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Abstract 
 

This study investigates the difficulties that teachers experience when they use the interactive whiteboard in 
English language classes. Although, the interactive whiteboard is easy to use, difficulties occur when teachers use 
it. While ICT presents new challenges for teachers, it also offers great opportunities for teacher education. ICT’s 
media can improve training through providing access to educational resources, breaking the traditional isolation 
of teachers, and enabling individualized training opportunities. There are a few research studies, which 
investigate the drawbacks of IWB. This study focuses on the difficulties, which teachers face in the classrooms in 
the Saudi contexts. Those difficulties are categorized into four groups. These are: teachers', school 
administrations', technical support's and students' factors. Each factor entails a number of challenges.. The 
findings of the study have revealed that there are many challenges that teachers face when using the interactive 
whiteboard. Those challenges interact together to hinder IWB integration into teaching and learning.   
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1.0 Introduction 
 

It is certainly true that Educational Technology has greatly changed education. It has morphed how teachers teach 
and how learners learn. Classroom has been equipped with tools and devices to enhance the teaching and learning 
environment. There is another kind of classroom, which its walls have disappeared. These changes do not change 
the fundamental learning approaches, but they have changed the way people do things and how they see them. 
The traditional view of the learning process has been shifted to a new view, which incorporates hi-tech as a tool 
for teaching and learning processes. 
 

Educational Technology refers to hardware and software, which are being used in educational setting to enhance 
the teaching and learning environment. Interactive Whiteboard (IWB) is one of the technologies that transform 
classroom activities and teachers’ role. Chalkboard has been developed into interactive electronic board. A learner 
can see and feel his/her achievement at the same time. By finger-touch, a user can write, draw, drag an object, 
manipulate a text or shape something. It is true that IWB is a teaching tool and learning resource at the same time. 
A teacher can bring the outside world inside the classroom through the Internet. 
 

However, many teachers who are incompetent in computer knowledge face some challenges. In many schools 
now, teachers have Interactive Whiteboards (IWBs) inside the classrooms, yet they are doing ‘chalk-and-talk 
thing’ (Walker 2002a, p. 2) and pen-paper based assessment. They stand at the front lecturing instead of letting 
the technology do the job.  
 

The learners of today are more familiar with technology than their teachers are. They are growing up in today’s 
world that relies heavily on technology. It has become their first language (L1) in a sense of entertainments such 
as computer, I pads, Tablets, Ipods, etc…; video and play-station games. Learners have become preoccupied with 
these high-tech inventions for entertainment to spend their time, so they learn how to use these technologies 
unconsciously. The use of the IWB is a boon, but when any new piece of technology enters the educational 
setting, it is important to look at how it will be used for teaching and learning at the same time. In fact, technology 
imposes some challenges. Those difficulties make the challenge for incompetent teachers even more difficult.  
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Charalambos Vrasidas & Gene V. Glass (2005, p. 5) think that “old curricula and pedagogical approaches 
should be reformed, and if necessary replaced, to take advantage of the affordances of the new media.”   
1.1 Statement of the Problem 
 

Many old teachers had neither used ICT- based learning strategies as learners themselves, nor as trainees. They 
have no previous experiences in teaching with high technology such as Interactive Whiteboards (IWBs). The 
challenge for these teachers is even more difficult. This is due to the rapid change of technological context, in 
which classroom activities occur. English language teachers face difficulties while using the Interactive 
Whiteboards. They experience difficulties in integrating it into teaching and learning of English language. 
Teachers need practical answers to the increasing challenges imposed by new technologies such as IWB to the 
teaching profession. 
 

1.2 Aims of the Study 
 

This study aims to: 
 

1. Identify the challenges which face teachers when using Smart Board in teaching English language.  
2. Raise teachers' awareness of today’s learners, Digital Learners, who speak a different language. 
3. Highlight the need for a strong pedagogical support as well as technical support. 

 

1.3 Questions of the Study 
 

1. What computer skills do teachers have? 
2. What type of professional training do teachers have in using the IWB? 
3. What type of technical support do teachers have? 
4. How do teachers and learners co-operate to use the IWB? 
5. What problems do teachers face when they use the IWB in English language classes? 

1.4 Hypotheses 
 

1.  Most teachers lack computer competency. 
2. There is a lack of pedagogical in-service training in using IWB. 
3. Ongoing technical support is insufficient. 
4. Learners know technology better than teachers do. 
5. Teachers face several types of difficulties when they use the IWB in teaching English language. 

 

1.5 Significance of the Study 
 

The findings will hopefully help school teachers to seek to understand technology and the important role of ICT 
skills for educational and learning English language in particular. Teachers, inspectors, syllabus designers, and 
policy makers will find relevant points to their decisions. 
 

1.6 Research Methodology  
 

The instrument of data collection for the research was a questionnaire consisting of twenty-five statement besides 
the researcher’s observation and his own experience. The subjects were chosen purposively from Jeddah Schools’ 
English language teachers. The researcher conducted a pilot survey and used statistical techniques through which 
validity and reliability of the questionnaire were verified. The overall research method used was the descriptive 
analytic method.  
 

1.7 Delimitation of the Study  
 

The study was conducted in Jeddah Schools, Jeddah, KSA. Jeddah Schools include elementary, intermediate, and 
secondary schools. The schools are more than 300 schools.  Not all schools in Jeddah are equipped with 
Interactive Whiteboards, data projectors or computers. Some however are. Employees of different nationalities 
work as English language teachers in the schools.  The research was conducted in the school year (2013). 
 

2.0 Literature Review 
 

2.1 SMART Board or Interactive Whiteboard (IWB) 
 

Interactive Whiteboard (IWB) is a large touch-sensitive display unit, connected to digital data projector and 
computer. IWB functions as interactive board, computer screen (monitor), and mouse at the same time. Users can 
change monitor to whiteboard and vice versa (vs.), or use them at the same time. The Users can use their finger, 
special electronic pen (stylus), pointer or a pen to operate the board and/or control computer icons.  
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All the works, which would be done on IWB, could be saved and revisited for revision, warm up etc., evens the 
handwriting of the teacher’s and/or learners’ could be stored and are accessible at any time.  
 

Many people called it Smart Board because SMART Technologies Company was a pioneer provider to the 
education sector. The first SMART Board was introduced in 1991. It was used in business presentation. 
Nowadays, it is used in classrooms, lectures halls, and language labs. In 1992 Microsoft Company took interest in 
the idea and became a minority investor in the IWBs and other collaboration tools such as interactive pen display, 
interactive digital signage, wireless slates, multimedia cabinets and software.  (Schut.2007) 
 

There are several types of IWBs versions because of the development of software and manufactures. According to 
design, there are two kinds of Interactive Whiteboards (IWBs) :  
 

1. Front projection board 
2. Rear projection board 

 

The former works with an existing data projector and computer. The IWBs are always fixed to classroom walls 
while the data projector is hooked to the ceiling of the classroom.  
 

2. 3 The Impact of Interactive Whiteboard 
 

The review of literature on the introduction of interactive whiteboards (IWBs) in educational setting indicates that 
they have had a positive impact on teaching, learning and motivation, but the impact is not limited to these three 
areas. 
 

2.4 Impact of IWB on teaching 
 

Based on the British Educational communication and Technology Agency’s (Becta’s) analysis (2003), interactive 
whiteboard could have positive effects on teaching. Interactive Whiteboard as presentational tool help teachers in 
many ways. This assistance included increasing teaching time by allowing teachers to present more than one 
resource in the lesson and more efficiently (Walker, 2003). IWB: enables teachers to use face-to-face instructions 
and CALL environment at the same time. 
 

1. Enables teachers to use web-based resources in whole-class teaching. They could bring the outside world 
inside classroom that is the Internet.  

2. Enables linking objects which is an excellent way to make classes non-linear and to bring the Internet 
straight into English classes. 

3. Enables teachers to use multimedia materials that help them to present and explain various concepts. 
4. Enables teachers to save and print what is on the board, including notes made during the lesson, reducing 

duplication of efforts and facilitates revision for future use. (Walker, 2002). 
5. Enables teachers to provide authentic materials and information through text, pictures, sounds, video 

segments, and animation. 
6. Enhances learners’ engagement more than conventional whole-class teaching does. 
7. Encourages more varied, creative and seamless use of teaching materials. 
8. Allows teachers to share and re-use materials, reducing workloads (Glover & Miller, 2001). 
9. Inspires teachers to change their pedagogy and encouraging professional development (Smith A., 1999). 
10. Inspires teachers to re-think their approach to teaching and learning. The flexibility and the scope for 

creative lesson planning are huge. 
11. Supports classroom management with the ability to walk around the classroom, and be near learners; this 

could make a difference in learners behaviors. 
12. Enables teachers and students to add amazing interactive charts to every presentation. IWB is finger 

driven-easy to use without worrying about the mouse. 
 

2.5 Impact of IWB on learning 
 

Interactive whiteboard affects learning in several ways, including raising the level of students’ engagement in a 
classroom, motivating students and promoting enthusiasm for learning. Interactive whiteboard supports many 
different learning styles and is used in a variety of learning environments. Interactive whiteboard plays important 
roles in the learning process:  
 

1. Interactive whiteboard facilitates learner's participation by enabling them to interact with materials on the 
board. 
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2. IWB provides more opportunities for interaction and discussion in the classroom, especially compared to 

other ICT. 
3. Smart Board facilitates communication among learners, and between learners and their teacher. 
4. Different learning styles could be accommodated, as teachers could call on a variety of resources to suit 

particular needs. 
5. IWB captures learners’ attention and encourages the involvement of learners in the subject. 
6. Learning techniques involves visual rather than verbal instruction. Learners are able to see their work on 

the board. 
7. IWB enables teachers to mix face-to-face interaction and e-learning platform – to create a rich learning 

environment. 
8. IWB contributes to cognitive and conceptual developments of the learners. 

 

2.6 Impact of IWB on motivation 
 

Improved motivation was seen as a key advantage of interactive whiteboard. Motivation in the context of the 
classroom is measured by a learner’s drive to participate in Smart Board’s activities. Though learners might be 
similarly motivated to participate in the activities, the source of their drive might be different. Interactive 
whiteboard appealed to both intrinsically and extrinsically motivated learners. IWB contributes to motivation in 
many ways, this includes: 
 

1 Interactive whiteboard increases enjoyment and motivation for learning. 
2 IWB increases enjoyment of classes for both learners and teachers through more varied use of resources. 
3 High level of interaction - learners enjoy interacting physically with IWB, manipulating text, image, 

matching and drag and drop objects. 
4 The capacity to present and discuss learners’ work – focusing on student-original helps keep the class on 

task and raises self-esteem. 
5 IWB is a colorful tool. Marking could be customized both in the pen and in the highlighter features to 

display a number of different colors. Learners respond to displays where colors are employed. 
 

2.7  Use of the Interactive Whiteboards  
 

Learning to use computer and the Internet is an easy task, but mastering ICT use as an effective tool to improve 
teaching and learning processes is not. ICT presents new challenges to teachers. Teachers need training not only 
in computer literacy but also in the pedagogical application of those skills to improve teaching and learning. 
Technical support and pedagogical support are issues. They play important roles in implementing Smart Board in 
teaching and learning a second language like English language.  
 

2.7.1Technical Support 
 

Understanding the techniques used in IWB presentation minimizes difficulties. It is common that teachers face 
technical problem when working in technology-integrated-classroom. An insufficient training in digital literacy 
might make it a challenge for teacher to use IWB in the classroom. Technical support is considered a significant 
factor for successful integration of ICT in the teaching and learning processes. Technical difficulties might occur 
inside classroom as a result of: 
 

1 Run out of electronic pen (stylus) . 
2 No connection between the interactive whiteboard and computer. 
3 Orientation of the data projector. 
4 No correlation between board and projector–jamming of handwriting. 
5 The system does not enable immediate interactivity between the movement of users’ hands and Smart 

Board – slow boot/delay loading. 
6 Virus problems, which lock programs and files. 
7 Low quality of speakers. 
8 Computer programs which are not updated such as multimedia program 
9 Dust on projectors lens causes unclear picture on the board. 
10 Sun light affects the visual element - learners cannot see what is on the board. 
11 Some types of IWB do not support some programs and files - they are not compactable with interactive 

whiteboard software. 
 

 



American International Journal of Social Science                                                              Vol. 3 No. 2; March 2014 

140 

 
2.7.2 Pedagogical Support 
 

A radical transformation of learning environments is taking place. Teachers are no longer dispensers of 
knowledge; they are facilitators and guiders of learners’ learning. Some studies have reported the great potential 
of the IWB to prompt change in teacher’s pedagogy and produce enriched learning environment.   
 

Glover, Miller, Averis and Door (2005, p. 155) state that, there is an increasing awareness of the need to 
understand the match between technology and pedagogy in the development of interactive learning supported by 
IWB in schools. Miller and Glover added that, “pedagogic structures developed to enhance conceptual cognitive 
understanding and awareness of interactivity as the key to this enhanced understanding” (Miller &Glover, 2006, 
p.2).  
 

2.8 Previous Studies 
 

1.  UK run a pilot program, ‘Embedding ICT in the Literacy and Numeracy Strategies’, in the late 1990s (Higgins 
et al., 2005) where IWBs were installed in several regions’ primary schools. The evaluation of this program was 
based on students’ attainment, teachers’ opinions and students’ view. The results showed positive changing in 
teachers’ practices in the use of IWBs and classroom interaction. A systematic observation confirmed the impact 
of IWBs on teaching and learning. Nevertheless, the impact of IWBs in term of students’ attainment in national 
test was less than the desired national policy objectives. This raised two questions about the integration of the 
IWBs into classroom. The first question concerned the IWB as a tool of teaching and a tool that might improve 
students’ learning. The second question was wider and challenging to policy level, which runs and evaluates the 
program. That was the government approach; how educational research was valued and used at its level. 
However, UK has to continue to promote the ‘embedding’ of such technologies in schools.       
 

2.  Glover & Miller (2001, p. 261) found initial training by companies and supplier successful in ‘firing’ teachers 
with initial enthusiasm. They also quoted Walker (2003b p. 2) “if you don’t catch them at the start, provide 
support and show them how to use learning materials, their enthusiasm quickly wanes.” These two examples by 
Glover & Miller and Walker indicate that methodological training and lack of practice might impede and frustrate 
such lessons. Levy (2002) states that ‘early adopters’ were able to experiment and develop their own IWBs use 
following initial training. In other words, teachers who are already confident ICT users tend to become 
enthusiastic. Teacher’s computer competency plays an important role in the use of IWBs.  
 

However, a user who lacks computer competence is less able to be self-reliant. Granger et. al. have coined the 
term “need to know basis” for those who are less experienced with ICT and less confidence. Those teachers 
struggle to manage the IWBs. Therefore, co-operation work between experienced users and beginners is needed 
(Glover & Miller, 2001). Teachers need technical support when some difficulties arise immediately during 
lessons. Such as slow log-on when they use the internet, slow or non-existent response from electronic pens if 
they use stylus pen, freeze or unresponsive or awkward to move images and objects on the surface of the IWB, a 
lack of signal between individual slates and the board if they use wireless IWB. In such cases, rapid 
troubleshooting technical support is a priority (levy, 2002). 
 

There are other types of drawbacks in term of practicalities. Such as the physical environment in which the board 
is located, as the height of the board at where was placed (low or high) might be an issue. Pupils found it too 
difficult to write on, manipulate, drag…etc.; even teachers might have some difficulties. Classroom environment 
such as temperature, sunlight, shadow and dust might impede the board works properly. When sunlight is shining 
directly on the IWB, learners found it difficult to see what is on the board. The shadow, when a teacher/a learner 
steps into the light produced by projector, makes it impossible to see what s/he is actually writing or doing. Hot 
weather and dust could stop the board operation. IWB requires cool classroom. Nevertheless, health and safety are 
to be considered. Those are the light, which is shining from the projector, and the multitude of wires required for 
the IWB and associated equipment. All these might cause problems. Therefore, teacher should stand to the side of 
the board or away from the shadow that cast over the screen. Many teachers report that there is a difficulty in 
movement of the board or the projector, especially when the board is permanently fixed. This caused disturbance 
of the calibration, which requires re-alignment. That happens when learners try to use the board for discovering 
new things or for just fun. Both teachers and learners need technical training to overcome the difficulties that 
occur inside the classes. 
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3.  “Looking for clarity amongst the challenges faced by teachers as they consider the role of ICT in classroom 
literacy learning experiences” (Jessica & Lisa, 2007, p. 170) is chapter ten of Jessica Mantei & Dr. Lisa 
Kervins’ study of Australian primary schools in 2007. In general, ICT referred to computing technology 
(hardware, software, the internet, network, or people who use these technologies). In Jessica’s study, ICT referred 
to new methods, ways and tools (technologies) of doing what teachers have always done to communicate message 
or information. Research shows that many primary school teachers “continue to feel ill-equipped” using 
technology as learning tool in spite of the in-service training, they had received (Lisa & Jessica, 2007, p. 170).  
 

Many schools have equipped their classrooms with technologies (hardware and software) and have provided 
professional development for teachers; with the expectation that ICT would be put to use. However, the study 
investigated the difficulties reported by a variety of teachers from different schools as they tried to use ICT to 
support learners’ literacy learning. Observation and interviews were used to collect the data. The findings 
indicated that teachers were under pressure to embed new technologies as learning tools. Lisa & Jessica pointed 
out that technologies should be considered in ways that were meaningful to the needs of contemporary learners. 
Technology helps develop learners' reading and writing skills. Teachers need to shift from the old view of 
learning process; the traditional notion of classroom in which teacher’s role is transmitting information or 
knowledge, to a new one that fosters learners to gain the knowledge. The focus should be on strategies and skills 
that enable learners to gain information or knowledge. 
 

In spite of the evidences, the research revealed that there were still some tensions and challenges faced by 
teachers as they incorporated ICT into classroom literacy experiences (Jessica & Lisa, 2007).  
 

4.     Cary Academy School is an independent school located in Raleing, North Carolina. It uses educational 
technology widely in order to facilitate both teaching and learning processes. In 1994 IWBs were installed in 
language classrooms (English and/or foreign language). There was one computer for each student in these 
language classrooms. During the first operational year, 1997, French instructor and Spanish instructor Fabienne 
Gerard and Jamey Windener (1997) investigated the impact of the IWBs as a language acquisition tool. Their 
study focused on how Smart Board/interactive whiteboards were used in language classrooms. Would IWBs 
facilitate teaching and learning? Moreover, they identified the drawbacks of this tool. 
 

3. Method of the Research 
 

3.1 Introduction 
 

The method used to conduct this study was the descriptive research method. A questionnaire was designed and 
used for data collection. The researcher used Microsoft Office Program, “Excel 2010”, for analyzing the data. The 
collected data was transformed into figures and tables to facilitate interpretation. 
 

3.2 Subjects 
 

The population used in this study, was chosen randomly from the English language teachers of Jeddah Schools, 
KSA. It consisted of forty-five teachers of remarkable English language teachers, who were teaching English 
language through the Smart Board as a helping tool, in the school year 2013. They were from different 
nationalities: Egyptian, Sudanese, Jordanian, Tunisian, Kenyan, Pakistani, and South African. They were 
qualifications and experiences. They represented teachers who teach English as EFL/ESL through Smart Board in 
Jeddah educational district, Saudi Arabia. 
 

3.3 Instrument 
 

The instrument, which was used as a data-collecting tool, was a questionnaire, the researcher’s observation and 
his own experiences. The questionnaire included twenty-five items in order to attain the objectives and the aims 
of the study.  
 

3.4 Validity 
 

After the researcher designed the questionnaire, he conducted a pilot survey. It included three examples of 
challenges that faced teachers. They were teacher factor, technical support factor and student factor. This pilot 
survey form needed teachers to write real examples of challenges. In the light of the survey, some modifications 
were made to the questionnaire.  
 

The questionnaire was sent through e-mail to a number of judges. The questionnaire was revised and modified in 
the light of the comments and suggestions made by the judges.  
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They were from Saudi Arabia universities and abroad. They expressed their opinions by making certain 
omissions, additions and modifications. Some of the statements were rephrased for the sake of clarity and 
comprehension. They agreed on all the statements of the questionnaire after reassessment and modifications were 
made. According to observation of the judges, the questionnaire was valid and all its items were accurate.  
 

3.5 Reliability 
 

To determine the reliability of the questionnaire, the researcher administered the questionnaire to forty-five 
English language teachers in Yanbu Schools.  
 

To ensure the reliability of the tool the researcher designed calculated Pearson Correlation coefficient. The 
Pearson Correlation between the two fold of respondents was (0.95855), which meant that the questionnaire was 
reliable.  
 

3.6 Procedure 
 

The questionnaire was given by hand to the sample. They responded by putting a tick in the appropriate space 
opposite to an item in one of the following choices: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly 
disagree. After that ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ were summed up and ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ were 
summed up. The responses became only three columns: agree, neutral and disagree. These three responses were 
given values as ‘excellent’, ‘v. good’, and ‘good’. The responses below ‘good’ were rejected. According to the 
scale, which was designed by the researcher, the general mean was (3.57). 
 

4.0 Data Analysis  
 

In this section, the collected data will be presented, analyzed, discussed and interpreted. The collected data were 
transformed into graphs and tables to facilitate interpretation.  
 

4.1 Data Analysis and Discussion 
 

The items (1 to 8) tested teachers’ practical experience of using the interactive whiteboard. The statements 
examined how teachers perceived the Smart Board and how they used it in the English language classes. These 
items also examined teachers’ ways of teaching whether they changed their method or not. The items (9 to 13) 
tested teachers’ opinions about schools’ administration role in implementing Smart Board in the schools. The 
items (14 to 19) examined teachers’ attitudes towards ongoing technical support. Moreover, how technical 
support facilitated the use of the Smart Board inside the classrooms. The statements (20 to 25) elicited teachers’ 
personal views on how they saw their students and if the use of the interactive whiteboard engaged, motivated 
students, enriched their  learning. These twenty-five items converted into numbers and bar graphs to facilitate 
analysis, discussion and interpretation as follows: 
 

Figure (4.1.1) 
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Figure and Table (4.1.1) show that forty-three respondents about 95.5 % used Word, PowerPoint, and PDF file, or 
flash video in the English language classes. One disagreed and another was neutral. These two respondents 
presented 4.4 % of the sample. This means that teachers use traditional ways with new technology instead of 
using new methods. That high value of using these programs, Word; PowerPoint; PDF; or Flash videos, indicates 
that teachers do not use interactive digital learning resources in the English language lessons. Smart Board offers 
more than simply information delivery in the form of PDF, PowerPoint, Word, or flash videos. 
 

Figure (4.1.2) 
 

 
 

In figure two (4.1.2), about 60% of the subjects were satisfied that they used the interactive whiteboard just as 
presentational tool for teaching English language. Twelve teachers were not satisfied and six teachers were 
neutral. So there is a need to incorporate IWB as a teaching and learning tool. 

 

Figure (4.1.3) 
 

 
 

Table (4.1.3) shows that forty subjects used the conventional approaches with a new technology such as the Smart 
Board. Two teachers were neutral and three teachers disagreed.  
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Figure (4.1.4) 

 

 
 

Table (4.1.4) shows that about 55.5% of teachers sometimes struggled to manage the Smart Board. Nine teachers 
were neutral and eleven disagreed. More than half of the subjects faced some problem with the Smart Board in 
English language classes. Only eleven teachers out of forty-five answered ‘disagree’. 
 

Figure (4.1.5) 
 

 
 

According to table (4.1.5), 46.7% agreed that they depended on students to solve some Smart Board’s problems 
when they occurred. About 15% of respondents were neutral and 37.8% disagreed. In addition, sometimes 
learners even taught their teachers about interactive whiteboard’s (IWB’s) tools. 

 

Figure (4.1.6) 
 

 
 

Figure & Table (4.1.6) demonstrate web-learning resources usage during the English language classes. The table 
lists sixteen teachers used web-learning resources and eight teachers were neutrals. About 46.7% did not use web-
learning resources in their English language classes.  
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Figure (4.1.7) 

 

     
  

Table7 Figure (4.1.7) illustrate that about 42.2% of teachers agreed and 51.1% disagreed that they had workload 
schedules. Only three teachers (6.7%) remained neutral. So about half of the English language teachers develop 
themselves and learn about the Smart Board on their own. On the other hand, nearly a half of teachers complained 
about workload schedules. 

Figure (4.1.8) 
 

 
      

Table and Figure (4.1.8) show that about 75.6% responses were ‘disagree’, 8.9% neutral and 15.6% agree. 
 

Figure (4.1.9) 
 

 
 

Table and Figure (4.1.9) illustrate responses to item nine. The initial training dose, for new teachers using the 
Smart Board, is inadequate. Thirty-four respondents agreed and only four respondents disagreed. In addition, 
there were seven neutral. This indicates that teachers need new technical skills. The rapid pace of technology 
change requires training. 
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Figure (4.1.10) 
 

 
 

Table and Figure (4.1.10) show that there was no in-service training on how to integrate Smart Board into English 
language teaching. Thirty-four (75.6%) of respondents agreed. 15.6% of the respondents disagreed and 8.9% were 
neutral.  

Figure (4.1.11) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.11) show that 68.9% of respondents agreed. Nine respondents were neutral (20.0%). Only 
five respondents, represented 11.1%, disagreed that there was no professional development program for teachers 
to upgrade their skills of using computer. This reveals that there was some computer training programs. However, 
most of the subjects thought that it were not professional development programs. A few respondents thought that 
teachers received training on computer skills.  
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Figure (4.1.12) 

 

 
  

In the Figure and Table (4.1.12), more than half of the respondents answered “Agree”. Nine teachers were neutral 
and eleven teachers disagreed about the lack of adequate educational software. This emphasizes that there is a 
lack of interactive digital learning resources to be used with interactive whiteboard.    
 

Figure (4.1.13) 
 

 
 

As seen in Figure and Table (4.1.13), 66.7% of teachers agreed that there was no shared vision among the staff 
concerning how the Smart Board to be used for teaching English language. Yet, 6 disagreed and nine teachers 
were neutral. Teachers worked individually to integrate Smart Board into teaching and learning.  

 
 

Figure (4.1.14) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.14), show that 34 subjects (75.6%) answered ‘Agree’. Seven respondents (8.15%) , 
‘disagree’ and only four respondents were neutral. These results emphasize that the technical support is not 
always available in the classroom when there are some problems with Smart Board. 
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Figure (4.1.15) 

 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.15) indicate that 62.2% of the respondents agreed, 22.2% of the respondents disagreed and 
15.6% of the respondents were neutral. In terms of numbers, these results indicate technicians are not enough to 
deal with all classrooms demands. 

 

Figure (4.1.16) 
 

 
 

In Figure and Table (4.1.16)   more than half of the respondents (55.6%) believed that technical support was not 
helpful to give technical in-service training on Smart Board for teachers. Some teachers (15.6%) took neutral 
position while (28.9%) did not believe that Technical Support was helpful.   

 
Figure (4.1.17) 
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Figure and Table (4.1.17), show that 73.3% of teachers responded ‘agree’. Teachers who responded ‘neutral’ and 
disagree’ were equal 13.3%.  The highest score of the respondents indicates that, teachers believed that students 
needed training on how to utilize the Smart Board for learning English language.  

 

Figure (4.1.18) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.18) indicate that 39(86.7%) respondents agreed, three respondents were neutral and three 
respondents disagreed. The highest percentage (86.7%) indicates that teachers had computer literacy, which 
would enable them to know whether computer software was up to date or not updated. 

 

Figure (4.1.19) 
 

  
 

Figure and Table (4.1.19) show that there one respondent disagreed and a respondent was neutral. Most of the 
respondents (95.6%) responded ‘agree’, that schools’ IT department block downloading videos and some 
websites such as youtube.com.  As consequence, any content related to youtube.com already is blocked. Most 
educational websites, however, and their multimedia contents link to youtube.com. 

 
Figure (4.1.20) 
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Table and Figure (4.1.20) indicate that 71.1% of teachers agreed that students’ motivation to learn English 
language is low. Seven teachers, who represented 15.6%, disagreed and six teachers represented 13.3% were 
neutral. Those statistics indicate that teachers encounter a high challenge on how to motivate their learners to love 
and acquire English language.      

 

Figure (4.1.21) 
 

 
 

Table (4.1.21) shows that 48.9% of the respondents ‘agreed’, 15.6% were ‘Neutral’ and 35.6% ‘disagree’ that 
students were reluctant to participate in Smart Board’s activities. Those statistics reflect the previous assumption 
about students’ motivation 

 

Figure (4.1.22) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.22) illustrate that there were different opinions about students’ use of Smart Board in their 
learning English language. While 31.1% of the respondents agreed, 46.7% of the respondents disagreed that 
students never use Smart Board in their learning of English language. Ten teachers (22.2%) remained neutral.    

Figure (4.1.23) 
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Figure and Table (4.1.23) show opinions about students engagement in English language Classes. (11, 24.4%) 
subjects ‘disagree’,   (29, 64.4%) subjects were 'neutral’ and (5, 11.1%).These statistics reveal to some extent 
that interactive whiteboard enhances students’ engagement in the English language classes. 

 

Figure (4.1.24) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.24), illustrate that 68.9% of respondents agree that students did not access a variety of 
learning resources and educational websites for their English language classes. Six respondents (13.3%) were 
neutral and eight respondents (17.8%) disagreed 

Figure (4.1.25) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.25) show that twenty-seven respondents 60.0% agreed, six respondents (13.3%) were 
neutral, and twelve respondents (26.7%) disagreed that students knew how to use technology; sometimes they 
changed Smart Board’s setting to disrupt the English classes.  

 
Figure (4.1.26) 
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Table (4.1.26) represents teacher factor, which includes the items from one to eight. The table and bar graph 
indicate that more than half (55%) of the respondents responded, “agree’, 11.1% of the respondents were neutral 
and 33.9% of the respondents responded “disagree” 
 

 

Figure (4.1.27) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.27) represents School factor that includes the items from nine to thirteen. The table and 
graph indicate that more than 68% of the respondents responded, “agree’, 16.9% of the respondents were neutral 
and 14.7% of the respondents responded “disagree”. 

 

Figure (4.1.28) 
 

 
 

Figure and Table (4.1.28) represents Technical Support factor, which includes the items from fourteen to 
nineteen. The table and bar graph show that more than 74% of the respondents responded, “agree’, 10.4% of the 
respondents were neutral and 14.8% of the respondents responded “disagree”. 

Figure (4.1.29) 
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Figure and Table (4.1.29) represent Student Factor, which involves the items from twenty to twenty-five. The 
table and bar graph indicate that more than 50% of the respondents responded, “agree’, 14.8% of the respondents 
were neutral and 34.4% of the respondents responded “disagree”. 
 

Table (4.1.30)    
 

Answer  Frequency  Percent Value 
Agree 691 61.4 3081 
Neutral 146 13.0 438 
Disagree 288 25.6 497 
Total 1125 100.0  

 
 

Table (4.1.30) represents the general results of all items of the questionnaire. The table and pie chart (30) illustrate 
that more than 60% of the respondents responded, “agree’, 13% of the respondents were neutral and 25.6% of the 
respondents responded “disagree”. The largest piece of the pie represents agreed respondents. 
 

The total number of the frequencies was 1125. Only 288 of the frequencies disagreed and one hundred and forty-
six (146) of the frequencies were natural. The biggest number was 691, “agree” responses. Those numbers 
indicate that there are difficulties in the use of interactive whiteboard in the English language classes.  
 

5.0 Conclusion 
 

5.1 Summary 
 

Based on data analysis, Jeddah Schools’ English language teachers face challenges when they use Interactive 
Whiteboard (IWB) in English language classes. These challenges are due to many reasons. Those reasons are 
teachers’ lack of computer competency, breakdown in the common understanding of the schools’ goals among 
those who hold the decision-making power, ongoing technical support is insufficient and the learners are more 
familiar with technology than their teachers are. Techno-savvy learners might be a challenge to teachers, who are 
incompetent users of computer. Those challenges interact to hinder IWB integration into teaching and learning 
English language.  
 
The study recommends that teachers need continuing pedagogical support and technical support. The schools’ 
administration should have a clear vision concerning the smart board, providing materials and resources. The 
number of the team of technicians should be increased. Moreover, teachers should be aware of digital learners’ 
needs.    
 

5.2 Findings 
 

The findings of this study show many challenges that teachers face when using interactive whiteboard. Those 
challenges are categorized into four categories. 
 

5.2.1 Teacher Factor 
 

1. There is a big gap between teachers’ practice and pedagogical framework of the Smart Board. They use 
teacher-centered approach and Presentation Practice Production (PPP) format of lesson with Smart board. 

2. Teachers use Smart board as a presentational tool for teaching English language classes. 
3. Teachers adhere to conventional approach (teacher-centered approach). 
4. Nearly half of the English language sample teachers face difficulties to manage Smart Board. 
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5. Teachers lack knowledge about troubleshooting of Smart Board. 
6. More than forty-two percent of teachers complain about their busy schedules. 
7. More than 35% of teachers do not use web-learning resources in English language classes.  
8. More than 15% of teachers lack computer competency.  

 

5.2.2 Schools’ Administration Factor 
 

1. Schools’ Administration does not have a clear vision concerning Smart Board. 
2. Schools’ Administration does not provide periodical pedagogical support concerning interactive 

whiteboard. 
3. Schools’ Administration provides insufficient interactive learning materials (software) - Schools suffer 

from shortage of supporting materials. 
4. Schools’ Administration provides  sufficient professional programs to raise teachers’ skills of using 

computer and Smart Board. Technicians did the training programs.  
5. Schools’ Administration provides an insufficient initial training regarding Smart Board. Once per school 

year is insufficient, particularly because the IWB is a new technology to both teachers and learners. 
 

5.2.3 Technical Support Factor 
 

1. The majority of teachers emphasize that technicians are not available when Smart Board’s problems 
occur. 

2. The number of technicians is a small to deal with all classrooms demands. 
3. Technicians are not helpful in training teachers to diagnose and eliminate problems of the Smart Board. 
4. IT departments limit the use of the Internet in classrooms. 
5. IT departments do not train students on how to utilize the Smart Board. 
6. Nearly all English language teachers complain about computer programs and anti-virus protection, which 

are not updated regularly, in the classroom. It is considered the biggest challenge, which impedes and 
affects teachers’ performance inside classrooms.  

 

5.2.4 Student Factor 
 

1. Teachers emphasize that learners’ motivation is low. This factor affects learning English language. 
2. Learners choose not to participate in interactive whiteboard’s activities. 
3. Teachers emphasize that more than thirty percentages of learners do not utilize Smart Board in their 

English language learning. 
4. The majority of students do not access educational websites. 
5. Sixty percentages of learners know better than teachers do about technology. They are competent users of 

technology. They can change Smart Board setting to disrupt the English language classes. They do not 
help teachers in troubleshooting too. 

 

Perhaps no one of those factors by itself  is a determining factor, the interaction of them; however, has a very 
profound effect on teachers’ performance. Those factors are considered key challenges by the researcher. 
 

5.3 Recommendations 
 

In the light of these findings the researcher recommends that technology such as Smart board should be used 
accurately in order to facilitate teaching and provide fun opportunities for learners to learn English language. The 
responsibility is shared between schools’ administration and teachers themselves to integrate the Smart Board into 
teaching and learning English language, and reduce the challenges when they occur: 
 

1. Teachers have to start with acquiring basic ICT skills. 
2. Smart Board should be installed in teachers’ rooms. This encourages and enhances cooperation among the 

Schools’ staff including English language teachers. 
3. Teachers should prepare themselves for the use of technology such as IWB in particular and ICT in 

general in the classroom. 
4. Teachers should have a clear idea of how a traditional classroom is different from classroom equipped 

with Smart Board.  
5. English language teachers should share ideas, resources and experiences to help develop professionally. 
6. Teachers should upgrade their knowledge and skills of using computer to minimize challenges when they 

occur inside the classroom. 
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7. Teachers should be aware of learners’ needs and their different learning styles. They should be 

accommodated in English language classes  
8. Teachers should read about Smart Board pedagogy – innovation in teaching and changing in methods to 

meet the needs of 21st century learners. 
9. Schools should provide strong pedagogical support as well as technical support.  
10. The number of technicians must be increased. 
11. Schools should not block downloading videos and websites such as youtube.com. 
12. Syllabuses should be transformed into software programs.  

 
References 
 
Almalki, G. & Williams, N. (2012), “A Strategy to Improve The Use of ICT in The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia Primary 

School.” International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications (IJACSA), Vol. 3. No. 10, 
2012. Flinders University Adelaide, Australia. 

Al-Mobark, A. Hussein (2005), Teachers’ Attitude Towards (CAELT)-Computer Assisted English Language 
Teaching. Thesis submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for an MA degree In ELT, supervised 
by Dr. Ibrahim M. Al Faki. College of Graduate Studies, Nile Valley University, Sudan. 

Aytekin, I. & Abdul-Aziz, A. F. & Barakat, H. H. & Abdel-Rahman, A. M. (2012), “Saudi Secondary Teachers 
Attitudes’ Towards Using Interactive Whiteboard In Classrooms.” The Turkish Online Journal of Educational 
Technology (TOJET), July 2012, volume 11 Issue 3 

Armstrong, V. & Barnes, S. & Sutherland, R. & S. Curran & Mills, S. & Thompson (2005), ‘Collaborative 
research methodology for investigating teaching and learning: the use of interactive whiteboard technology’ 
University Of Bristol, UK; Whitehall Primary School, UK; Teyfant Community School, UK; Sheldon School, 
UK. Educational Review, Vol. 57, No. 4, November 2005.  

Becta (2007), ‘Harnessing Technology schools survey’ July 2007 By Sarah Kitchen, Steven Finch, Rupert Sinclair & 
National Centre for Social Research (NatCen) http://www.becta.org.uk © Becta 2007 Becta Research 

Becta (2003), ‘What the research says about interactive whiteboards’. Available at: http://www.becta.org.uk/research. 
Accessed 15th June 2003. BECTA= British Education Communication and Technology Association 

Becta  (2000), It’s white in front of you! Available at: http://top.ngfl.gov.uk/content.php3?content/d958737537. 
Accessed 15th June 2003. 

BELL, M. A. (2002), Why use an interactive whiteboard? A baker’s dozen reasons!Teachers.Net Gazette, 3 (1), 
January 2002. http://teachers.net/gazette/JAN02/mabell.html (Accessed 22 January 2003). 

BBC Radio 4 (2004) For Teachers- Radio Programmes: Innovation in Teaching, new directions  
http://bbc.com.uk/englishlanguage/innovationinteaching/  

Beatty, K. (2003), Teaching and researching computer-assisted language learning. New York: Longman. 
Bartlett, F. C. (1932), Remembering: An experimental and Social Study. Cambridge University Press. 
Bingimlas, K.A. (2009). “Barriers to the Successful Integration of ICT in Teaching and Learning Environments: A 

Review of Literature,” Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 
235-245, 2009. 

Brush, T. & Saye, J. (2010), “Implementation and Evaluation of Student Centered Learning Unit: A Case Study”, 
Thomas Brush – Arizona & John Saye – Auburn University, Running Head. Educational Technology Research 
and Development, Vol. 48, No. 3 

Charalambos Vrasidas, Gene V. Glass. (2005). 'Preparing Teachers to Teach with 
Technology'.(ed.).http://books.google.com.sa/books?id=vnYHqHHPxqgC&pg=PA5&lpg=PA5&dq=old+curri
cula. (Retrieved Jan.2014) 

Campbell, C. & Martin, D. (2010), ‘Interactive Whiteboards and the First Year Experience: Integrating IWBs into 
Pre-service Teacher Education’ Chris Campbell The University of Notre Dame Australia,  Dona Martin, La 
Trobe University Australian Journal of Teacher Education. This Journal Article is posted at Research Online. 
http://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol35/iss6/5  

Christina C.W.Han (2003), “Challenges of Using ICT in Hong Kong Early Childhood Settings”. School of Early 
Childhood Education. Hong Kong Institute of Education. 10, Lo Ping Road, Tai Po, Hong Kong. 

 
 
 
 



American International Journal of Social Science                                                              Vol. 3 No. 2; March 2014 

156 

 
Chen, C. Emily (2013), Instructor: “Computer Assisted Language Learning and Teaching”, Department of English. 

National Kaohsiung First University of Science and Technology, Taiwan, date of access 
15/2/2013http://www.ict4lt.org/en/en_mod1-4.htm,  
http://www.thirteen.org/edonline/concept2class/constructivism/index_sub6.html  

            Concept to Classroom, date of access 15/2/2013 
Dwyer, B. M. (2002). “Training Strategies for the Twenty First Century”. Using Recent Research on learning to 

enhance Training Innovations in Education & Teaching. International 39:4, 2002, pp. 265-270. 
Dwyer, S. (2006), “The English Teacher as Facilitator and Authority” TESL-EJ, Volume 9, Number 4March 2006 
European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education (2001), “Information and Communication 

Technology (ICT) in Special Needs Education (SNE)” November 2001, www.european-agency.org  
Egbert, J. L. (2005). Conducting research on CALL. In J. L. Egbert & G. M. Petrie (Eds), CALL research perspectives 

(pp. 3-8). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Egeberg, G & Wølner, T. A. (2011), inal report: “Board or bored?” The Norwegian Centre for ICT in Education 

(www.iktsenteret.no) 
Faerch, C. and G. Kasper (1983), ‘Plan and strategies in foreign language communication’ in C. Fraech and G. 

Kasper (Eds.). Pp. 20-60. Longman: London.  
Freeman, D. Larsen (2011), “Techniques and Principles in Language Teaching”, 2011, with M. Anderson. Third 

Edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Glover D. & Miller D. (2001), Running with technology: “The pedagogic impact of the large scale introduction of 

interactive whiteboards in one secondary school.” Journal of Information Technology for Teacher Education 
10, 257–276. Goldman S.R. (2003) Learning in complex domains: when and why do multiple representations 
help? Learning and Instruction 13, 239–244. 

Glover D. & Miller D. & Averis, D. (2004), Enhancing Mathematics Teaching through new technology: “The use of 
interactive whiteboard,” Summary of report made to Nuffield foundation on completion of a funded two year 
project (April 2002-March 2004). On-line version at http://www.keele.ac.uk/depts/ed/iaw/nuffield.htm.  

Glover D. & Miller D. (2003). "What Researchers say about Interactive Whiteboards".  
http://www.hpedsb.on.ca/ec/services/cst/elementary/math/documents/whiteboards_research.pdf. (Retrieved 
Jan2104) 

Hussain, I. and Safar, M. (2008), Role of Information Technology in Teaching Learning Process: “Perception of the 
Faculty.” Department of Education-International Islamic University, Islamabad, PAKISTAN. 

Hussein, O. A. (2009), “Using Computers in Teaching English Consonant Pronunciation.” A thesis submitted for 
fulfillment of Master Degree in English Language Teaching, supervised by Dr. Amna Mohamed Bedri. Faculty 
of Education, Graduate College, Al-Neelain University, Sudan 

Hedge, T. (2000), “Teaching and Learning in the Classroom.” Oxford University Press 
Hashemi, S. Sofkova (2011), Final Report Nordic SMART–Sweden, “Text Competencies and Interaction in 

Technology-Enhanced Classrooms Enriching and Developing Subject-Didactics with Interactive Whiteboard 
in Focus”, University West. Nordic SMART School project October 2011 

Hamedto E. Hamedto (2005), “The Effectiveness of ‘CALL’ in improving Vocabulary Acquisition and Reading 
Comprehension among Students of Secondary Schools and Institutes.” A Thesis Submitted in partial 
fulfillment of the requirement for the degree of master in Applied Linguistics, supervised by Dr. Greeb Alla 
Hajo Hamdoun Moudawi . Nile Valley University, College of Graduate Studies, Sudan. 

Heather J. Smith, Steve Higgins, Kate Wall & Jen Miller (2005). “Interactive whiteboards: boon or bandwagon?” 
A critical review of the literature, Centre for Learning and Teaching, School of Education Communication and 
Language Sciences, University of Newcastle upon Tyne, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK. Blackwell Publishing Ltd 
2005 Journal of Computer Assisted Learning 21, pp91–101 

Higgins S. (2003), Does ICT Improve Learning and Teaching in Schools? British Educational Research Association, 
Nottingham. 

Harmer, J. (2008), The Practice of English Language Teaching, 4th Edition - Person Longman 
Harmer, J. (1998), How to Teach English. Longman, 1998. 
Haycroft, J. (1979), An Introduction to English Language Teaching, Longman Handbooks for Language Teachers 
John P. Cuthell, PhD (2003), ‘Interactive Whiteboards: new tools, new pedagogies, new learning? Reflections from 

teachers’. This paper forms part of the Interactive Whiteboard project, sponsored by Promethean, Ltd in 
collaboration with MirandaNet, MirandaNorth and Virtual Learning. www.promethean.co.uk , 
www.mirandanet.ac.uk , www.mirandanorth.org.uk www.virtuallearning.org.uk 



© Center for Promoting Ideas, USA                                                                                                 www.aijssnet.com 

157 

 
Jeffrey P. Landry, Bruce M. Saulnier and Tereasa A. Wagner (2008), From Teaching to Learning: Learn-Centered 

Teaching and Assessment in Information System Education. Journal of Information System Education, Vol. 
19(2) 

Julian, S. & Philip, P. &Richard, V. (2004), E-learning: Planned and Emergent Strategies. Proceeding of the 12th 
European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS). Turku School of Economics and Business 
Administration, Turku, Finland. 

Kent, P. (2004a). E-teaching-the elusive promise. Paper presented at the Society for                                                           
Information Technology and Teacher Education International Conference 2004, Atlanta.GA, USA. 

Kent, P. (2004b, 6-8 July, 2004). E-teaching-interactive whiteboards: Technology used to enhance effective pedagogy 
– creating a significant impact on classroom practice and student learning. Paper presented at the Australian 
Computers in Education Conference, Adelaide 2004. 

Kern, R. (2006). “Perspectives on Technology in Learning and Teaching Languages”. Richard Kern, University of 
California, Berkeley, California, United States. TESOL QUARTERY Vol. 40, No. 1, March 2006 

Kennewell, S.( 2001), Interactive whiteboards – yet another solution looking for a problem to solve? Information 
Technology in Teacher Education, 39,Autumn 2001, pp.3-6. 

Levy P. (2002), Interactive whiteboards in learning and teaching in two Sheffield schools: a developmental study. 
Available at: http://www.shef.ac.uk/eirg/projects/wboards. Accessed 20th June 2003.  

Levy, M. (1997), CALL: Context and conceptualization. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Lisa K. Kervin & Mantei, J. (2007), “Looking for clarity amongst the challenges faced by teachers as they consider 

the role of ICT in classroom literacy learning experiences,” University of Wollongong. Faculty of Education – 
Paper. Research online 

Mohammed, A. Haroon (2011), Researching the Effect of Computer-Assissted Language Learning On Learning and 
Teaching Environment. A thesis submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the requirement for M.A in Applied 
Linguistics (ELT), supervised by Dr. Mohammed Alfaki. College of Post Graguate Studies, Nile Valley 
University, Sudan. 

Michael J. Weimer (2001), “The Influence of Technology Such as a SMART Board Interactive Whiteboard on Student 
Motivation in the Classroom,” West Noble Middle School Ligonier, Indiana Winter 2001 

MinneWITESOL Journal, Volume 24, 2007 www.minnewitesoljournal.org Volume 24, 26, 28, 28, 2007 
Miller D. & Glover D. (2002), “The interactive whiteboard as a force for pedagogic change: the experience of five 

elementary schools in an English authority.” Information Technology in Childhood Education Annual 2002, 1 
5–19. 

Makerere University (2001), Tutorial Paper: ‘What is Information and Communication Technology?’ University 
Library ICT Awareness Workshop 6-7 July 2001. 

Osin, L. (1998), ‘Computers in Education in Developing countries: Why and How?’ Education and Technology Series, 
Notes. Vol, 3. No. 1, 1998. 

Oyaid, A. A. (2009), Education Policy in Saudi Arabia and Its Relation to Secondary Teachers “Ict Use, Perceptions, 
and views of the Future of ICT in Education”. 2009, University of Exeter. 

Paul, D. (2003). “Teaching English to children in Asia”. Hong Kong: Longman Asia. 
Piaget, J. (1923), The Language and Thought of the Child. 
Pamela A. Solvie (2001), ‘The Digital Whiteboard As a Tool in Increasing Student Attention During Early Literacy 

instruction’, Morris Area Elementary School Morris, Minnesota Summer 2001. 
Rochette, L. C. (2007), “What Classroom Technology Has Taught Me about Curriculum, Teaching, and Infinite 

Possibilities”. English Journal Vol. 97, No. 2 Nov. 2007 
Robertson, C. & Acklam, R (2000), Action Plan for Teachers, a guide to teaching English. 

www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learningenglish  
Salinitri, G. & Smith, K. & Clovis, C. (2002), ‘The Aural Enabler: Creating a Way for Special Needs Kids to 

Participate in the Classroom lesson’. University of Windsor Winter 2002. 
Sait, S. M. & Al-Tawil, K. M. & Sanaullah, S. & Faheemuddin, M. (2006). “Impact of Internet Usage in Saudi 

Arabia: A Social Perspective,” IJITWE, vol., 2006. 
SCHUT. CHRISTINA RENEE. ( 2007). "STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF INTERACTIVE WHITEBOARDS IN A 

BIOLOGY CLASSROOM".  A. thesis in Life Science Education, Cedarville University. 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED499911.pdf. (Retrieved Jan.2014)  

SMITH, A. (1999), Interactive whiteboard evaluation. MirandaNet. 
http://www.mirandanet.ac.uk/pubs/smartboards.htm (Accessed 22 January 2003). 



American International Journal of Social Science                                                              Vol. 3 No. 2; March 2014 

158 

 
Somyurek, S. & Atasoy, B. & Ozdemer, S. (2008), Board’s IQ: “What makes board smart?”. Deparment of 

Computer Education and Instructional Technologies, Gazi University, L Blok No: 303, Besevler, Ankara, 
Turkey. 

Salehi, Z. & Salehi, H. (2012), Integration of ICT in Language Teaching: “Challenges and Barriers”. Faculty of 
Literature and Humanities, Najafabad Branch, Islamic Azad University, Najafabad, Isfahan, Iran. 2012 3rd 
international Conference on e-Education, e-Business, e-Management and e-Learning. IPEDR vol.27 (2012). 
IACSIT Press, Singapore. 

SMART Technologies Inc. White Papers 2012, www.smarttech.com White Papers are informational purpose and 
action research concern IWBs 

SMART Technologies Inc. (2006) Interactive Whiteboards and Learning Improving student learning outcomes and 
streamlining lesson planning, March 2006 SMART Technologies Inc. 

Sait, S. M. & Tawil, K. & Sanaullah, M. S. & M. Faheemuddin (2006), “Impact of Internet Usage in Saudi Arabia: 
A Social Perspective,” IJITWE, vol., 2006. 

Thomas, S. Kuhn (2012). “The Structure of Science Revolution”, 2010, p. 310. 
Thomas, M. & Schmid, E. Cutrim (2010), Interactive Whiteboards for Education: Theory, Practice and Practice, 

Chapter 6, ‘The Impact of Interactive Whiteboards on Classroom Interaction and Learning in Primary Schools 
in the UK’, by Steven Higgins, University of Durham. Information Science Reference, Hershy. New York. 

TED Technology Education Designs (2013), Date of access 15/2/2013.  
http://www.instructionaldesign.org/index.html   

UNESCO, October 2001, “Teacher Education Through Distance Learning Technology - Curriculum - Cost – 
Evaluation,” Summary of Case Studies, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Chile, China, India, Mongolia, Nigeria, South 
Africa (two studies), United Kingdom, Education Sector, Higher Education Division, Teacher Education 
Section in cooperation with E-9 Initiative- UNESCO editorial co-ordination: Ratimir Kvaternik 

UNESCO (2002), Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in Teacher Education - A planning Guide 
©Division of Higher Education 

UNESCO (2002), Information and Communication Technology ( ICT) in Teacher Education - A curriculum For 
Schools and Programme of Teacher Development ©Division of Higher Education, Printed in France 

Vrasidas, C. & Gene, V. Glass (2005). “Preparing Teacher to Teach with Technology”. (HC) p. 5, Part One, 2005. 
Vrasidas, C., Pattis, I., Panaou, P., Antonaki, M., Aravi, C., Avraamidou, L. and Theodoridou, K. (2010), 

“Teacher Use of ICT: Challenges and Opportunities”. CARDET-University of Nicosia & CARDET-Open 
University of Cyprus. 

Virtual Learning (2003b), “Interactive whiteboards: new tools, new pedagogies, new learning: some views from 
practitioners”. Available at: http://www.virtuallearning.org.uk/whiteboards/Views_from_practitioners.pdf 
Accessed 12th November 2003. 

Virtual Learning (2003c) How do interactive whiteboards enhance learning? Available at: 
http://www.virtuallearning.org.uk/whiteboards/Learning_theories.pdf.  Accessed 12, November 2003. 

Walker, D. (2002).White enlightening. Times Educational Supplement, 13 September 2002.  
http://www.hpedsb.on.ca/ec/services/cst/elementary/math/documents/whiteboards_research.pdf. (Retrieved 
Jan. 2014) 

Walker, D. (2003). Quality at the dockside. 
http://www.hpedsb.on.ca/ec/services/cst/elementary/math/documents/whiteboards_research.pdf. TES Online. 3 
January 2003. pp.66-67. 
http://www.hpedsb.on.ca/ec/services/cst/elementary/math/documents/whiteboards_research.pdf. (Retrieved 
Jan. 2014) 

Way, J. & Lilly, E. & Ruster, C. & Sophie, A. & Mauric, L. & Ochs, L. (2009), Symposium: ‘Interactive 
Whiteboards and Pedagogy in Primary Classrooms’. Australian Association for Research in Education - 
Annual conference 2009 Canberra. 

Warschauer, M. (1999a).CALL vs. electronic literacy: “Reconceiving technology in the language classroom.” 
Retrieve December 2, 2005, from http://cilt.org.uk/research/resfor2/warsum.htm  

Widener, J. & Gérard, F. (2000) ‘A SMARTer Way to Teach Foreign Language: The SMART Board™ Interactive 
Whiteboard as a Language Learning Tool’. Fabienne Gérard, French Instructor, Cary Academy, Cary, NC, 
U.S.A. Ph.D. Candidate, La Sorbonne Nouvelle, Paris. France fgerard@trinity.nyc.ny.us Jamey Widener, 
Spanish Instructor, Cary Academy, Cary, NC, U.S.A. 
 


