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The paper refers how Interactive whiteboards (IWBs)e used to
support teaching and learning English languagerimary education
classrooms in Slovakia and Estonia. The researchses on students

aged from 6 to 10 years, as well as on their Ehgiesachers. It
analyses the use of IWB and its integration proae&nglish
language teaching from the perspective of pupil histher
interactive learning process. The paper draws uganliterature
review critical view on IWBs use in education.he first part, the
paper discusses society change, school reformjr@lementation
and IWBs use in Slovakia and worldwide. Secondtiscusses some
perceived pedagogical benefits and potential protsleelated to
adopting IWBs into primary classrooms and Engleiguage
teaching at primary level. Finally, the paper breéngesults from own
research, the first part done in period April-Ju2@10 at basic
schools in PreSov region in Slovakia; the secormd gane in period
September-December 2010 at basic schools in Estbtiked
methodology was appropriate due to the nature efrésearch
questions. The research provides interesting irisiginich can help
to better understand language learning proces$is digital age. The
data discussed in the paper are drawn from a stzdlgied out as a
part of a PhD research programme at University aftli, Estonia.

The article was written in the frame of KEGA prtj683PU-4/2011.
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The topic of the research is very actual and necgsparticularly in relation
to the type of educational future and dynamic legrnenvironments
required for learners to develop appropriate skitd competencies for the
life in the 2% century. Over a decade of research has documéreeeffect
of appropriate use of technology in educationatirsgt. The aim of the
paper is to show critical view on effective teclogyl use and impact on
pupils” foreign language development at primargl®f education.
Technology use in primary schools is quite oftéopc for discussion. If
we join modern technologies and pupils” self-redion the learning process
will change from passive receiving the informatimn adventure journey
following the information. IWB and its services &iber with internet are
cultivating medium for language learning at priméyel. Therefore, it is
necessary for teachers of young children to betabheuange of appropriate
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technology applications. It is responsibility ofuedtors to help children to
understand how to use technology in safe and éngaliays. They need to
expose children to developmentally appropriate)lehging, creative, and
collaborative uses of technology. The full potdntiitechnology’s tools is
only realized, however, when they are used effelstivand in ways that
connect meaningfully to the ongoing curriculum bfe tclassroom and
support creativity and critical thinking (Berge®(®).

It's necessary to say that, our society is charaettby principal changes
which include globalisation, development in tecloggl and total change in
information society which is based on informati&thools need to respond
to this change and find new teaching methods. Tsuleeessful in these new
conditions means to acquire flexibility to studyra and cooperate with
working team. Students need to be prepared foicjgation in the emerging
knowledge economy and information based societyitBiproblem appears
to teach students appropriate skills in appropriass. Students need to
acquire completely new competences and these angl pnoblems caused
aggressive pressure on our education and schomnsyand contributed to
the school reform in Slovakia in 2008. ICT implenation has been a
component in many recent educational reforms in ymaountries and
Slovakia was one of them.

School reform in Slovakia

Nevertheless results from research done in thd §bw increasing use of
computers and IWBs at Slovak schools, in intermatio student
measurement (e.g. PISA) students show below-averbmel of
technological knowledge. From that reason Eston@s whosen for our
research as the second best European country PPI8#e measurement with
the aim to find, bring and suggest better way ofBRMuse not only in
English language teaching at primary education botphasise also
important things which forego IWBs use, such agai¥e trainings and
acquiring digital competences during the initialadker training at
Universities.

As technology integration continues to gain impace teachers must
develop higher levels of confidence and proficientysing technology in
their classrooms and thus contribute to teachiagsform and help students
to acquire key competenced/ain goal of our school reform is to transform
tradition encyclopaedic, memorizing and directieadhing into creative
human education ... with emphasis on activity amdponsibility of
a student ..."(Kovakikova, 2003:103). One of the main aims of the sthoo
reform is ,method, form and technology change by using modern
ICT* (Turek, 1998:310). From perspective of ISCED héTinternational
Standard Classification of Education for primaryeation), is acquiring of
key competences long and difficult process whidrtstin pre-primary,
continues to primary and secondary education daddtmed as life goes
along. Key competences are: communication, perscaadl social
capabilities, math and digital literacy (ICT), chjigdy to study, solve
problems, understand culture in the context andabke to understand
different cultures. Systematic basic education @i Igives the same
opportunity for all pupils to acquire basic digitdaeracy. Thus elementary
teachers should have digital competence and betabprovide effective
teaching with ICT use.

According to the National Programme of Educatiord drraining in
Slovakia, the educational process has been inmayay implementing ICT
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into school teaching mostly by presenting the kreagke via data-projector
or with interactive technology. The innovation doest depend on
technology itself but on the way it is used andcbanges which occur by its
use. These changes include interaction betweerhdeaand pupil and
between pupil and interactive teaching aid, thas & change in gathering
the knowledge by pupils, the use of activating atiooal methods and the
development of cognitive thinking. Nowadays the cadional process has
been innovating mostly by IWBs use.

Interactive Whiteboards use in education

IWB is a touch—sensitive electronic presentatioviai it is a display panel.
It controls the mouse functions of the computer @rgdn move the cursor
around the screen. A standard set up comprises wemmata projector,
IWB and electronic pen. The IWB is connected to tloenputer using a
standard USB connection, and the computer is caedeto the data
projector. The IWB and data projector are not catew: together, but IWB
must be calibrated with the electronic pen to weéogether with data
projector properly. In addition to the hardware diions, IWBs are also
equipped with interactive software which offers yerseful facilities for
teaching. These include the ability to manipulav&@tent on the board —
write over the picture, drag-and-drop objects, amust IWBs provide a
library of resources, from backgrounds and shapeasaps and cliparts. The
computer images are displayed on IWB by the datgeptor and all
applications on the computer can be controlledteigching the board with
electronic pen or with your finger. Furthermoreg tiouch—sensitive screen
captures everything written or drawn on its surfacthe computer is linked
to speakers and a video player, multimedia ressuce®m be incorporated
and if it is connected to the Internet, there imiediate access to appropriate
websites to enhance work in the classroom.

There is a difference between using the computdrtha projector in
class and using interactive technology becdlis make the computer
visible, as all interaction with both the hardwaaad the software itself”
(Dudeney, 2006:27). It is known that approximatertipigation in
remembering process depending on the way of gathéhnie information is
10 % for reading, 20 % for listening and 30 % feeigg. Pupils basically
learn by seeing and listening and thus two sers@snvolved in learning
process — audition and vision. Learning processheamore intensive and
more effective with more sensors involved in iti@sky & Hrmo, 2004).
The main difference between using the computerthadorojector in class
and using IWBs is that with IWBs use there is aapbtbensor involved in
learning process — it is touch. IWBs use in edocatirocess support making
associations for different types of intelligenced alearning styles and
furthermore with more sensors involved in learniagincreased didactic
efficiency of education. Interactive technology ¢aimg interaction between
pupil and interactive teaching aid, a different way gathering the
knowledge by pupils and it can contribute to theeli@ment of cognitive
thinking of students. Interactive teaching aid tmaallow student to be active
in teaching process and to be active in his/her anning process. The
interaction between pupil and interactive teachaid consists in the
opportunity for pupil to enter the aid and thusragits process. In learning
via interactive teaching aids pupils have to gathew knowledge by
themselves and so be active in his/her own leamingess. With IWBs use
in classrooms is very important to create the &augve learning

223



FRANKOVA, E.: The Use of Interactive Whiteboards..., p. 228-2

environment and discussion with pupils by usinglézg aids such as books,
notebooks, natural objects, etc. It is also venpdnant to use active

teaching methods with the use of IWBs which alldmpapils to active work.

The interactivity between a learner and the IWB etz on teacher

characteristics and his/her ability to change tharding process from

teacher-centred to child-centred education anddate interactive learning

environment.

There are some common issues, such as using tfeecpressure on the
surface of the IWB and avoiding casting a shadopeeiglly by pupils,
which teacher should consider while using IWB. Frtita perspective of
Rudd (2008) interesting area to debate relates hetlver IWBs increase
interactivity. IWB should be used to increase geeatctive pupil
participation not to present a presentation deviezhnology use does not
automatically means interactivity in classroom, réheare researches
suggesting that the best and “deepest” learningirecwhen learners are
active, have more control of the content develognaeml interactions in
lessons, and where there is a greater dialoguendri@arning episodes. So
IWB should be used to increase greater active gapticipation.

Interactive Whiteboards use in primary English staem

IWBs and educational technology have been welcdmyesl large number of
primary teachers because it is useful in conductimgle-class teaching
methods, which is a requirement of the primarytegi@s. The way young
learners learn a foreign language depends on tiesielopmental stage.
Phillips (1993) says that young learners responthnguage according to
what it does and what they can do with it. Theyoesl to the meaning and
do not worry about words or sentences. Young learaes great mimics and
they are usually ready to enjoy prepared activitigth a high level of
motivation. There is no doubt that new generatidn children love
computers and technology.

Proper IWBs use can enhance child's motivationveagiarticipation and
so new knowledge is being acquired through gamesapdrience. There are
kinds of activities that work very well for youngdrners, such as games and
songs with action, total physical respond actisiti¢gasks that involve
colouring, simple repetitive stories and rhymese W$ IWB is extremely
appropriate if not demanding at this stage. Itasmmon sense that if an
activity is enjoyable, it will be memorable. Withamipulating images and
relating language to personal experience studemtdearn more effectively.
With IWB use we can use activities which stir asslaor settle it down,
which engaged child's minds and which keep themsiphily occupied.
Movement increases brain and blood oxygenationghvhiproves learning
conditions and language output. When teacher UAES but in fact only
talks and uses IWB as a presentation device whiktwadents only listen is
not considered effective. Other methods which hgueater impact on
learning should be used together with IWB, sucHoasing students into
small groups and allowing them to complete langutagks by working
together and relying on each oth&o find out the way IWBs are used in
language classroom we created three research apgsti

1. What is the general way of IWB use in primary Esiglianguage
classroom?

2. What kind of IWB activities do primary English tdes use for
practising language skills?

3. What is students” participation while IWB activitie
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Methodology and participants

The sampling frame were basic schools in PreSoiomegnd in Estonia
where IWBs were used in English language at primagycation, we
worked with available group use at both parts & thsearch. We were
observing primary English teachers using IWBs iairtltlassrooms to find
out the way of its use, main problems of its use #ms create some
recommendations for better IWBs use in primary Bhgleachers.

The first part of the research study was focusetherway of IWB use at
English language teaching in primary education.edoom April-June 2010,
at four basic schools in PreSov region. Seven pyirEmglish teachers, in
particular one male and six female were observetibaEnglish language
lessons. Together 169 pupils were involved in olz@ns, in particular 40
from the first grade, 48 from the third grade add®m the forth grade. The
questionnaire was developed to find out the attisudf pupils to interactive
technology at English lessons. It was administrateedO0 pupils from the
third and the fourth grades. Structured no paicipobservations and
quantitative questionnaires for pupils were usedptovide how some
primary English teachers integrated the use of IWB English language
teaching, practising English language skills araiang activities, as well as
pupils' attitudes to this technology.

The second part of the research study was focusedclassroom
management and teaching methods at primary Engléstsroom with IWB
use done from September — December 2010. In tle@anes were involved
171 young learners from eleven primary classesmatetementary school in
Tallinn, one elementary school in Parnu, one inp@eand one in Tartu. In
particular 37 pupils from the second grade, 89 Isujpom the third grade
and 45 pupils from the forth grade and eight priymanglish teachers were
observed at English language lessons 17 timesteAtithers in this sample
were female. There were 49 primary teachers ppdticig in the
questionnaire, in particular 47 female and 2 malee female teacher, IWB
trainer, was participating in the interview focused methodology and
didactic parts of teacher trainings for IWBs usev€&oped questionnaire for
Estonian primary English teachers was focused aesscto IWBs use,
frequency of its use, online materials and teaChmmions for IWBs use in
language classrooms. Online questionnaire and tgtaet no participant
observations are followed by a semi-structured eosational interview to
complete data collection and start analysis proCEssse instruments were
used to provide an in depth view of how some temchave integrated the
use of IWB into their classroom teaching, learragjvities and trainings to
be undertaken for IWB use.

Results

There was an obstruction with writing and moving thbject displayed on
the screen by pupils stemming from a very gentlectioby their finger.
Double click was very often a reason for learningvi@nment total
decelerating. In general we can say that teaclserd IWB as a presentation
device mostly for reviewing the knowledge. IWB wased mostly for
practising the vocabulary. Teachers were actingtlsn@s “guides on the
side” and whole class teaching strategies were tkedmost. Careful
consideration must be given to the positioning apfipment, its location in
the classroom in terms of visibility and accesgipilThe IWB should be
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positioned at the right height for young learnerause. We found out the
lack of involving all students into the activitisgth IWB use and it is very
important because the students” participation g¢suaial factor in ensuring
the interactive atmosphere in the classroom.

Unfortunately there appears a new phenomenon dthismgbservations -
Absence of speaking by pupils working on IWBthe first part of the
research there appears 23,8 % absence of speaidng the second part of
the research it was even more, in average 70 %hdnsecond part we
deliberated only speaking as producing, particylatbngue twisters,
describing pictures, creating sentences, discussisising vocabulary and
translation. The absence of speaking by pupils VINMIB activities is
extremely high and it means that task assignmerg tabe improved to let
pupils speak in front of the IWB.

Generalization of the theory

As it has been shown, IWB is a good device for tlbteaching. Interactive
learning environment depends on teaching style #med way of task
assignment. With a frontal teaching as a teachiethod, during the IWB
activity, teacher can secure interactivity in ctassn with discussion with
pupils. Teachers at all levels should use taskgrasents on IWB regarding
to the levels of Niemerko's taxonomy. We can urtdeds task assignment
for activity on IWB as the same type of questioniag in a test. This
taxonomy is generally understood as the most daifab building cognitive
(knowledge) tests (Turek, 1998). Any repetitiveiates, for which the
IWB is a perfect tool, are kind of rememberingniéans the easiest level of
learning process. By using active verbs in tasksigaments and by
following the levels of Bloom's taxonomy for IWB tagties, learners are
able to apply knowledge on higher levels. Discussind tasks assignments
are the crucial factors for interactive learningriemnment. Teachers can
give tasks assignments for IWB activities with tlhise of Bloom's
Taxonomy Verbs. These instructors create richemileg experiences for
students and they retain more useful knowledgdeénprocess. Teachers at
all levels, from kindergarten through college, hawproved the quality of
their teaching and increased the level at whiclr gtadents learn by using
these verbs. The use of active verbs applied fréoorB's Taxonomy and
following the four levels from Niemierko's taxonomyteaching with IWB
can help students learn at a higher level.

Martinkova (2010) states that pure “clicking” andrdgging” objects
displayed on the IWB, which is often used for taskeh asmatch the
sentencemake pairscompose the followingetc. is proven to be insufficient.
The author divided the list of active verbs intovybal active verbs and 2)
non-verbal active verbs stimulating action. Verhative verbs encourage
active student participation rather than let stasl@mly to click on objects
displayed on the IWB. Dialogues between studerdst@acher play a crucial
role in learning process which involves the usdéBMWs. It is the teacher’s
responsibility to correctly formulate tasks to paimactive interaction. It's
formulation must begin by using verbs suclame, clarify explain prove
reword, formulate using your own worditerpret describe reproduce
defend etc. These verbs should be followed by othewactierbs such as
assign put in order write, draw, correct create distinguish choose
complete

This message has to be sent to the teaching pimfiesand training
providers because it helps to desired system lelvahges in pedagogical
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practise. Research done in the field identifiesr@ath range of positive
impacts of the use of IWBs but we have to bearimdnthat learners' needs
come first and the technology simply helps teactemneet those needs. The
activities for IWBs should be created by three @ptes mentioned below to
ensure proper and effective use of IWB in primamglish language
classroom. and they can be secured by followingicjpies written by
Vosniadou (2001). The principles are divided intoee categories of
students” learning process:
1. active involvementearning requires the active, constructive
involvement of the learner;
2. social participation learning is primarily a social activity and
participation in the social life of the school entral for learning
to occur;
3. meaningful activitiespeople learn best when they participate in
activities that are perceived to be useful in léaland are
culturally relevant.

We believe that following these principles can easproper and
effective use of IWB at primary level of educatiand can help to create
effective interactive learning environment.

IWB use can undoubtedly increase learning oppdrasibut the
technology does not replace effective teaching.ofder to take full
advantage of the technology, the teacher needsnmbioe knowledge of the
teaching subject, an understanding of the way pupirn and variety of
teaching strategies along the skilful manipulatdthe IWB technology.

Conclusion

The study found that all observed teachers used BiBsome degree to
support teaching and learning process. This wag domvarious ways and
with varying success. In particular, ICT infrastiwre, access and use of
IWB, as well as pedagogical aspects of integrati into classroom
program at primary education have to be improveé. Wént to highlight
lack of technical confidence and practical issudsciv present barriers in
mediating successful integrating IWB into pedagabpractise. We suggest
that trainers in Slovakia should focus on the bepgukdagogic aspects of
classroom interactivity and that teachers” shoudsier more carefully
when it is more appropriate to use IWB and for whaposes.

The implications stemming from the research stutdyuide the need to
offer more professional development on how to irdegIWB into English
language teaching, as well as to provide initi@cteers” trainings. Then
provide teachers with ready access to online resgsuand introduce them
adequate class management and teaching methods IMB used. The
results underpin a number of meaningful differencethe current practise
of IWB use in primary education because IWB wasduseostly as a
presentation device for practising vocabulary. imiesults showed Becta's
survey that technology was used by teachers pilyntor presentational
purposes rather than a means to engage studdagsmmg activities (Smith,
Rudd & Cohan, 2008).

Integrating IWB into English language teaching isreneffective when
primary English teachers rather use own createglsimteractive activities
with animation, graphics and visual representatainknowledge than
published material. These activities fit to thermuwum, to pupils and they
are amazing in their simplicity and effectiveneshis is the fundamental
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feature of a technology use in English languagehieg. The use of active
verbs applied from Bloom's Taxonomy and followitg tfour levels from
Niemierko's taxonomy in task assignment for IWRBicsivities can help to
ensure discussion and interactivity in classroom.
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