 .14275| .320| -.1242 .6124
11 and above| .4515(*)| .16874| .039 .0162 .8869
6-10 hours | 1-2 hours -4663(*)| .13349| .003| -.8107 -.1219
3-5 hours -.2441| .14275| .320f -.6124 1242
11 and above 2074 .16756| .603| -.2249 .6397
11 and above 1-2 hours -.6737(*)| .16098| .000| -1.0890 -.2584
3-5 hours -4515(*)| .16874| .039| -.8869 -.0162
6-10 hours -.2074| .16756| .603| -.6397 .2249

* The mean difference is significant at the .0zele
Q21: | think there is not much difference betwerri\&B and a normal whiteboard.

Table 9 reveals that there is a significant refegiop between the amount of IWB

exposure and reported belief in the distinctivereédgV/Bs over traditional

whiteboards. The result may be interpreted th#th@sours of IWB-based lessons
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increase, the degree of recognizing a differentwden IWBs and traditional

whiteboards rises as well.

Part 2: Teachers’ Attitudes towards the Use of iattive Whiteboards

Section 1: Teachers’ Attitudes Related to IWBsesching Tools

The nine questions in this section of the teashguestionnaire investigated
teachers’ attitudes towards the use of IWBs adiagdools. Generally, the
proclaimed benefits of IWBs such as saving timapéing teachers to reach different
sources, saving and printing students’ work or exas) easing review, and allowing
the opportunity to interact with the class facéaite were included in the
guestionnaire statements to learn the teachers@seabout these features of IWBs.
The researcher also wanted to learn whether tlohees feel that they are more

effective, efficient, and better managers of tisasses when using IWBs.
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Table 10: Teacher’s attitudes in terms of teaching

SD D NI A SA Mean*
Q1 OfA) 4?188 87.54 ;54 2??90 %3.15 3.17
Q2 OfA) 95.376 423?78 576 %ZELB.QS 3.76 2:35
Q3 OfA) 15L22 4%88 98.76 ??(6).59 23.56 3.45
Q4 OfA) 15L22 87.54 ]?-74.07 22?.46 %?.71 3.25
Q> OfA) 15L22 18.98 35.85 22.68 222).27 3.19
Q6 OfA) 2.244 9?76 ]?-53.85 2;12 32.83 3.14
Q7 OfA) O(.)OO 1].-22 87.54 28.24 gé.OO 3.53
Q8 OfA) 6.510 18.98 il-g.Sl 52.15 222).27 3.08
QY OfA) O(.)OO 7(.532 76.32 33>§.02 22.34 3.42

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q1: Using the IWB resources reduces the time | dpeatting on the board.

Q2: When using IWBs in the classroom, | spend ntiane for the preparation of the
lesson.

Q3: | think using IWBs makes it easier to reachedént sources and display them
to the whole class immediately.

Q4: IWBs are beneficial for saving and printing thaterials generated during the
lesson.

Q5: | can give explanations more effectively witle use of IWBs.

Q6: With the help of using the IWB, | can easilywtol the whole class.

Q7: 1 think IWBs can be a good supplement to supieaching.

Q8: Using IWBs makes me a more efficient teacher.

Q9: Using IWBs makes it easier for a teacher teexgyre-explain, and summarize
the subject.

According to the mean scores in this table, extmypthe statement that using
IWBs requires more preparation time, the teachgrseal with all statements in this
category. The highest mean score belongs to questieen, which indicates that

nearly all of the teachers (90%) agree or stroaghge that IWBs can be a good

supplement for the language teaching process.



61

The questions in this section can be categoriziediivo subcategories:
questions related to the benefits of IWBs and dgoestrelated directly to the
opinions of teachers. Q7 and Q8 can be includékdrtategory of teachers’
opinions about IWBs and the rest could be mentionede category of benefits and
drawbacks of IWBs. Of the second group, the regiltie third item show that a
majority of the teachers responded positively tBs make it easier for them to
reach different sources and show them to the wtlaks at the same time. Regarding
the responses related to the ninth question irsggtion, it can be seen that a
majority of the teachers believe that IWBs enabént to review, summarize, and re-
explain a subject in an easy way. If we look atrémults of the fourth question, we
see that 73% of the teachers agreed that IWBssafelfor saving and printing out
their students’ work. Nearly two thirds of the thars believe that they can give
explanations more effectively by using IWBs. Theules of the first question reveal
that 78% of the teachers agreed or strongly agteddising IWB-based resources
reduces time spent in writing on the board durheglessons. Looking at the
responses given for the sixth question, 72% oféhehers agreed that they could
easily control the whole class from the front of thass.

For the second question, which has the lowest reearre in this category,
59% of the teachers disagreed with the idea thegigring for IWB-based lessons
takes more time than for a regular lesson. This maigate that these teachers use
special software programs designed for certairbteoits because these programs
provide a lot of different activities, exercisesdaests for the teachers, which eases
the teachers’ job in preparing extra materialsti@nother hand, the results also

reveal that 32% of the teachers agree with thig, idéich suggests that these
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teachers try to prepare their materials by theneselso they have to look for special
materials and create appropriate materials for IWBs

In terms of the results of the two questions relateteachers’ opinions,
nearly two thirds of the teachers agreed with thigon that using IWBs makes them
more efficient teachers in the classroom. It i® alsen that 90% of the respondents
believe that IWBs can be used for supplementindebsons, resulting in the highest
mean score for any question.

Taking the open-ended responses into considerdlicee teachers stated that
using IWBs saves time for the teacher. Two teachlsisreported their feelings that
IWB-based lessons are more interesting for theestisdand therefore the teacher can
teach more effectively. In the words of one of the=achers:

| think this technology is a great opportunity the students and the

teachers because my lessons become more interbgtusing IWBs

and | can include a great variety of sources (Teach
On the other hand, one teacher complained thdWWiBesoftware that was designed
for the course book does not contain anything déffefrom the units of the
textbook, so he suggested generally that thesdesupptary materials should be

improved.

Section 2: Teachers’ General Attitudes toward tlse Of IWBs

These seven questions aimed to investigate teslci@reral attitudes
towards the use of IWBs. The questions can be édvidto subcategories of positive
attitudes/feelings and negative attitudes/feeliQ0 and Q12 may be thought of as
positive attitudes because they directly lookedtather the teachers like using this

technology and whether they have positive attitudesrds it. On the other hand,
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Q11, Q13, Q14, and Q16 can be considered as negdtitudes since they explored
the negative feelings of the teachers while usig$, their negative attitudes
towards this technology, their concerns about theidents’ readiness to use this
technology, and doubts about their own readinesseédWBs. Q15 is directly
related to the preference of a traditional wayeaiching over IWB technology, so it
can be included in the negative category as well.

Table 11: Teacher’s attitudes towards the use &4W

SD D NI A SA Mean*
Q10 OfA) 2.244 65.10 87.54 ??%.80 22.12 3.37
Qll OfA) 4?)?24 3216.71 1?).98 3.76 67.32 1.82
Q12 OfA) 15L22 65.10 ]?-3:»'-.41 22.34 ?’;.93 3.28
Q13 OfA) 42.712 3227.93 ]?-5:)5.85 2.88 ]i.22 1.55
Q14 OfA) 5?)?-00 3%5.49 76.32 3.76 %.44 1.62
Q1S OfA) 23?39 3:?.-80 ZI:.LZO.ZO 35.73 3.88 2.07
Q16 OfA) 53.588 3227.93 :88 2.88 2.44 1.53

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh: No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q10: I like using IWB technology in my lessons.

Q11: | feel uncomfortable using IWBs in front of etydents.

Q12: | have positive attitudes towards the usa\dB$ in language instruction.
Q13: | have negative attitudes towards the us®uBd in language instruction.
Q14: 1 do not think my students are ready for tahnology.

Q15: What | do in class with traditional methodsusficient for teaching English.
Q16: I am not the type to do well with IWB-basegblkgations.

In terms of mean scores calculated, the teackwensgty agreed with
questions ten and twelve, whereas they disagresttangly disagreed with the rest

of the questions in this category. As is seen ibld41, these remaining questions

were actually expressing negative opinions, sdadhehers’ disagreement with them
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shows an overall positive attitude, and thus aisterscy among the participants’
responses is evident.

The results show that the majority of the teaclgreed that they like using
IWBSs in their lessons, and that they have posaittitudes towards them. Supporting
this finding, only 6% of the teachers responded tthey have negative attitudes.
There is a more mixed response when it comes tquastion of whether there is a
need for IWBs. Although 61% disagree that theiditranal methods are sufficient to
teach English, 25% agreed with this statement, kvimdicates that some teachers do
not see the necessity of introducing this new teldgy into the teaching process.
By disagreeing with question 11, the majority afdieers made it clear that using
IWBs does not make them uncomfortable in frontheifit students, and most
teachers (72 of the 82 surveyed) were confiderttthiey themselves were suited to
using this new technology. Finally, in terms of wiiee teachers’ attitudes towards
their students’ readiness for IWB use, more thamttvirds of the teachers (79%)

agreed that their students are ‘ready’ for thiglkaftechnology.

Section 3: Teachers’ Attitudes in terms of Motieaéil Issues

The questions in this section intended to investig@achers’ attitudes in
terms of motivational issues. This section condistiefour questions in total. The
questions aimed to gather information about teaClo@inions whether they think
that using of IWBs makes lessons more enjoyabldraedesting, helps keep the
students’ attention longer, and increases inteyactnotivation, and participation of

the students during the lessons.
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Table 12: Teacher’s attitudes in terms of motivadldssues

SD D NI A SA Mean*
QL7 OfA) 15L22 33.)66 76.32 ??3.02 13.78 3.46
Q20 OfA) 3?66 4%88 ]?-3:»[.41 j‘};3).78 33.27 3.20
Q21 OfA) 15L22 87.54 1?).98 23.56 %?..71 3.23
Q22 OfA) 15L22 18.98 35.85 25.02 ?%72.93 3.23

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q17: 1think IWBs make learning more enjoyable amare interesting.

Q20: | can keep my students’ attention longer wthih help of IWB technology.
Q21: 1 think IWBs increase the interaction and ipgration of the students.
Q22: | think my students are more motivated whasad an IWB in my lessons.

The mean scores and low standard deviations eadclishow that the
teachers agreed or strongly agreed with all themsiants in this category. The mean
score of question seventeen is the highest (M=3wlich indicates that nearly all of
the teachers (almost 88%) agreed that IWBs makemssmore enjoyable and
interesting. Nearly 80% of the participating teashegreed that the use of IWBs
increases the interaction and participation ofstivelents, and nearly two thirds of
the teachers believe that their students are moteated when an IWB is used in
the classroom. The responses given for tH& @2estion in this category show that
78% of the EFL teachers agreed that they can Kempdtudents’ attention longer
when they use IWBs during the lessons.

Two of the participants wrote in positive extrarooents, stating that IWBs
attract the students’ attention and increase stymieticipation. On the other hand,

two other teachers observed that when the classligbis are dimmed, some of the

students lose attention:
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When the classroom is a bit dark, my students giasteep and lose
their concentration. | think only the curtains ntéa IWB should be
closed and the back of the classroom might get frgim outside so
that students do not tend to sleep (Teacher 19).
In order to avoid loss of attention when the liglts dimmed, the curtains at
the back of the classroom can be opened or theslgguld be switched on at

the back of the classroom so that darkness ofl#ssmom does not affect the

students negatively.

Section 4: Teachers’ Attitudes Related to the Isduigaining

The last category of the teacher’s questionnairdasned two questions
addressing the specific issue of training for tee of IWBs: whether it is necessary
and whether without it, they still feel comfortalising IWBs (see Table 12).

Table 13: Teacher’s attitudes related to the tngimssue

) D NI A SA  Mean
f 1 12 17 34 18

Q18 % 122 1463 2073 4146 2195 506
f 5 23 12 30 12

Q19 % 6.10 2805 1463 3659 1463 270

Note: f: Frequency SD: Strongly disagree D: Disagh No idea A: Agree SA:
Strongly agree STD: Standard Deviation

Mean*: Means calculated without the NI responses

Q18: | believe that training is required to teaathviWWB technology.

Q19: If 1 do not get sufficient training, | do nigel comfortable with using IWBs in

the classroom.

The mean scores reveal that the teachers behabe ineed for training, but
are much more divided over whether such trainirgpsolutely necessary in order
for them to feel comfortable using IWBs. Accordilogthe responses given for the
18" question, 63% of the participants agreed thatitigiis necessary for the use of

this technology. For question 19 however, the@nsore mixed response. Although
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34% of the EFL teachers report that they feel cotabide without any training while
using an IWB, 51% of the respondents agreed tlegtdlo feel uncomfortable, if
they do not get sufficient training. Since the agnent score is higher than the
disagreement rate, it can be said that the nedddioing is accepted as an important
issue.

One of the teachers made the point that teachenssilves have a role to
play in getting ready to use IWBs:

| agreed with the training requirement, but thia skill that teachers

must develop themselves, make time to exploretésisnology and its

potential. If they do not make time, they will nte it effectively

(Teacher 16).
This opinion indicates that it is the teacherspmssibility in part to learn to use this
technology, but the administrators should also eregge teachers and plan training
sessions for them. The comment may suggest thaedcher does not have positive

attitudes towards this technology or believe irbgsefits, it might be difficult for

him/her to become accustomed to using it.

Section 5: Factors Affecting Teacher Attitudes talsdWB Use

In this section, one-way ANOVA tests were perfodn@ explore the relation
between teacher attitudes and different variahleb as age, experience, and hours
of IWB use. The researcher wanted to check whétbers of IWB use, age
differences, and experience of teachers can bescteuhto positive attitudes or
negative attitudes. Correlations were sought batvieeairs of IWB use, age, and
experience variables and questions 10 (I like uBiiB technology in my lessons),
Q12 (I have positive attitudes towards the us@NiB$ in language instruction), Q13

(I have negative attitudes towards the use of IWWBanguage instruction), and Q15
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(What I do in class with traditional methods isf&iént in teaching English). After

ANOVA tests were performed, none of the relatiomsevfound to be significant

except for that between hours of IWB use and likimgyuse of IWB technology.

Table 14: ANOVA results for hours of teachers’ IWBe and positive attitude
towards IWBs

HOURS Q10
N Valid 82 82
Missing 0 0
Mean 2,7561 3,3733
Std. Deviation 1,29158 , 73104
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Q10 | Between Groups 19.183 3 6.394 8.254 .000
Within Groups 60.427 78 75
Total 79.610 81

Note: The number of hours of using IWBs.
Q10: I like using IWB technology in my lessons

Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Q10

Mean

Difference| Std. 95% Confidence

() HOURS | (J) HOURS (1-9) Error | Sig. Interval
Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Lg‘gy 1-2 hours | 3-5 hours .5833| 25150 .103| -1.2450| .0784
6-10 hours -.6667| .28676| .102| -1.4211| .0878
11 and above - 7613(*)| .19393| .001| -1.2715| -.2510
3-5 hours | 1-2 hours .5833| .25150| .103| -.0784| 1.2450
6-10 hours -.0833| .30803| .993| -.8937| .7271
11 and above -1779| .22419| .857| -.7678| .4119
6-10 hours | 1-2 hours .6667| .28676| .102| -.0878| 1.4211
3-5 hours .0833| .30803| .993| -.7271| .8937
11 and above -.0946| .26313| .984| -.7869| .5977
1land  |1-2hours 7613(%)| .19393| .001| .2510| 1.2715

above

3-5 hours 1779 .22419| .857| -.4119| .7678
6-10 hours .0946| .26313| .984| -5977| .7869

* The mean difference is significant at the .O%le
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The result in Table 13 shows that there is a Sicanit relationship between
the hours of the teachers’ IWB use and the degrékig the use of IWBs.
Specifically, post hoc tests reveal a significaffedence between the group with the
lowest exposure (1-2 hours) and the group witthigbest exposure (11+ hours). In
general, what this suggests is that as the nunilbeyurs of using IWBs increases,
teachers’ rating of how much they like using tleishinology increases as well. This
is an important finding because as the teachen®exfhis technology day by day,
its potential and difference from traditional whitards are seen by the teachers and
they want to use it more often. It is also relatethe feedback coming from the
students because when the teachers hear positigbeek, they want to use this

technology more enthusiastically, as one of theiaidtnators noted in the interview.

Part 3: Interviews with the Administrators

Interviews were carried out with administratorgloke universities, in which
there are English teaching preparatory programs. dithe institutions were private
and the third was a state university. There wetggestions asked of the
interviewees. The aim of the interview was to explihe attitudes of administrators
towards the use of IWBs in their institutions aodée whether they were supportive
or critical of this technology.

The first question was designed to investigatetidrethe administrators
thought that technology use in general is necedsafyFL teachers or not. When
analyzing the responses given for this questias,seen that all of the interviewees
agreed that technology use is absolutely nece$saBFL teachers for the general
reason that teachers must not fall behind techimdbgdvances in this era of

information and computer technologies. However, airthe interviewees added the



70

cautionary point that technology should carry ackducational purpose and it
should be used in a purposeful way.
Of course, it is necessary, but it should servaragse. For example,

technology should not used for only entertainmeck iashould be
used with an intention related to teaching (Intemnge 2).

In other words, technology can be a helpful aid,tbachers should be
selective when incorporating technological fa@htin their lessons, and take
care to insure that those technological aids agd appropriately in order to
enhance teaching.

The second question aimed to explore the admatiss’ observations about
the extent of technology use by EFL teachers at ith&itutions. Two of the
interviewees responded that since their institgiare private, it is obligatory for
them to provide and use enough technological imvests in order to impress their
students. However, even though their technologidedstructure is high, the
administrators complained that the teachers woréirtgose institutions have not
benefited from technology as much as was expeCted.of the interviewee talked
about the ups and downs teachers had experiencem tvd new technology was
introduced:

It was not easy at first, of course. However, wtiezy have become

accustomed to the new technology, got nice andipeseedback from

the students, and seen the lessons are more tirigraad lively, they

like this technology now. It was in a way mutualei though the

teachers were hesitant at first, the role of destnggthe teachers’

burden helped them like the technology (Intervie®ge
From this expression, we can understand that threrestrators’ encouragement,
positive reactions of the different stakeholderg] hands-on experiencing of the

potential of IWB technology can help encouragelieeg positive feelings towards

IWBSs or any new technological tool.
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The third question was intended to learn in wioaiccete ways the
administrators support the use of IWBs. Two ofititerviewees stated that they
support the use of this technology by providinditecal support, financial support,
and verbal encouragement. They also pointed otithks get financial support and
recommendations coming from the higher administsatotheir institutions. Two of
the respondents indicated that they get some sufspor the publishers in the form
of providing IWB software for certain course bookgjning, and extra materials,
which makes the teachers’ job easier. One of tharadtrators stated that she had a
teacher who is familiar with this technology andttteacher voluntarily provided
training for her colleagues:

One of our teachers, as far as | know, has talsgeaial training. And

she planned a training program for her colleagbash of our

teachers, either one by one or in groups of twbtrgming from her.

She also helped the teachers when they had problgmshe system

and the IWBs (Interviewee 2).

One of the interviewees declared that they wererphe a special in-service training
session in order to train all the teachers. Theritiewee from the state university
stated that they chose one of the colleagues tedpmnsible for the smart class and
she also provides a kind of support for other teexh

The next question aimed to elicit the factors @ffey the administrators’
decision to purchase this technology. One of tepardents stated that this
technology was first installed in the physics déapant and then was proposed by
the rector to be installed in the school of ford@mguages, so the decision was not
initiated by the foreign languages school itseliofher participant pointed out that

the support given by the publisher was very impurtar the institution and it

encouraged the administration to purchase thiswtdogy. If the software had not
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been prepared and presented to them, they wouldavetinstalled this technology.
The third participant’s response was similar togeeond, though she added that the
teachers’ reactions and opinions also played awitapt role in persuading the
administration to install this technology.

The fifth question was asked in order to learnriwst common problems that
the EFL teachers reported facing while using tachhology. All of the interviewees
declared that technical problems are the most &etgproblems they are told about.
One of the problems is that the batteries run denergy in a short time. According
to one respondent, another problem is the compddiotit the use of the special pen
that fails to write on the IWB or is difficult tonte with. Another participant pointed
out that there is frequently a need for recalilngathe device, which wastes time and
causes a loss of students’ motivation if this peabbccurs in the middle of the
lesson. The last problem that they complained alvasthaving the screen freeze, in
which case nothing can be done. If this problenum;dhe teacher has to turn off
the system and re-start it.

For the last question, the respondents were askiatk about the benefits of
IWB technology for language teaching purposes itiqdar. All of the participants
expressed their beliefs that IWB-based lessonmare interesting, enjoyable, and
different from traditional lessons due in parthie tise of audio and visual materials,
which attract the students’ attention and increéhseg motivation. The interviewee
from the state university declared that thank$&ouse of IWBs, students’ images
about his institution as a whole had become mosgige and they had started to

think that their school is “the best”. Another resdent stated that this technology
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increases the amount of interaction between thehézaand the students, is good for
class management, and appeals to different leastyhes:

It is absolutely helpful. First, | believe that thes more interaction with

IWBs because you do not have to turn your backécstudents. While

using IWBs, you are always facing your studentsctvincreases the

amount of contact with the students. Second,atigantageous for time

management because you do not have to use chatkuater anymore

and your materials are ready in the software. Thimg technology

works with different intelligence type studentssas visual,

kinesthetic, and aural (Interviewee 3).
She also added that since duster and chalk angsedtany more, IWBs increase the
cleanliness of the classrooms. One important ttiiagshe stated was that using this
technology makes it possible to include all typemtelligences during the lessons.

All the students are involved in the lessons affigi@int types of activities and

materials may make it possible to help all of themderstand topics more easily.

Part 4: EFL Teachers’ Actual Use of IWB Technology

According to the literature on IWBs, IWBs have méamenefits such as
increasing teaching time by using ready materlalker, 2003), increasing
motivation and interaction (Gerard et al., 1999y,2002), reducing the need for
note taking (BECTA, 2003), permitting the savingl gminting out of students’ work
(Walker, 2002), and so on. In order to see whetheteachers take benefit from
these claimed features and whether they encounyeprablems related to this
technology, the researcher conducted observatiotise® different lessons in which
IWBs are used. These observations were also intietodeveal the different uses of
this technology between institutions, and allowffist-hand observations of the
reactions of the students and teachers towardseittisiology. The type of IWB that

was used in the high school observed was the astimeboard (electromagnetic).
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This board was the most functional one compareadters observed. However, the
one used in the university was passive whitebdaatiitad basic functions and it was
not connected to the Internet. This differencetlntine actual uses of IWBs by the
teachers. In this section, three lessons are destcimn detail to show the ways that
teachers and students use IWB technology.

The first English class observed was in a stateausity. The lesson was
mainly focused on reading, but also had partsedltad writing skills. The teacher
handed out worksheets including a task in whichsthidents were asked to choose
correct topic sentences and complete missing pagaragraphs. First, students
were given four or five minutes to choose apprapranoices from multiple-choice
items. They circled the best answer on their wakshand waited for the teacher.
The teacher showed the same word document on tBe 8\l asked the students
which choice was the correct answer. After heatfreganswers, she circled the
correct answer by clicking on a pencil icon markeglellow. She was then able to
highlight the answer in yellow by using her fingext, she circled the wrong
answers coming from the students in red. After sihatwent on to highlight main
ideas and supporting ideas with different colorshed students could identify
important points, which helped them to more edsilg the topic sentence among
the choices. At the end of this procedure, theesttglwho chose wrong answers
were able to see where they had made mistakesdeeeaarything was clear on the
IWB screen in different colors. The lesson wentrothe same format until the end.
This observation revealed that the teacher useti¥Bemainly for showing
materials and highlighting the important pointstbe IWB screen. This can be

evaluated as one of the basic uses of an IWB.
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A second lesson was observed in a high schoolisngtading class. The
class was made up of intermediate level studentswére following a course book
throughout the semester. At the start of the lessoa of the students was asked to
turn on the system, open Internet Explorer, antbgbhe Google web page. There
was a special keyboard on the screen and the studed it for writing the letters
and numbers. On this web site, the student wra@e#ame of the author of the
passage they were reading, and found his biograpte/class scanned some
important information about him, such as a rewardh&d won and other details
about his life. The teacher then opened a blank.pHge teacher asked the students
to answer some reading comprehension questionsahthem write the answers on
the IWB one by one. Various students came to tlaedband wrote the answers using
the special pen. When the page was full, the laadest ticked an arrow and a new
blank page appeared. Using the save functionhalritten pages were able to be
saved, and the class was able to go back to treggEs@gain. For the next part of the
lesson, the teacher wrote some examples abouCBashuous Tense and Simple
Past Tense on the IWB in order to revise theseeterithe class then started to work
on a grammar exercise in the book and the studgnis the answers for the blanks.
While doing this activity, one of the students abkk®e meaning of the word “jaws”.
The teacher immediately asked another studentrteag to find the “seslis6zIuk”
web site for the dictionary. The student openedpthige and wrote the word in the
address bar. When the meaning appeared on thetphageacher pressed the sign for
pronunciation of that word and the class heargribsunciation. The students not
only saw the Turkish meaning, but also its meamrignglish. After all the answers

for the grammar exercise were written on the IWH#, teacher went on with phrasal
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verb practice. The lesson ended with the teaclggrisg homework. In this lesson,
many examples of the functional use of IWBs casd®n, such as using extra
sources via the Internet, playing audio materiai#jng and saving, and using an
online dictionary.

The third lesson observed was a writing classifigrer-intermediate
university students. The topic of the lesson waswizational patterns of an
argumentative paragraph. The teacher started $Bereby explaining the difference
between an “opponent” and a “proponent”. She shcaveaimple paragraph on the
IWB screen and asked the students to say whichrgiéetts “opponent” and which
part belongs to “proponent”. Then she highlighteel transitional signals in the
paragraph and used square brackets to separgiarteef the paragraph with green.
After that, she drew an outline of this paragrapftre traditional board. While
highlighting and writing, she used her finger bggsing on one of the icons on the
right side of the screen. She did not use a spperafor writing on the IWB. Next,
she showed the second paragraph that was in aedifflormat and followed the
same procedure to present it. By clicking on theest, she changed the page and
presented another text. The lesson continued smtlinner and ended with an
overall summary of all organizational types, in @efhthere were arrows showing the
similarities and differences of each paragraph &irm

All the observation data gathered to see the hageof IWBs in English
language classes showed that effective use of [déBends on the features of the
IWBs and the particular system installed. For ins&a when a teacher wants to
search for extra information, there should be lm#éaccess made available with the

IWB, otherwise, this function does not work and shedents cannot benefit from
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this opportunity. Some IWB trademarks allow otherdtions that were not observed
in this study, for instance, voting. With this faion for example, the teacher shows
a test on the IWB, the students can send theiisviorethe correct answer by using
small hand-held tools. After all the votes areectitd, the system shows the results
on the screen and the teacher can then explacotinect answer. Highlighting is
clearly another main function that is well suiteduse with IWBs. The teacher can
easily use different colors to underline importaaints in a written text. Moreover,
the teacher or the students do not have to eraseritien items on the IWB because
when you click on “next page” it provides a newrtkgage. It is also possible to
then save and print all of your examples and atagethe students’ work. This
appears to be a possibility that is unique totdifinology. In one of the classes
observed, the students came up to the IWB anditieemselves for writing
answers and searching for the meanings of wordeeimternet. With a traditional
whiteboard, this latter function is not possiblel éime teachers have to write the
meaning of an unknown word on the board by himseifelf, which may be time
consuming and also may lead to a more teacher+eghliesson.

Along with the benefits and advantages of IWBstdlege also some
problems and drawbacks of this technology. | noticeone of the lessons that
sunlight did make it hard to see the texts and asam the screen of the IWB. Many
students stated this problem in the open-endedseuf student’s questionnaire and
their complaints seem warranted. Another impornssue about IWB technology is
the distribution of IWBs and traditional whiteboardin one of the institutions
observed, all the classrooms had IWBs installedthe were no normal

whiteboards for alternative use. In the secondturigin, there was only one
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classroom installed with an IWB. If the classrocemes not all equipped with IWBs,
some of the students complain about having to ahatagsrooms.

Lastly, it is worth noting that during the threasses observed, | did not
witness any technical problems. This may be coertial, but it seems that technical
problems are not encountered very often while uBvBs. | asked the classroom
teachers about the technical problems faced andtatedd that they had not yet
faced any problem during this year. However, adstiators pointed out that
sometimes teachers come to them and ask for tedhretp when the IWB freezes

or the pen does not work.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the data analysis of tluests’, teachers’, and
administrators’ attitudes towards the use of IWéhtelogy in EFL context.
Qualitative data gathered by interviews with thenadstrators and observations of
IWB-based English lessons were also presentetielnéxt chapter, the findings will

be discussed in detail and in parallel with thelifigs in the literature.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

Overview of the Study

This study investigated the attitudes of studdgid, teachers, and
administrators towards the use of IWBs, factorsafhg students’ and teachers’
attitudes positively or negatively, and the actusd of IWBs in language classes.
Both qualitative and quantitative data were codauring this study. The
participants of the study were selected from aerarf students who have
experienced IWB technology in English classes,lteexxwho have used this
technology in their lessons, and three administseétom different educational
institutions in which IWB technology is used. Irder to elicit the students’ and the
teachers’ attitudes towards the use of IWBs, tvWfeint questionnaires were used.
Four hundred fifty-eight students and eighty-twd_E&achers responded to the
guestionnaires in this study. Interviews were alseducted with administrators to
explore their attitudes towards the use of IWBse@our English lessons at three
different institutions were observed to gain ifitresights into the ways of IWB use
in language instruction settings. The researchtoresaddressed in this analysis
were as follows:

1) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL teachewsards interactive

whiteboards?

2) What are the attitudes of Turkish EFL studeéowgards interactive

whiteboards?

3) What are the attitudes of administrators inkigir educational contexts
towards interactive whiteboards?

4) How are IWBs used in EFL classrooms in Turkey?
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5) What factors may influence Turkish studentsl tgachers’ attitudes
towards the use of IWBs in EFL classrooms?

This chapter will present and discuss the findiaugd implications drawn
from the results of data analysis in relationsbiphte existing literature on IWB use
and their incorporation into English classes. Tihdihgs will be presented and

discussed under four headings:

[EEN
1

Students’ and teachers’ attitudes and feelings ridsvine use of IWBSs in
English classes.

Administrators’ attitudes towards the use of IWBs.

N
h

Factors affecting students’ and teachers’ attitudesrds the use of

w
1

IWBSs in English instruction.
4- Actual use of IWBs in English classes.
After the presentation and discussion of the figdjrpedagogical implications and
limitations of the study will be clarified, and light of the conclusions from this

study, suggestions for further research will be enad
Discussion of the Results

Attitudes of Students and Teachers towards theoUB&Bs in Language Learning
Settings
The items in the second part of the student archegaquestionnaires were
designed to investigate the attitudes of both gsdowards the use of IWBs in
English lessons. The questionnaire items were odtagl according to particular

concepts in order to ease reporting and analybis.six categories were: learning
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and teaching; affective factors and attitudes; watitbnal issues; technical issues;

differences between IWBs and traditional whitebsaeihd training.

Section 1: Student and Teacher Attitudes Relatégaoning and Teaching

In this section, the results indicate that botlistis and teachers think that
IWBs are useful devices for enhancing teachingleadhing processes and both
groups expressed their positive opinions aboutdmribution of this technology,
and its use of audio and visual materials in paldiG to language teaching. These
generally positive reports are in line with theulesof previous attitude studies
about IWBs. In Wall et al.’s (2005) study, the nréyoof the pupils surveyed also
expressed their positive opinions about the IWBsitdbution to effective learning.
In the same study, more than half of the pupilstroaad how the IWB assisted their
understanding with the help of visuals, differesitware programs, and games. Most
of the student comments in Glover and Miller's (2DStudy also supported this idea
that IWB-based lessons are easier to follow and nedyy the students who have
difficulty in understanding the lessons. The regasnin the current study that gained
the highest mean scores were question 4 (Usingaumdi visual materials with
IWBs helps me understand the lesson better.) aastigm 14 (IWBs make learning
more interesting and exciting.), which reveals th@h having the opportunity of
using audio and visual materials and creating @sténg and exciting lessons are two
characteristics of IWBs which are appreciated leystudents. The results in this
study revealed that a majority of the studentsejthat when audio and visual
materials are used with IWBs, they can understassins better and feel that they

learn more.



82

Regarding the teachers’ responses related to tegdhie teachers strongly
agreed that IWBs are a good supplement for teacdmdghat IWBs make it easier to
show different kinds of materials to the classLéwvy (2002) and Lee and Boyle
(2004), the teachers reported that IWBs make iee&s draw on a greater number
and wider variety of information and learning sasr@and these sources can be used
flexibly and spontaneously in response to diffepgdagogical needs. The findings
in the current study agree with this notion thas gsier to reach different sources
with IWBs and that the whole class can benefit ftbese sources at the same time.
Teachers in the current study also strongly agvéatdthe idea that the use of IWBs
makes it possible to review, re-explain, and sunmea topic easily and effectively,
since the saved or ready examples from the prevess®ns and a great variety of
other sources make it easier for the teacher pyesent the subject. This is similar to
points raised in earlier studies. Most of the stisién Glover and Miller’s (2001)
study, for example, reported that with the helM#Bs, their teachers were able to
review things if they needed to study them agaiaréMhan two thirds of the
teachers in that study also agreed with the idaithie opportunity to save and print
out the students’ work and other materials is & wseful facility of IWBs, and is in
fact a feature unique to IWBSs, a point noted imbialker (2002) and Lee and

Boyle (2004).

The only statement in this category that the teactisagreed with was one
suggesting that preparation of IWB-based lessdtestmore time than for a regular
lesson. This finding contradicts with a participamomment in Glover and Miller’s
(2001) study that IWBs require earlier and betteppration from teachers. Levy’s

(2002) study also revealed that most of the teactedtrthat initial lesson planning
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and materials preparation such as nice flipchakis & long time to prepare.
According to the findings in Moss et al. (2007 gadkers reported preparing their
own resources 78% of the time, and 42% of the tumeig commercial software.
Although the findings in that study indicate tHa¢ teachers mostly spend a long
time to prepare their own materials, this study nmaljcate that Turkish EFL
teachers are either using commercial softwareefiading prepared IWB materials
on the Internet since they report that it is neteticonsuming to prepare IWB-based
materials. Although in the observations | conductbdre were not any teachers who
used a software program, but the researcher knmatsodme teachers use software
programs specially designed for certain course posikch as Face2Face. Since the
number of observations is limited to three, it was possible to verify the use of

software programs in English classes.

Section 2: Student’s Attitudes Related to Affedtvetors and Teachers’ General

Attitudes towards IWBs

In this section, students’ opinions related to etffe factors and teachers’
attitudes towards the use of IWB were analyzedttagesince these statements in the
questionnaires reflected their overall preferencescerns, and positive or negative
attitudes. Since the attitudes of students anchera@re important to understand the
potential of IWB technology, the results in thigtsen are significant in that they
reveal that students and teachers are positivet éfisitechnology. For instance, the
majority of the students prefer IWB-based lessarsraore than two thirds of the
teachers like using IWBs. Both the results of LE§02) and Smith (1999) are
similar to this finding in that the learners in $kestudies appreciated visual

presentations, and the interesting atmosphere b@ibased lesson. However,
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comparing the percentages of responses to theas, iilés seen that the degree of
the teachers’ liking to use IWBs is higher thandlegree of the students’ preference
for this technology. Here one may question somgthiso mentioned in Wall et al.’s
(2005) and Smith et al.’s (2005) articles — whighhe question of who is actually
using the IWB. Although students are eager to camand write on the board, not
all teachers allow their students to interact whik IWB. This may cause students to
feel that they cannot feel the real distinctiven&#s8VB technology and may lower
their interest. From the teachers’ perspectiveait be said that once teachers have
experienced the unigue features or benefits of I\ti=y like them more and try to
incorporate them into their teaching contexts.

Additionally, in informal conversation with some thie teachers, it emerged
that their students are sometimes more enthuseasticeady for using this
technology than the teachers themselves and soestome students help their
teachers while using this technology. This indisdtet this technology has already
been accepted and appreciated by the studentslemggh there could be a few
students in each institution who might reject tee af this technology.

In general, a majority of the teachers also repongeving positive attitudes
towards IWBs, and like using this technology. Timsling is again in line with
Levy’'s (2002) study, in which the teachers repogeditive attitudes, highlighting
specifically the educational benefits of IWBs ahd tole they can play in motivating
students, increasing participation, and focusingetts’ attention. Another result of
this study revealed that the majority of the teaslexpressed their readiness to use
this technology, which speaks optimistically foe teventual spreading of this

technology among other language teaching institstisVhen we look for studies
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about readiness to use IWBs, the results seenictestto the readiness of students.
Seven of the pupil groups in Hall and Higgins (20€@mmented that it takes only a
week or so to get used to IWBs. That comment shbatsstudents are ready to use
IWB technology in their lessons since they are erpeing technological advances
and facilities maybe more than teachers do, sadagtation of students to IWB
technology may not be so difficult. One of the teaxs also told me that some of her
students are better than she is at using IWBs amgtmes the students solve

technical problems by themselves.

Section 3: Students’ and Teachers’ Attitudes Reladéviotivational Issues

When we come to the results related to motivatissales, a large number of
students agreed that IWBs help them feel motivatetease their concentration, and
make them feel that they participate more in less®his finding supports the
finding in Wall et al. (2005) in which 80% of themary school students
commented that IWBs have a positive impact on natitm. As some of the students
wrote in their comments in the open-ended sectidheostudent questionnaire in
this study, IWB use with audio and visual materiatseases students’ motivation
and helps them keep their attention longer. In Wialll (2005), most of the students
also made positive statements about the role ofdWibtivational contributions and
in making the lessons more interesting and fun.rékalts of Weimer (2001)
revealed that the degree of the students’ motimadtioreased with the use of IWBs,
which would be parallel with the reported opiniaighe students in this study. All
findings indicate that IWBs are perceived as goadivators in teaching and
learning contexts by the students and this mobtwali power can affect students’

achievement positively and reinforce learning.
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As for the teachers, nearly all agreed that thi#y\WéBs make their lessons
more interesting and enjoyable for the studentss fiilnding supports the results of
Levy (2002), in which all the teachers felt thatdsints enjoy IWB-based lessons
more than regular lessons and tend to be moreesttat in the IWB-based lessons.
In Hall and Higgins (2005), it was stated that stug enjoy the lessons in which
IWBSs are used because of the multi-media capasland the opportunity to play
games with IWBs. With regard to other motivatioisaues in this study, nearly two
thirds of the teachers agreed that IWBs increasentivation, interaction, and
participation of the students. This finding is alsgarallel with the comments made
by the secondary school teachers in Levy (2002} hicth some teachers stated that
IWBs have a positive impact on the students’ meiwvato learn. One of the English
teachers in Glover and Miller (2001) commented th4Bs motivate the students
differently from books in terms of the way IWBs egg the students and attract their
attention. The results both in this study and eadtudies indicate that a majority of
the teachers report that IWBs help the learnemmdtevated and be attentive to the
lessons. These are significant factors in the feggbrocess because when students
are motivated and attentive to the lesson, it sseeand more effective to teach new

topics and arguably even improves students’ redardf the material taught.

Section 4: Students’ Attitudes Related to Technssules

In terms of technical issues, not being able tatsee¢hings displayed on the
IWB screen because of sunlight is a common probletronly stated through the
responses given to Q6, but also through open-erespbnses. This issue is also

raised in Hall and Higgins’s (2005) study. Themesal of the pupil groups also
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complained about the sunlight issue, adding trattimdow blinds were not big

enough to block out the light totally.

The results of question seven (IWBs often breakrdand recalibration
causes a waste of time) show that although a slitdrger group of students
disagreed with the idea that IWBs frequently brdakn and thereby cause a waste
of time, a quarter of the participants had no idleaut this problem and 32% of the
students agreed with this idea. This may indidaae the plurality of the students has
not faced IWB breakdowns or if they have, that ¢h@oblems were solved in a
short time. This finding contradicts with Levy’sQ@2) study in which many students
drew attention to technical failures that disrupB-based lessons. Both in Levy’s
(2002) and Glover and Miller’s (2001) studies, sartteer technical problems such
as lack of response of the electronic pen, inglititmanipulate certain images and
symbols, and freezing of the screen are mention@ahipently. Possibly,
improvements in the hardware have moderated thegdepns somewhat. When
these problems do occur, however, IWBs need readiin, switching off and on, or
some external help to overcome these technicalgmab It is advisable therefore,
for teachers to be ready for these problems witragraterials so that if they occur,

the teaching and learning process is not affected.

Section 5: Students’ Attitudes Related to the Effees between Traditional Boards

and IWBs

Two questionnaire items raised doubts about thendis/eness of IWBs
from traditional white boards. By disagreeing wiibth of the statements in this
category, the students acknowledged that therditieeences between traditional

boards and IWBs. The results also revealed thatttigents recognized the
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difference between their teachers’ teaching tearesgvhen they are using IWB
technology and when they use traditional teachiethiods. This finding is important
because some of the teachers and administratorshiméythat LCD projectors and
IWBSs are similar, so there is no need to instalB&\In the classrooms. According to
some teachers, traditional white boards may seemquade for teaching. The
researcher also thinks that if IWB technology hadrbmore widespread and used
for a longer time at schools, the students anchexaamight have been even stronger
in their reporting of the benefits of IWBs and ioticing the benefits afforded by
IWB-based lessons. The result of an ANOVA teshim previous chapter supports
this idea since it showed that as the hours of IFéBed lessons increase, the degree

of recognizing differences between IWBs and regwlaiteboards rises as well.

Section 6: Attitudes of Teachers towards the Trgnssues

One of the frequent issues raised by many teachéne need for adequate
training in order to benefit from all of the IWBgbtential. According to the results
of this study, 63% of the teachers agreed that tieeyl training to use this
technology. This finding is not surprising sincésisimilar to that in Glover and
Miller (2001). In their study, one third of the tdeers found it difficult to figure out
the techniques of IWB use and to plan the lesdbmg refer to one student’s
statement in Levy’s (2002) study, we get an intimgsnsight into how teachers

should use this technology appropriately and effelt:

| prefer normal boards because the teachers daahatever using IWBs.
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In other words, teachers should be confident afel&s” in using IWB functions
and they should not use IWBs just for presentat@mrsmilar to the ways of using

traditional boards.

Although 36% of the teachers in this study replat they feel comfortable in
using an IWB without any training, 48% of the res@ents said that lack of training
makes them feel uncomfortable. All in all, thesguits indicate that a fairly large
group of the participating teachers seems to hawed IWBs not difficult to use,
and feel that without special training they calfi ste it and in a sense train
themselves, but training is still an important sevto be offered. Dexter, Anderson,
and Becker’s (1999) study revealed that provisibafiicient and effective training
support is important for the systematic incorpamaif any new technology into
education settings. In Levy (2002), it was stateat the teachers with less
confidence about IT may not be able to train théweseand they may need more
sustained and individual support in terms of tragnibefore using IWB technology.
One of the respondents in that study pointed aitiths not “training” when
someone simply gives someone else a booklet abeuéthnology. It is advisable
that teachers who want to use this technology,rdégss of whether or not they feel
that they have enough knowledge about computeosidtbe given the opportunity
to take focused training to learn how to expldiolthe functions of IWBs during

the teaching process.

Attitudes of Administrators towards the Use of IVifBsanguage Learning Settings

When it comes to administrators’ opinions aboubitetogy and IWB use in
language instruction settings, they think that E€dchers absolutely need to benefit

from technological advances. It is critical to emesbowever that the “new” things
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are truly useful and important for improved langei@gstruction and learning, and
are not just new fads, or just slightly new waysloing the same old things. As
mentioned in Higgins, Beauchamp, and Miller's (2DIXérature review on IWBs,
even though the use of IWBs might change the walyldarning takes place, IWBs
may not have a significant impact on achievemehis $hows that effective and
successful teaching continues to depend on teddislites, creativity, and intent

in general. For instance, a “bad” teacher usingspiexial functions on an IWB is not
going to be as effective as a “good” teacher withextra materials to work with.
Therefore, technology should be used cleverlywatitout letting the flashy new

tool overshadow what is being done with it.

One of the interview questions investigated whetheradministrators
support the use of this technology in their insigios. All of the respondents
interpreted this question as referring largelyetthnical support and indicated that
they provide technical support in the form of teclans for when problems arise,
spending money for increasing the quality of tleht®logical infrastructure of the
classrooms, and assigning some specially traireath&gs to train their colleagues
and thereby increase the number of teachers whthisseechnology. One of the
interviewees also stated that they are planningib@g sessions for all of the teachers
in her institution. These statements show thatfathe administrators support their

personnel’s use of IWB technology.

In terms of the factors affecting the administratalecisions to purchase this
technology, two of the interviewees reported thahlihe students’ and teachers’
positive feedback and publishers’ support playedain their decision making

process. Since IWB-based software programs prepmredblishers and designed
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for course books provide relevant and ready madsetieachers are often eager to
benefit from these programs and this willingnesy aféect administrators’

decisions to buy this technology. Teachers’ positeedback about the actual use of
new technology may also influence administratoegisions. As one of the
respondents stated that this technology investmvaatmade on the advice and with
the financial support of the university rectorisisometimes possible to see that
decisions about investment in IWB technology mayragle by other administrators.
If decisions come from above, there could be aafslejection of new things by the
users and the decisions may not be consistenttathctual needs of the teachers
and the learners. Additionally, provision of newaxces may not yield expected
results if there is insufficient training suppaot the staff on how to incorporate the

new technology into their teaching contexts.

Another finding related to administrators’ attitsdewards the use of IWBs
is their reported shared belief that IWBs are usafid effective tools for education.
All of the administrative respondents were convehtieat IWBs make lessons more
enjoyable and interesting for the students. A waieé materials and resources help
more students become involved in the lessons, ake 1ih possible to address
different intelligences at the same time. Whenwva to the teachers’ use of IWB,
one of the administrators talked about the impaeanf interaction between the
teachers and the students and added that classnaoiegement is easier with IWBs

since the teacher does not have to turn his/hd toathe class.

All of these statements indicate that the admiaists are supportive of the
use of IWB technology and they try to help theirgoenel to learn and benefit from

this technology. Here it should also be taken auosideration that while there is not
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so much financial concern among the institutiorad #re owned by companies or
investors, state schools and universities deperiohited budgets. Even if the
administrators want to install this technology Wl classroom, it is not necessarily

possible without outside financial income, fundssjponsors.

Factors Affecting Teacher and Student Attitudesitds/ IWB Use

In this section of the study, one-way ANOVA teserg/performed to explore
the relations between respondent attitudes anerdiit variables such as age,
experience, and hours of IWB use. In terms of #aelters, it was speculated that
hours of IWB use, age differences, and work expeganay affect their attitudes
towards the use of IWBs. These factors were thezeforrelated with questions
about liking IWB technology, having certain attiagdtowards the use of IWBs, and
finding traditional methods sufficient for teachikgglish. Statistically, only the
relationship between hours of actual IWB use akiddi the use of IWB technology
was found to be significant. This finding indicatbat as the number of hours of
using IWBs increases, teachers’ rating of how nthely like using this technology
increases as well. This finding reveals that age¢hehers experience the unique
features of IWBs, they like this technology morel &el more positive about it. The
literature on IWBs has not yet given us a simigsult to this, so this is a new and
previously unnoted finding in the literature angibne that IWB manufacturers will

no doubt be happy to hear about.

With regard to the factors affecting the studeatstudes, correlations were
sought between their attitudes and different véembuch as age, type of school, and
hours of IWB exposure. Again only one significaglation was found, this time

between hours of exposure and awareness of thediiseness of IWBs. The result
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showed that as the hours of student exposure tolbd4®d lessons increases, the
degree of recognizing a difference between IWBsteadtitional whiteboards rises as
well. This finding is not mentioned in the existiyB literature and is significant to
the extent that it shows students’ growing awargiéshe distinctiveness of this

technology and its potential.

The results of question 8 (I like going to the frofhthe class to use an IWB)
in the student questionnaire might be includedhis $ection since its results may be
related to age. The finding revealed that thougjingl more than half of the
participants agreed that they like using IWBs omfrof the class, 10% of the
students declared that they did not like using IMifBBont of the class. It seems
possible that these mixed comments might be retatade. Young learners may like
using this technology by touching on the screenvariiihg with the special pen as
some of the primary schools students’ commentédhihand Higgins (2005).
However, adult learners may find it more unusual drerefore difficult to use this
technology and may fear losing face in front ofitipeers if they cannot use IWBs
appropriately. When checked with ANOVA tests, tasults showed that for this
specific question there is a weak significant refabetween liking to use IWBs and
age except the group of the oldest students (25t)nger learners, who were
between 6 and 14 years old, strongly agreed tlegtltke using IWBs, whereas adult

learners disagreed with this idea.

EFL Teachers’ Actual Use of IWB Technology

Three hours of observation in different institusaevealed that the teachers
and the students are easily able to use the hasitidns of IWBs, such as

highlighting, writing with the special pen, savititg generated materials, searching
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on the Internet, and playing audio and visual fil@éBs’ benefit of reducing time
spent in teacher’s writing in the classroom (Le2Q02) was observed in one class,
where the teacher was presenting ready-made sgazgraphs and letting the
students work on them. If she had been using &itadl whiteboard, the teacher
would have had to take the time to write a parag@apthe board, or else distribute a
worksheet, which would not have provided an oppuotyuo look at and highlight
the text for everyone to see. Another importanifieof IWBs observed was
changing the pages (screens) without erasing #aqusly written materials. When
a page was full of examples and answers, the teacseable to simply open new
pages. This feature, also unique to IWBs, saves &ind allows teachers to turn back
to previous examples as well since all the pagesaved. Although some of these
functions can be seen with OHPs, it takes more torigck and forth between
different kinds of resources and highligting funatis very easy and flexible with
IWB technology. It was also observed in at least mstance how students can
search using the IWB for unknown words and presehbnly Turkish and English
meanings of the word, but also allow the wholesladisten to the pronunciation of
the word. Although there are other features sualsasy flipcharts, overwriting or
editing a student’s written work on the IWB scregmme of which can be
experienced with the help of subject specific safeyprograms designed for course
books, the researcher did not witness use of tinebe observed lessons. These
software programs, for example, allow the studemtee all the pages of the book
on the IWB screen so that they can follow the ladsom the IWB screen and the
teacher can involve all the students at the same d¢iasily. These programs also

provide a variety of exercises and activities traat be exploited by the teachers. The
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literature on IWBs in the area of language instarctioes not provide empirical
information about specially designed software paowg since they are fairly new
and only two publishers prepare these kinds ofaso# programs. However, in Moss
et al.(2007), it was found that many English teastmave difficulty in finding
resources, whereas math and science teacherssignagaess resources since they

are using subject specific software.

Pedagogical Implications of the Study

The results of this study suggest that simply piomg IWBs in some or all
classrooms does not guarantee their use in langasiyaction as it was found out
during the research. The students in the institgtishere there is only one IWB-
equipped classroom complain that they have expsztkthis technology only once
or twice a semester. This lack of exposure may cloome concrete problems such as
lack of time or inability to schedule access to MW classroom, or it may come
from the teachers’ unwillingness to try this newtieology and therefore reluctance
to bring his/her students to the IWB classroonedpecially crowded schools with
one IWB classroom, it will be very difficult to setlule who will use it when. The
solution to this problem can be installing IWBsoimhore classrooms or
administrators’ planning equal schedules to makessible for every class to
benefit from this technology. In addition, teacheray not only face some first-order
barriers such as lack of equipment and time, laa sé¢cond-order barriers such as
lack of confidence (Ertmer, Addison, Lane, Ross Afabds, 1999). Through
professional guidance and assistance, these secdadbarriers can be overcome
and teachers may feel more confident and eagesrtefib from this technology.

Thus, administrators should arrange focus meetintsexperienced teachers in
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using IWBs, establish a kind of sharing network agteachers in terms of
materials, resources, and advice on IWB use, aodueage teachers to exploit this

technology on their own with the help of experiashcelleagues.

Another important and related issue is the neetréaming. As Hall and
Higgins (2005) stated in their study, training s&ss should be regular and should
be viewed as a continuous process so that teachersnprove their ICT skills in
order to use IWBs efficiently. This issue is alsertioned in Smith et al. (2005),
where they note that in order to use IWBs to thdirmpotential, there is a need for
adequate training because inexperienced manipntatiblWB features decrease the
value of this technology. Additional coaching pensel and time could be beneficial
on a one to one basis and administrators can aaaiging sessions that could be
helpful for teachers to overcome their barriers b@adanore confident in using IWB
technology. However, my research findings indi¢atg more than one third of the
teachers responded that they can teach with IWBswi special training. This may
show that the teachers who are interested and gol@il skills can easily adapt
themselves to IWB technology. Therefore, trainingld be provided by
administrators according to the individuals’ teclogocal knowledge, experience,

and their individual needs to exploit this techmgglan education.

Since most of the teachers in this study agreed\t#i& technology is a good
supplement for teaching, and both students andhéeadiave positive attitudes
towards this technology, it can be argued that I\WiBsuld be involved in the
teaching process as much as possible. Althougépierds on the institutions’
budgets, once the decision is made to use IWBallydie is advisable to install them

in every classroom so that students do not haebaage classrooms for IWB-based
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lessons. If this is not financially possible, theea be at least two or three
classrooms that are equipped with IWBSs. In thigcashould be ensured that
students be able to find the opportunity to gdtuse classrooms as much as
possible. Students in this study complained they ttan only rarely go to the “smart

class”, which prevents them from experiencing astfiting from this technology.

It should also be reminded that some publishensgreelWB-based materials
and there are a wide variety of free resource$ernrternet suitable for IWB use.
Teachers and administrators may wish to contagbtiishers for IWB-based
materials, on the condition that they choose aextaurse books whose materials are
ready for IWB use, or search the Internet to firttamaterials. On a cautionary
note, since in most cases a committee, not indalitkachers, decides on the books
to be used in an institution, a teacher who wamtsse this technology with ready-
made materials may not find this opportunity. Arasthotential problem with using
ready-made materials is that not many books angapee with software programs,
which would limit the teachers’ choice if they waatbenefit from these software
programs. If they find the opportunity to chooserse books provided with IWB
software programs, teachers may get help in thawesting process of preparing

extra materials for the class and save time byguiase materials.

As a last point, educators and administrators shoat simply rush to buy
IWBSs before purchasing one. They should searchridrbe informed about the
different features of each IWB. Although most IW&wgre similar features, some of
them have distinctive functions and allow morerattive opportunities during the
lessons, a particularly important aspect for laggugaching. After the comparison

of different trademarks, the cost of this technglegould also be considered. If
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more classrooms are intended to be equipped wislWow cost IWBs could be
appropriate, whereas if this technology is goineanstalled in just a few
classrooms, more functionally active IWBs can besem. It should also be noted
that the size of the IWBs is also important, f@atance, in large classrooms, bigger

sizes would be more appropriate.

Limitations of the Study

In this study, thirteen educational institutionsg@surveyed, ranging from
primary schools to universities. Although there sgeeral more institutions currently
using IWB technology in Turkey, time, travel comstts, and willingness to take
part in this study reduced the number of institagicnvolved. In addition, in some
institutions, there were IWBs, but they had notrbestalled yet, so those
institutions were not included in this study. Ireasf the institutions surveyed, IWBs
have been used for more than four years, but gteofehe institutions have been
using this technology for only one year on averdgpgs meant that in some cases
students and teachers were basing their opiniomyrlimited exposure — a fact
which no doubt led to the high “no idea” resporae for some questions. It should
also be taken into consideration that in manytutstins in Turkey, IWBs are used
more in subject classes such as math, sciencggegtaphy. Restricting the study
to institutions in which IWBs are used in languatgssrooms also meant that the
number of institutions included in this study is fiewer than the total number of

institutions currently using IWBs.

Apart from one private primary school and one tsghool surveyed, all the
institutions in this study have this technologytafied in just one or two classrooms.

This limited accessibility again may have negativafluenced the extent to which
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IWBSs are used since teachers find it difficult base the same classroom among
them. As noted above, this also meant that stugemtseachers in many cases did
not have a great deal of exposure to lessons WitBs| and at times could not
comment on this technology appropriately. If aé garticipants in this study had
had more experience with IWBs, they might have edji@ disagreed with the

statements more easily.

The number of lessons observed in different insbitis to see the actual use
of IWBs in English classes was also limited. Agaime and travel constraints did
not make it possible to include more observationis study. In addition, some
institutions did not consent to having their teash@bserved during the lessons and
did not allow videorecording. Similarly, the stuidylimited by the few interviews

with administrators, but time constraints did niddva for more.

Suggestions for Further Research

This study investigated the attitudes of studeadsyinistrators, and teachers
towards the use of IWBSs, factors affecting theiitiades, and the ways that EFL
teachers use IWBs. Although this study includesesgoalitative data, more
classroom observations can be carried out to irgagstto what extent teachers
benefit from the potential of this technology airtled in the literature. Such a
study, if conducted in a longitudinal manner, coatigtmpt to confirm the finding in
this study that greater use correlates to mordipesttitudes. As one administrator
in this study pointed out, IWBs may help improvassroom interaction because the
teachers do not need to turn their backs on thes claiven the importance of

interaction in language learning settings, it cdugdthe particular focus of a
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classroom-based research study to look at whethtssw IWB use contributes to

classroom interaction specifically.

The effectiveness of this technology in languagéruction settings should
also be examined. Although IWBs are claimed to revenpact on learning in the
short term, this has not yet been confirmed. lusthbe checked and seen what are
exactly the real contributions of this technologgough experimental studies in
language learning settings. If not much contributio learning is found, investment
in this technology could be questioned and investaight rethink before purchasing

this expensive technology.

Conclusion

The findings of this study revealed that both stusl@nd teachers have
positive attitudes towards IWB use in English laage classes. IWB-based lessons
are perceived as more interesting and enjoyablebythe students and teachers. In
IWB-based lessons, students are more motivategartitipate in the activities
more. These reported contributions of IWBs mayigeificant for the increase of
the quality of education. Although there can odeghnical problems and IWBs
have some drawbacks, this technology seems to leenved and appreciated by
both students and teachers. What must be donbda@ftective use of this
technology is that the teachers should have atoes$equate training and should be
provided with technical and material-based sup&irtce the students are already
eager to use and benefit from this technology, iBlrkducational institutions should
be encouraged to try and provide at least a fessob@ms installed with this
technology if we do not want to fall behind tectowtally developed countries,

where education goes hand in hand with technolibgould also be noted that once
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the teachers and students have felt the differandebenefits of this technology,
they are likely to become more enthusiastic abeirtguit. Since technology eases
our lives in many areas, education may also befrefi its potential, and in this

way, teaching and learning environments can berexdta
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

Consent Form

Dear colleagues and students,

| am currently enrolled in the MA TEFL ProgramBalkent University. The
aim of my research study is to investigate theuatéis of students and teachers
towards the use of interactive whiteboards (IWBsEnglish classes. | am also
examining the similarities and differences betwidenperceptions of students and
teachers towards the use of IWB technology anafactffecting students’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards this technology in legg instruction.

Questionnaires for students and teachers ararsh@hase of my study.
Interviews with administrators will be the secorthpe of my study. Moreover, class
observations will be carried out to see the aatsalof IWBs in English lessons. Be
sure that all the personal data provided from goesaires, interviews, and
observations will be kept strictly confidentialnmy reports.

If you have any questions, please do not hedibatentact me or my thesis
advisor, Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli.

Thank you in advance for your help and cooperation.

M. Fatih Elaziz Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli
MA TEFL MA TEFL

Bilkent University, Ankara Bilkent University,kara
Tel: (090) 312 266 4066 Tel: (090) 312 290 2746

felaziz@gmail.com julie@bilkent.edu.tr
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Consent Form
| have read the above information. | hereby giweconsent for the data
acquired to be used by M. Fatih Elaziz in this syrv
Name:
Date:

Signature:
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APPENDIX B

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Akilli Tahta Kullanimina Yonelik O grenci Tutum ve DUstince Anketi

Sayin katilimci,

bu calsma Bilkent Universitesinde bir yabanci dil oladaigilizce @Gretimi (MA
TEFL) yuksek lisans programi biinyesindgencilerin ve @retmenleriningilizce
derslerinde akilli tahta kullanimina yonelik tutumdiiincelerini 6lgmeyi
amaclamaktadir. Veregmiz bilgiler kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve kendagismamla
sinirh kalacaktir.

Simdiden katkilarinizdan vehirli ginizden dolay! tgekkir ederim.

Bolum I: Genel Bilgiler (Background Knowledge aboutthe Students)

1. Yainiz: 6-1401 15-19] 20-29] 26 ve yukarisi]
2. Cinsiyetiniz: Erkekd Kiz
3. Okul/Kurum tara:

IIkogretim [ Lise O Universite[] Dil Kursu [J
4.Ingilizce seviyeniz: Elementary]  Pre-Intermediaté] Intermediatd ]

Upper-Intermediatd 1 Advanced[]
5. Bir hafta icinde kag saat akilli tahtaitegilizce dersi yapiyorsunuz?
1-2 saat | 3-5 saall 6-10 sadi] 11 saat ve yukarisi
6. Ingilizce derslerinde en ¢ok hangi beceriler icirllatahta kullaniliyor?
Writingl ~ Speakind | Reading! Grammarl] Integrated Skilld]

Bolum II: Genel Tutumlar (General Attitudes)

Asagidaki ifadelere ne kadar katiliyorsunuz? Size eguayolan kutuyusiaretleyiniz.
(O)

Asagidaki tabloda sayilarin anlagu sekildedir:

1) Kesinlikle katilmiyorum  2) Katilmiyorum 3) Fikrim yok
4) Katiliyorum 5) Kesinlékatiliyorum

1. Ogretmenim akill tahta kullanginda daha fazla
ogreniyorum.(l learn more when my teacher uses the
whiteboard.)

2. Gsretmenimiz akilli tahta kullanginda konuyu anlamak
daha cok kolaylkayor. (It is easier to understand the lesson
when my teacher uses an IWB.)

3. Akilli tahta sayesindegtetmenin yazim ve ¢izimleri daha
anlgilir hale geliyor (IWBs make the teachers’ drawings a
diagrams easier to see.)

4. Akilli tahta kullanimi ile gorsel vaitsel materyaller
konuyu daha kolay anlamamigdgor. (Using audio and 1 2 3 4 5
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visual materials with IWBs helps me understandekson
better.)

5. Akilli tahta sayesinde bir konuyu daha fazlaleg@sik

[»

kaynaktan grenme imkani buluyorungl find the opportunity 1 43
to learn from different sources with the use of BB
6. Zaman zaman goruntt bozukluklar veya gusiginin
yeterince engellenmemesi tahtadakileri gormemi gluan
etkiliyor. (Sometimes deficiencies of the IWB screen and
sunlight in the classroom make it difficult to $lee thingson| 1 4
the IWB.)
7. Akilli tahtalar siklikla bozuluyor ve tekrar almasi
zaman kaybina sebep oluy@wVBs often break down and | 1 4
recalibration causes a waste of time.)
8. Sinifin 6nidne cikip akilli tahtayr kullanmayvigerum. (I
like going to the front of the class to use the I)WB 1 4
9. Akilli tahtay! kullanmak bana zor geliygit seems difficult

1 4 5
for me to use IWBs.)
10. Akilli tahtanin kullanildi dersleri tercih ederingl prefer 1 4
lessons that are taught with an IWB.) )
11. Benim cakmamin ya da 6devimin tim sinifa akill tahta
ile gosterilmesi beni rahatsiz ediy@it. makes me 1 4
uncomfortable when my work is shown to the whalsscbn )
the IWB.)
12. Akilli tahta ile ders anlatilginda derse daha fazla
konsantre oluyorun{l concentrate better when my teacher| 1 4
uses an IWB.)
13. Geretmenimiz akill tahta kullanginda derse daha fazla
katiliyorum.(I participate in lessons more when my teacher 1 4
uses an IWB.)
14. Akilli tahtalar grenmeyi daha zevkli ve ilging hale
getiriyor. (IWBs make learning more interesting and 1 4
exciting.)
15. Akilli tahta kullanilirken dikkatimi daha koleg
toplayabiliyor ve daha uzun sire koruyabiliyoryihis
easier to keep my attention when an IWB is usenhgltine 1 4 5

lesson.)
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16. Akilli tahta kullanimi derse kamotive olmami

kolaylastiriyor. (Use of an IWB makes it easier for me to be

motivated during the lesson.)

rA.1
T

17. Gsretmenim akill tahta ile ders anlatirken ¢ok hizli
ilerledigi icin takip edemiyorum(When my teacher uses an
IWB, | cannot keep up with the lesson becausedhe of the
lesson is much faster.)

rA.1
T

18. Akill tahta kullanimi ile dersler daha plawnd organize
hale geliyor(The lessons become more organized when &
IWB is used.)

rA.1
T

19. Akilli tahta zaman kazandiriyor ve dersin diatz
ilerlemesini sgliyor. (Using an IWB saves time.)

Fa.1
T

20. Geretmenlerimizin akilli tahta kullanirkenki ders amini
ile normal tahtayla ders anlatirkenlgrétim tarzlari ve
yontemleri aynidir(There is no difference between my
teacher's use of a traditional board and an IWBdms of
teaching techniques and methods.)

rA.1
T

21. Bana gore normal tahta ile akilli tahta arasigmk buyik
bir fark yok. (I think there is not much difference between &
IWB and a normal whiteboard.)

1
AN

Fa.1
T

Bolum III: Ek Bilgi ve DU stnceler

1. Eklemek iste@iniz bagka birsey var mi? ...

Tesekkdrler.
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APPENDIX C

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Teacher Questionnaire

Dear participant,

This study is conducted in MA TEFL Program in BitkéJniversity. It aims to
investigate attitudes and perceptions of studamds@achers towards the use of
interactive whiteboards in EFL classrooms. Thisstjoenaire for teachers is the first
phase of my study. You can be sure that all theqredl data provided from
questionnaires will be kept strictly confidentialmy reports. Thank you in advance
for your help and contribution.

Section I: General Information
1. Yourage: 20-251 26-3000 31-3501 36-400]1 41-45[1 46-Abovel]
2. Gender: Mald] Femaled

3. Type of your institution/school you teach at:
Primary [l High Schooll] University [ Language Schoadll

4. Years of teaching experience:
1-5years] 6-10year§] 11-15year§] 16-20 year§] 21-abové]

5. How many hours do you teach with an interactiteboard in English classes in
a week?

1-2 hours aweedkl 3-5 hours a weekl 6-10 hours a wedkl
11 or more hourls]

6. For which language skills do you use IWB tecbggimost?

Writing L] Speaking Reading] Grammarl] Integrated Skilld]

Section II: General Attitudes
For the following items, please circle the ansvibed best show your opinionOj

1= Strongly disagree =~ 2= Disagree 3=dém 4= Agree
5= Strongly agree



115

1. Using IWB-based resources reduces the timerdspe
writing.

rA.1
T

2. When using IWBs in the classroom, | spend mione for
the preparation of the lesson.

3. I think using IWBs makes it easier to reachediht
sources and display them to the whole class imrnedgia

Fa.1
T

4. IWBs are beneficial to be able to save and phat
materials generated during the lesson.

rA.1
T

5. | can give more effective explanations with tise of
IWBSs.

6. With the help of using an IWB | can easily cohthe
whole class.

Fa.1
T

7. | think IWBs can be a good supplement to support
teaching.

Fa.1
T

8. Using IWBs makes me a more efficient teacher.

9. Using IWBs makes it easier for a teacher toev@yre-
explain, and summarize the subject.

rA.1
T

10. | like using IWB technology in my lessons.

Fa.1
T

11. | feel uncomfortable in front of my studentsiMlusing
IWB.

Fa.1
T

12. I have positive attitudes towards the use dB$/h
language instruction.

13. I have negative attitudes towards the use dd4\ivi
language classes.

14. 1 do not think my students are ready for tehhology.

Fa.1
T

15. What | do in class with traditional methodsusficient in
teaching English.

16. 1 am not the type to do well with IWB-based laggtions.

17. 1 think IWBs make learning more enjoyable anmen
interesting.

Fa.1
T
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18. I believe that training is required to teackthwiVvB

technology. 1 2 3 4 %

19. If I do not get sufficient training, | do nadl comfortable

with using IWBs in classrooms. 1 2 3 4 8

20. | can keep my students’ attention longer whi lhelp of

IWB technology. 1 2 3 a4 &

21. I think IWBs increase the interaction and ggpation of

the students. 1 2 3 4 3

22. | think my students are more motivated whesd an I
. 1 2 3 4 f

IWB in my lessons.

Section Ill: Additional ideas and suggestions

1. Is there any other comment you would like to alddut the use of IWBs:

Thank you.
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APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

YONETICI GORWBME SORULARI (INTERVIEW QUESTIONS)

1) ingilizce @retmenleri icin teknoloji kullanimini gerekli géréymusunuz?Do

you think that the use of technology is necessariFL teachers?)

2) Sizceingilizce @retmenleri yeterince teknoloji olanaklarindan fagdayorlar

mi1? (Do you think that EFL teachers benefit from tedbgy sufficiently?)

3) inglizce @retiminde akilli tahta kullanimina gekilde destek veriyorsunuzh

what ways do you support the use of IWBs in languiagfruction?)

4) Hangi faktorler akill tahta teknolojisini sathmaniza sebep old{®/hat factors

influenced you to purchase IWB technology?)

5) Akilli tahta kullanimi ile ilgili olarak gretmenlerin kaglastig en yaygin
problemler nelerdirpwWhat are the most common problems EFL teachees\idien

using IWBs?)

6) Sizce akilli tahta teknolojisngilizce @retiminde ne gibi faydalar gayabilir?

(In your opinion, what could be the benefits of BMBENglish teaching settings?)
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW

Interviewer: This is an interview about the usendéractive whiteboards in language
instruction. | want to ask some questions. Firstlbfdo you think that the use of
technology is necessary for EFL teachers?

Interviewee: Of course, it is necessary, but itukth@erve a purpose. For example,
technology should not used for only entertainmaakiashould be used with an
intention related to teaching.

Interviewer: Do you think that EFL teachers beng@tn technology sufficiently?
Interviewee: Yes, our staff benefit from technol@gyficiently according to their
needs. They also support each other using techicalatgvices and materials.
Interviewer: Do they have intrinsic motivation eef that technology use is an
obligation?

Interviewee: At first, it was not easy to be acoustd to technology use, but once
the teachers have been accustomed to the usehabtegy and have received
positive feedback from their students, they likechihology use in the lessons. Thus,
it was a mutual process between the students atgdchers. Even though the
teachers were hesitant at first, the role of destnggthe teachers’ burden helped
them like the technology, so they love using tedbgwnow.

Interviewer: As an administrator, in what ways @ \support the use of IWBs?
Your staff have started to use this technology,dauyou think that they need more
support?

Interviewee: When our staff encounter technicabfgms, we support technical

assistance. The school administration providegatgteal of help regarding
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installation of the IWB system and technical profe Moreover, publishers have
also helped us. | do not think we have faced maoklpms so far. When the
batteries of pens are run out of energy, we supgly ones. If there is a problem
with sound system, we get technical assistance thentechnicians. | must also note
that if schools do not have proper technologicabstructure, they may have

problems about technology use.

Interviewer: Have your staff had special trainirgfdse using this technology?
Interviewee: One of our teachers, as far as | ki@asg,taken a special training. And
she planned a training program for her colleagbash of our teachers, either one
by one or in groups of two, got training from h&he also helped the teachers when
they had problems with the system and the IWBs.ikgiance, some teachers had
problems with the pen, so that teacher showed timmto use it. | can say that we

have overcome all problems so far and the systemoiking well now.

Interviewer: What factors influenced you to purah84/B technology? Of course,
you did not purchase IWBs personally, but whatdectvere influential on the
manager of this institution?

Interviewee: When | started to work here, it hagadly been decided. | taught
English using this book (Face2Face) without betiedtfrom IWB technology last
year. In order to see the difference between it teaching and IWB-based
teaching, | need to teach English with an IWB ughig book ths year. According to
the feedback received from my staff, IWB-baseddessare nicer, and more

interesting then traditional English classes.Hat had a chance to teach with an
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IWB last year, | would express my thoughts moreudienow. Before the decision
process about IWB installation, our administratsiked our staff's opinions about
this technology. After the program coordinatorsénaxamined this technology, they
also informed the administration about the benefitd®VBs. After a formal meeting
in which all the stakeholders expressed their thtgjghe administration was

persuaded to purchase IWB technology.
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APPENDIX F

CHECKLIST FOR IWB USE IN CLASS

1. Teachers or student (T/S) highlights a text orpafta text with different
colors. []

2. TIS can use his/her finger to draw or highlight stimng on the IWB screen.

[]
3. T/S searches for something on the Internet. []
4. T uses a subject specific software program dutiegesson. []
5. T/S hides and reveals a text or a part of a tekhage. []
6. T/S uses drag and drop function of the IWB. []
7. TIS plays audio and video files. []
8. T/S writes on the board using a stylus pen. []
9. T/S saves written pages by clicking on the nextico []
10.T/S prints out the students’ work and distributenthto the whole class.

[]
11.T/S uses scanner to display the students’ writtedyrct on the IWB.

[]
12.T/S uses a wireless keyboard for writing on therthoa []

13. Ss have special hand-held tools for voting righivasng answers in a test or
exercise. []
14.T navigates the texts and images from the boaeks¢not from the desktop

or laptop computer. []
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15.T/S edits a student’s written work on the boardartyihg, highlighting, or

erasing. L]
16. Other uses. []
17. Problems

a) board is difficult to see due to sun light []

b) computer breaks down or jams []

c) teacher is not confident in using the IWB []



