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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to learn more about how Norwegian teachers use ICT and digital
skills in English classes, and to examine their reflections around the use of various tools and
approaches in second language learning. The goal was to gain more insight into how ICT is

used within a pedagogical frame in English teaching in Norway.

The method applied is a quantitative digital survey among 24 teachers of English from
primary and lower secondary schools in different parts of Norway. Qualitative data were
gathered from three focus group interviews which were carried out among 14 English teachers
in primary and lower secondary school from a selected part of Norway. The quantitative
survey was chosen in order to collect background information, followed by focus group
interviews to gain insight into attitudes and descriptions of classroom practice. The questions
in the survey and focus interview guides were both based on the digital skills stated in the
English curricula, in addition to some general questions about the use of digital tools and

educational digital resources.

The findings show that teachers use ICT in a varied manner in their teaching as far as they can
considering time restrictions, their own competence and the availability of ICT tools in their
schools. A major trend is that ICT is used mostly for writing and presentations in lower
secondary school. Another significant feature was the use of “drill and practice” exercises for
listening and speaking, and for vocabulary or grammar training. These results correspond to
other findings in recent research about ICT in Norwegian English teaching. Project work was
reported to be used rather seldom, and in ordinary English lessons, there was very little use of
authentic communication with other English speaking people outside the classroom. The few
exceptions were organized through in-depth English studies by using “ePals”, or as part of a

whole school project, such as “Comenius”.

According to the responses, the course book still plays a predominant role in teaching, and
digital exercises related to the course book web site are frequently used. Several teachers
report that they learn more by sharing experiences and teaching each other, rather than
attending external courses with little relevance to the situation in class. There was a great
interest and demand for useful educational resources on the net, and for more knowledge on

the use of ICT in class.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1.The digital generation

The generation growing up today are “multitaskers” and use a great variety of technological
tools such as computers, i pods, and cell phones, and they communicate in a different way
than the previous generation. They are used to social media such as Facebook and Twitter,
they blog, comment on each other’s information and instantly share thoughts and images with
each other. The students in school today are the so-called web 2.0 generation, a term which

describes the generation that has grown up surrounded by technology.

In schools, the use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has become
widespread providing handy tools for many teachers, also for those who teach English as a
second language (ESL). During the last two decades the use of digital technology to enhance
language skills has had an enormous development. There are unlimited, easily available
educational resources on the net. The use of ICT material makes it easier for ESL teachers to
differentiate teaching material in classes with several levels of proficiency. Modern
technology has made it possible to make use of a great number of language devices, such as
word games, reading exercises, interactive and self-corrective material, and given pupils the
possibility to listen to and communicate with authentic speakers of the language. English has
become a global language, and is used as a lingua franca in order to communicate across

cultures and language barriers.

1.2. Digital skills

In 2006 the Norwegian Ministry of Education introduced the term “digital skills” as an
obligatory element that was to permeate all subjects in the Norwegian national curricula, in a
document called the Knowledge Promotion. The digital skills are one of the five basic skills in
the Norwegian national school curricula, along with oral skills, reading, writing and
numeracy. A basic skill is defined as the basic prerequisites needed to be able to learn and
develop in school, the workforce and in social life in the 21 century (The Norwegian
Ministry of Education, 2012: 5).

As the basic use of technology has become integrated in schools, the question is no longer

how to use technology, but how to use technology within a pedagogical framework related to
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the subject aims. The English Subject Curriculum was revised in 2013, with a stronger focus
on digital skills. Although no specific methods are mentioned, the intention that digital tools

are to be integrated into the subject is reflected in the goals.

A large scale survey conducted by the European Commission in several European countries
ranked Norway to be among the top five countries in terms of student access to computers,
tablets and interactive whiteboards (European Commission 2013). This was confirmed in a
recent national survey, entitled “Monitor”, conducted by the Norwegian Centre for ICT in
Education: Norway is one of the countries in the world which has made ICT tools most
accessible in schools. During the past decades, Norwegian schools have invested in ICT tools,
programs and infrastructure, and measured in equipment and Internet user rate, the conditions
for creative use and learning outcomes using ICT have never been better (Monitor, Egeberg et
al., 2013).

In spite of the affluence in technology and the specific focus on digital skills, the survey
reveals that a majority of teachers in Norway still rely on course books as their main teaching
resource in contrast to other comparable countries such as Finland and Denmark. Although
the survey has provided valuable knowledge about how ICT is used in various subjects in
Norwegian school, one of the main conclusions is that there is still a need for further research
on how technology is used in general, including in specific subjects such as English (Monitor
2013: 152).With the results of the Monitor survey as a point of departure, my research aim

was to gain further insight into how ICT is used in English teaching in Norway.

1.3. Research question

The goal is to gain more insight into how ICT is used within a pedagogical frame in English

teaching in Norway, and my main research question is:

How do teachers in primary and lower secondary school use ICT in class, and how do

they relate their methods to the goals in the English curricula?

| explore this question in a digital survey and three focus group interviews which were carried
out among English teachers in primary and lower secondary school in Norway during the
school year of 2014.



1.4. The aim of the study

The aim of this study is to learn more about how Norwegian teachers use ICT and digital
skills in English classes, and to examine their reflections around the use of various tools and
approaches in second language learning.

Many teachers responsible for educating the generation of students today did not grow up
with the same exposure to technology as their pupils, and they feel challenged by rapid
technological changes and a constant stream of new devices. The term “digital immigrants” is
meant to portray a large body of today’s teacher generation as opposed to the young “digital
natives” who have grown up surrounded by technology (Prensky 2001). Although later
research has modified the notion that all young people are competent media users there is still
a gap between the extent that young people use technology in their spare time compared to the

way it is used in school (Erstad 2010).

My own interest in the field has grown as | have worked for several years as a teacher in
primary and lower secondary school in Norway and | have observed and experienced
extensive changes as a result of the development of technology. During the years 2005 to
2008 I was a member of “Learende Nettverk” (Learning Network) which was a collaborative
learning and sharing network of teachers who shared and developed ICT based material and
knowledge (Baltzersen 2009). This experience spurred my interest in the use of ICT in

language learning, and my desire to try out new technical devices in class.

1.5. Relevance

As the development of technology has grown more sophisticated, it has influenced more or
less all levels of society, including school. As a natural stage in the development of
technology, the focus is no longer on how to use technology in school, but how to integrate
technology into a meaningful pedagogical learning situation. In the recent revision of the
English Subject Curricula, new goals were specified with an explicit focus on digital skills
(LK13). Furthermore, in the revision of the framework for basic skills the term “to be able to
use digital tools” has been rephrased using the term “digital skills” (Norwegian Ministry of
Education and Research). This indicates a broader knowledge than just an operational
command of digital tools, with an ability to integrate and make use of digital resources in
order to master life in the 21% century, as elaborated in the UNESCO competency framework

for teachers:



The use of new technologies in education implies new teacher roles, new pedagogies
and new approaches to teacher education. The successful integration of ICT into the
classroom will depend on the ability of teachers to structure the learning environment
in new ways, to merge new technology with a new pedagogy, to develop socially
active classrooms, encouraging co-operative interaction, collaborative learning and
group work. This requires a different set of classroom management skills. The
teaching skills of the future will include the ability to develop innovative ways of
using technology to enhance the learning environment, and to encourage technology
literacy, knowledge deepening and knowledge creation. (UNESCO 2011)

The 20i3 Monitor survey concludes by claiming that digital skills will be naturally integrated
as the Web 2.0 generation become teachers themselves (Monitor 2013). On the other hand,
the situation today is that there is still a large number of teachers who have not grown up with
the same exposure to technology who are responsible for the current generation of students.
Furthermore, students who have recently graduated from teachers’ college report that they
have not received sufficient training in the use of ICT in teachers’ college, and claim that they
do not feel competent enough to use ICT in an extensive manner in class (Monitor: 2014). In
a recent article published in the Nordic Journal of Digital Literacy, the authors claim that
there is a tendency to launch new technologies in schools, such as interactive whiteboards,
without much research based evidence on whether they actually increase or enhance learning

(Gudmundsdottir et al. “Interactive technology. Traditional Practice?” 2014:28).

In relation to this, the Monitor research indicates that there is a need to investigate further how
ICT is used in schools, and also within the specific subjects in order to learn how teachers
perceive and relate to the use of ICT in class. The present study is therefore relevant as it can
shed light on how teachers are using ICT in English language learning classes in primary and

lower secondary school in Norway today.



2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH

In this section, I will first introduce a number of important terms and definitions, and then |
will place my research within a context of previous research done within this field both
internationally and in Norway. Finally, I will focus on the role of the teacher, as | have chosen
to focus on the use of ICT from the teachers’ perspective in their role as second language
educators in the classroom. The goal is to gain more insight into how ICT is used within a

pedagogical frame in English teaching in Norway.

2.1. Definitions

In order to explain how my research is conducted, it is necessary to elaborate on some of the
terms which will be used in the discussion. The first term defined is “digital skills” as this will
be used as the basis for my research questions. The second term is “digital literacy” which
concerns how new ways of learning have evolved as a result of the development of

technology.

2.2. Digital skills in the English Subject Curriculum

The Ministry of Education has implemented the use of ICT in the Norwegian national
curriculum. The goals and skills in the LK06 are the overarching guidelines for schools and

teachers. The digital skills in the English subject curricula are as follows:

Digital skills in English means being able to use a varied selection of digital tools,
media and resources to assist in language learning, to communicate in English and to
acquire relevant knowledge in the subject of English. The use of digital resources
provides opportunities to experience English texts in authentic situations, meaning
natural and unadapted situations. The development of digital skills involves gathering
and processing information to create different kinds of text. Formal requirements in
digital texts means that effects, images, tables, headlines and bullet points are
compiled to emphasize and communicate a message. This further involves using
digital sources in written texts and oral communication and having a critical and
independent attitude to the use of sources. Digital skills involve developing knowledge
about copyright and protection of personal privacy through verifiable references to
sources. (LKO06)

The focus in this research paper is on the general use of ICT in English language learning
along with the use of digital skills in English lessons. The requirements stated above have
formed the basis for the questions | have prepared for the research, and elaborate and define

the term “digital skills” as used in this paper. Digital skills are meant to be integrated and

10



permeate all the goals in the curricula and may be used to strengthen language learning,
communication and the knowledge of culture, society and literature, which are the three main
areas within the English Subject Curricula.

Although ICT is intended to be integrated in these three areas, there are only a few goals
mentioned in the English Subject Curricula where the use of digital tools is mentioned
explicitly from 2" to 10" grade. These goals are mentioned explicitly in the area of language

learning and communication.

Under “language learning” the students are meant to be able to: “find digital resources in their
experience of language” (2" grade); “use digital resources and other assistive aids in
exploring the language™ (4" grade); “use digital resources and other assistive aids in their own
language learning” (7™" grade); “choose various digital resources and other assistive aids and

use them in an independent manner in their own language learning” (10" grade).

The area “communication” was divided into oral and written communication when the
curriculum was revised in 2013. The only explicit digital goals are under the category
“written” communication; the students are meant to be able to “use digital tools to gather
information and experiment in creating texts” (4" grade); “use digital tools and other aids to
find relevant information and make various types of texts” (7" grade); “use digital tools and
formal requirements for information processing, text production and communication” (10"

grade).

The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training made a framework for digital skills in
2012, in order to help schools understand and integrate the basic skills in teaching. The grid
is an important basis to understand how schools may use ICT. The grid is divided into five

levels of proficiency, each describing what that level includes. (Digital framework: 2012).

2.3. Digital literacy

The term digital literacy is a complex and multifaceted term. The narrow definition includes
mastering simple technical use of ICT and digital skills, while a broader definition moves
from “mastering a simple use of ICT to exploring and solving more complex problems and
challenges” (Erstad: 2008, p188f as quoted in Hatlevik: 2009). Digital literacy is related to the

understanding of how to use ICT “in ways that go beyond reading, writing and arithmetic”. It
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involves more than words and covers “sounds, pictures and combinations — usually denoted

multimodal texts” (Arnseth et. al., 2007, p. 37, as quoted in Hatlevik).

In a language learning context the term “digital literacy” has evolved as a result of the
emerging use of technology in schools. The traditional English term literacy means the ability
to read and write. When the term is used in the plural form literacies or multiliteracies, this
indicates that texts appear in a broad context, and the monopoly of the printed or written word
on paper has been challenged (Lundahl 2009: 57). As computers facilitate and mix various
types of material, the written word is complemented with pictures, sound animation and
various types of interactivity (Svennson: 2008, p.65). For teachers of ESL, the new ways
students are expressing themselves by using technology has raised questions on how to access

and evaluate this knowledge.

The term ‘Postmodernism’ may be perceived as a philosophical trend which has influenced
art, architecture and literature during the past decades. The term may also be related to the
fragmented and multiple information flow in our society today. A crucial fact to take into
consideration is the explosive use of computers and the Internet during the past decades,
which in many ways has changed our traditional understanding of writing and reading skills
(Carl F. Dons 2008).

In relation to language use, the Internet supplies us with an abundance of information, and
there are a myriad of choices. Several studies show that children today include digital
technologies in their interplay, and they move among several technologies such as mobile
phones, game consoles and internet applications as they merge and influence each other
(Dons 2). Norwegian students spend a lot of time on the net, and a large number report that
they interact in English while using games on the net (Monitor: 2013).

Today, a teacher must have basic digital competence, but as the current generation of students
has grown up in a multimodal environment, their technological skills often surpass those of
their teacher. A pedagogical consequence of postmodernism is the promotion of a democratic
and dialogical interaction between teachers and students. In his article “Postmodernism,
Pedagogy, and Philosophy of Education” Clive Beck claims that in postmodern society, the
role of the teacher is more of a guide and facilitator, who does not have a monopoly on the

one and only “truth”, but who negotiates meaning with their students (1993:173).
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As technology has developed toward the users being producers and not only consumers, the
concepts of teaching and learning are changing. Students today have access to vast amounts of
information, and with access to Facebook, Flicr and YouTube they interact, send snapshots,
remix information, produce films and build collaborative knowledge. In this context, theorists
have viewed learning through a sociocultural perspective, emphasizing the importance of
digital skills and the central role of language as a knowledge constructor (Otnes: 2009, 92). In
this sense, teachers may learn a lot by letting the students’ digital knowledge relate more

towards work in school, as this is a part of students’ everyday life (Lundahl 61).
2.4. Walker & White’s framework

In relation to language learning, the co-existence of various digital devices in use today is
elaborated on by Aisha Walker and Goodith White in their book Technology Enhanced
Language Learning (2013). As “digital skills” is a broad term encompassing all subjects in
the curricula, | have decided to use Walker and White’s model as described below in order to
keep the analysis and discussion of the survey and interview results within the context of
language learning, and not the use of ICT in general. This was one of the main challenges in
this study, especially during the focus group interviews: to concentrate on digital skills and

ICT use specifically directed towards English as a second language.

As my main intention with this thesis is to gain insight into how teachers use ICT in English
lessons, the results of the survey and interviews will be descriptive. In my analysis of the
material, | will refer to Walker’s and White’s table of different phases of computer assisted
language learning and technology enhanced language learning and how these relate to

language learning theories (Figure 1).

Approach Structured CALL | Communicative Integrative CALL TELL
CALL Open CALL
Technology From mainframe to PC’s Multimedia, Internet Mobile devices, tablets,

mobile multiplayer games and

virtual worlds

English teaching
paradigm

Grammar translation-
audio lingual

Communicative
language teaching

Content based ESP/EAP

Communication,
interaction

View of language

Structural (A formal
structural system)

Cognitive (A mentally
constructive system)

Socio-cognitive (Developed
in social interaction)

Structural, cognitive, socio-
cognitive, adaptable.

Principal use of
technology

Drill and practice

Communicative
exercises

Authentic discourse

Normalized

Principal objective

Accuracy

Fluency

Agency

Autonomy within
community

View of learning

Behaviourism

Constructivism

Social constructivism
/situated learning

Connectivisim

Role of technology

Tutor

Tutee

Mediational tool

Environment, resource

Figure 1. An overview of the different phases of CALL and TELL and how they relate to language

learning (Walker & White 2013:10)
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The table gives an overview of how technology has developed and changed the way teaching
and learning has been perceived and how educational institutions have organized their
courses. Walker & White have discussed and modified earlier models and concepts of use of
ICT (Warschauer & Kern 2000, Bax 2003) and developed the table above to describe various
stages and how the role of technology has influenced education and language learning

theories.

In focus in their discussion are the terms CALL (Computer Assisted Language Learning) and
TELL (Technology Enhanced Language Learning). Walker & White claim they see a
movement from computer assisted language learning to technology enhanced language
learning, as they see technology not as assisting language learning, but as a part of the
environment in which language exists and is used (p 10). They maintain that “...as people
become accustomed to something new, the technology itself recedes and becomes simply a

normal part of the way that we do things...”(Bax as quoted in Walker &White, p. 3).

The sections in the table from right to left give a chronological description the development of
ICT in education. Since its early start in the 1970s with structuralistic drill and practice
programs, through the 1980s with personal computers in schools which encouraged
constructivist learning, to the paradigm shift in the 1990s with the internet influencing
communicative learning theories, today there is a ‘“normalized” integration of ICT in
education. This ‘“normalized” stage includes using ICT in an adaptable manner for
communication and interaction and may relate to structural, cognitive and socio-cognitive
learning theories. | chose this table as a support in my discussion and analysis when giving a
descriptive view of how ICT is used in language learning today. The stages of development

will be further elaborated in the following sections.
2.5. Research on ICT in language learning

In order to place my project within a practical and theoretical frame, | have looked into
previous literature written on the subject to grasp an overall idea of how ICT has been used
within language education. In her book Second language learning and language teaching
styles Vivian Cook claims there are several approaches to language learning today, and there
is no one single method that can be said to be better than another. This has relevance for
language teaching, which means that teachers should try a variety of approaches in order cater
the various learning styles of their students. In her description of the mainstream EFL style

(English as a foreign language) the key component is variety (2008:265). ICT has the

14



possibility of providing variation, and this is one of the main reasons why teachers use ICT in

their lessons.

The development of information and communication technology has led to changes in society
and influenced pedagogical views and theories of learning. (Svennson: 2008, Lundahl: 2009,
Lund: 2009). Today, there is a consensus that several language learning theories may be
applied, and in the following passages | will give a short overview of the trends and learning
theories that have been connected to the use of ICT since its early start. | include this broad
overview to show how technology has reshaped, and continues to reshape the form and
functions of school, and also the way learning is perceived, introducing new terms and
developing new ideas of knowledge. In addition to referring to international literature and
publications, | have looked further into secondary literature with a more particular focus on
Norwegian educational settings.

2.6. Learning theories

Research in the 1980s showed that development in speaking, reading and writing is not a
sequential process but that all four skills develop simultaneously and in an interrelated manner
(Sampson, 1986 as quoted in Camilleri et al., “Blogs: Web journals in language education”
2007: 16). Using ICT in English classes, teachers may draw on several resources which

stimulate all the language skills.

The use of computers in teaching and education is relatively new. Compared to the first
technological software, the use of computers in the classroom has developed and become
more sophisticated and multifaceted, and today there is a myriad of various programs to use

within education.

A short historical overview of the use of computers in language classrooms is traced in
Anders Lund’s chapter “A vare digital i engelsk” in Hildegun Otnes’ antology “A vere
digital i alle fag” (Otnes:2009). Lund distinguishes between three stages of development and
discusses them in the perspective of the learning theories relevant for the periods in which
they were launched. A similar description of pedagogical trends connected to the use of ICT
is described in Patrik Svennson’s (2008) “Sprak utbildning i en Digital Vérld”. The
development of computer technology from the early 1980s until the 21st century is reviewed
and shows that the area of learning and information technology is vast.
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The first educational software in language classrooms appeared in the late 1970s. This
software often consisted of multiple choice questions, repetitive tasks and drills and so called
“closed” exercises. The computer was viewed as a device that would help us to learn better
and more efficiently and computers were often used for repetitive exercises of spoken
language. This type of software has often been associated with a structuralistic view of

language learning (Otnes: 2009: 91).

A structuralistic view of language has its roots in behaviorism, and the psychologist Burrhus F.
Skinner's (1968) version of behaviorism emphasized operant conditioning, through which
behaviors are strengthened or weakened by their consequences (Svennson: 2008, p. 50). In
language learning programs today, the principle of automatic feedback is used in fill in
exercises such as vocabulary-learning, verb conjugation or preposition exercises. Other types
of exercises are gap filling in texts, answering simple reading comprehension questions or
recognizing language patterns. The benefit of these programs is their ability to provide instant
feedback which in turn strengthens each correct response from the student. Furthermore, the
vast range of exercises available make it easy for teachers to differentiate and tailor their
material in accordance with the student’s level of ability (Svennson 2008: 51).

The second stage of development was during the 1980s, when the technology became more
sophisticated, and software such as word processing, the use of statistics, games and
simulations were used to mediate or support language production. This second type of
software has often been related to a constructivist view of learning. A constructivist view of
learning evolved as a reaction against the simple behavioristic view of humans as passive
recipients of knowledge and is largely associated with the developmental psychologist Jean
Piaget. An important factor in Piaget's theory of cognitive development was that humans are
not passive recipients but active producers of their own knowledge by receiving, processing,
interpreting and storing knowledge in the human brain. This may be seen as the main element
in the wide range of constructivist theory which often is related to problem solving. In relation

to how technology has influenced the way we learn, an example is described in Svennson

The technological advances of the 1980’s and 1990’s have enabled designers to move
toward a more constructivist approach to design of instruction. One of the most useful
tools for the constructivist designer is hypertext and hypermedia because it allows for
a branched design rather than a linear format of instruction. Hyperlinks allow for
learner control which is crucial to constructivist learning...

(Mergel in Svennson, 2008, p. 40)
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The third and most marked change came in the 1990s with the Internet, which offered a
completely new means of communication through the World Wide Web. Lund explains that
the role of the user changed dramatically, and the concept of working with computers changed
to the concept of working through computers. Social media such as Facebook, Twitter,
YouTube, private web-pages, and blogging have changed how we use computers, and today,
users are active producers, not simply consumers of technology. This development in
technology is also reflected through the learning theories most commonly adapted to them.
Working with technology in the classroom today is often placed within a socio-cultural
perspective, with emphasis on communication and learning as a social practice, and also
within a constructivist perspective, where the use of language is seen as central in the
construction of knowledge (Otnes: 2009: 91-92).

A communicative view of learning is often related to socio-cultural learning theory, which
explains how knowledge is constructed and developed in relation to other people by social
interaction. A model often referred to is Lev Vygotsky’s “proximal zone of development”
(Pinter 2006:10). This theory refers to a child’s ability to work independently and the level the
child may reach with the help of an instructor. Another term often connected to this is
“scaffolding”, which denotes the instructions and support given to a learner in the process of
learning. Through “scaffolding” a teacher may adjust the levels of support needed by the
learner according to the learner’s potential. The term is often used within language learning,
and especially with reference to children learning to speak. Through the use of speech,
children are able to communicate with and learn from others through dialogue, and the verbal
scaffolding received from mothers and peers helps their cognitive growth. In the context of
ICT, socio-cultural theories have often been drawn upon to explain how project work and
collaborative work with ICT may strengthen the level of collaborative knowledge of the

participants.
2.7. Norwegian research on the use of ICT in education

The Norwegian Centre for ICT in Education was established by the government in 2010 to
promote development of ICT policy in schools. Every second year, large scale national
surveys have been conducted in order to examine the development of ICT. The center’s main

incentive is to reinforce and develop the use of ICT in Norwegian Schools.

Another interesting report is “Skolefagsundersokelsen 2009 which describes how ICT is

used in various subjects in lower secondary Norwegian schools. The report examined several
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subjects in school, and the research on the English subject was based on a survey sent to 124
teachers in Norway. The activities mostly used in 2009 by English teachers were digital text
production and digital presentations. In addition, but to a lesser extent, search for information
from the Internet, use of Learning Management Platforms and working with educational
resources related to the course book predominated. (Skolefagsundersgkelsen 2009, 55). ICT
used for digital communication and exchange of information were seldom used in English
lessons in Norway. The survey revealed that the main use of ICT in English lessons could be
divided into two main areas: ICT used for drill and practice, and ICT for production and

information processing (ibid. 161).

A future scenario is suggested in the report “Technology Outlook for Norwegian Schools
2013-2018” where the most important emerging technologies in education in Norway are
discussed. Some of the technologies are already in use or are expected to be introduced in
schools in the near future. They include tablet and smartphone usage which the report predicts
will be introduced in schools 1-2 years from now. Furthermore, the use of cloud computering
such as Google Apps, Skype, and other cloud-based resources as collaborative tools and
social media to communicate will become more common. In addition, the report describes
flipped classrooms, open educational digital resources, games and gamification and real time
machine translation, including touchscreens, haptic interfaces, voice, facial and emotional
recognition as technology which may appear in Norwegian schools (ICT Center:2013). On the
other hand, the report also reveals that several teachers experience that the digital equipment
does not always function in a satisfactory way, and a lot of time is wasted on technical
challenges. Furthermore, they refer to discussions about whether use of digital tools and
resources in school subjects give better learning outcomes or not (ibid, 7). In spite of this, they
call for further stimulation to use digital tools in school subjects as it contributes to varied

teaching and learning.

Today research on ICT use is also being carried out in so-called “pioneer” projects in a
number of schools that try out ICT projects, to learn from experience before they are
implemented in the general school system. There are several pilot projects schools in Norway
that are trying out ipads and tablets in their classrooms. There are also several national net-
based information and research sites concerned with the development of ICT in education.
One of them is the “Fremmedspraksenteret” which is specifically concerned with ICT within

L2 teaching, and provides a rich source of both research and lesson plan activities. Ikt.plan, is
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another national website which has started to develop and gather digital resources in
accordance with the curriculum goals for all subjects in primary and lower secondary school
(IktPlan. 2013). This concept has already become well established with the national web site
for upper secondary school, NDLA (National Digital Learning Arena). As technology
continues to develop and influence school and society, there is a constant need for research

and more knowledge on how to use technology to enhance learning.
2.8. The role of the teacher

In my research question | turn my attention to the teacher’s experiences of the use of
technology in connection with language learning. The constant development in technology is
changing the way we view knowledge, and this also affects the role of the teacher.

John Hattie, professor of education at the University of Auckland, has collected a significant
amount of information about learning and learning outcomes. As a result of almost 15 years
of work, based on 52000 international quantitative research studies, Hattie’s main conclusion

is that the teacher’s role in the classroom is essential in increasing learning outcomes (Hattie
2009:17).

In general Hattie claims that the use of computers can elicit engagement and positive attitudes
to learning and school. An analysis indicates that computers are used effectively when the
following factors are present; there is a diversity of teaching strategies, when there is pre-
training in the use of computers as a teaching and learning tool, when there are multiple
opportunities for learning (deliberative practice, increasing time on task) when the student is
in control of learning, when peer learning is optimized, and when feedback is optimized
(Hattie 2009: 221).

Another important factor in addition to feedback is motivation. In Annamaria Pinter’s book,
Teaching young language learners, the role of motivation is emphasized. She explains how
young learners are intrinsically motivated, which means that they enjoy the activities, and
they feel comfortable in the class environment. Young learners are motivated by a positive
attitude to English, and enjoy the process of learning for its own sake. As students grow
older, around the age of 11 or 12, extrinsic factors begin to influence their learning. Extrinsic
motivation comes from outside of the individual, and the motivation for learning the language
is external rewards, such as earning good grades, or getting a new job (Pinter 2006: 37). The

use of ICT in class is often related to motivational factors.
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In his article “Research on teaching secondary English with ICT”, Richard Andrews reviews
studies and research done mostly in England, and reviews various initiatives that were
conducted in schools from the early 1980s to the mid-1990s. He refers to a number of small-
scale gquantitative studies and a number of small-scale in-depth qualitative studies but claims
that there is no conclusive empiric research which documents that the use of ICT gives better
learning outcomes than ordinary traditional teaching (Andrews, as cited in “Teaching
Secondary English with ICT” by Adams and Brindley 2006: 132). On the other hand, he, like
Hattie, directs attention to the teacher: “... it may be that the teacher is the key figure for
pupils in terms of attitudes towards the use of ICT in English, at least in the curriculum and in
the classroom. ICT certainly can change the role of the teacher from instructor to facilitator in
some parts of the curriculum...” (ibid, p.34).

This review of literature places my project within a broader understanding of how the use of
ICT has been practiced, and traces the general theoretical framework which has been related
to the use of ICT in education. As | mentioned earlier, I will use Walker & White’s
framework in my analysis and discussion of the results of the survey and focus group

interviews.

3. METHOD

3.1. Introduction

In this section the methodology of the study and the materials used will be described in detail.
This study combines qualitative and quantitative methods, and consists of three focus group
interviews and a digital survey. Both the survey (Appendix no.1l) and the interview guide

(Appendix no.2) are included in full, except for the personalia.

In Research in second language classrooms Sandra McKay explains the distinction between
qualitative and quantitative research, and maintains that the methods may be used in
combination and supplement each other (McKay 2006:5). Language surveys are any studies
“that gather data on the characteristics and views of informants about the nature of language
or language learning through the use of oral interviews or written questionnaires” (Brown
2001 as quoted in McKay).
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3.2. Quantitative and qualitative research methods

The question of which method to choose is often determined by the aim of the research. If the
aim is to establish a broad understanding of a theme, a qualitative method is best. On the other
hand, if the aim is to gain a representative overview, quantitative methods are recommended
(Larsen: 2008 p. 23). In order to answer my research question about how teachers use ICT in
English classes | decided to use a mixed method approach using both qualitative and
quantitative methods aimed at teachers in primary and lower secondary school. The reason for
choosing a mixed methodology was to try to gain as much knowledge and current insight into
the use of ICT in English classes as possible within the scope and time limits of this paper.
Furthermore, this allowed me to supplement and triangulate the data in order to approach the
question from various perspectives (Larsen, p. 27). A quantitative survey was chosen in order
to collect background information, followed by focus group interviews to gain insight into

attitudes and descriptions of classroom practice.

The benefit of quantitative research is that it gives the possibility of counting and categorizing
responses and data may be presented in numbers and tables and shown in graphs to illustrate a
point. A digital survey is an easy and quick way to gather a lot of responses from a wide area
(ibid. p. 22)

A focus group interview produces qualitative data, as it is impossible to quantify or count
results. The intention of qualitative research is to gain further insight into how teachers use
ICT in English classes by using interview questions to examine both views and attitudes. A
focus group interview has the advantage of being able to go in-depth with questions being

asked, and to elaborate further on themes of interest (Wilkinson:2004).
3.3. Research design, scope and limitations

The quantitative research was conducted using a digital survey which was sent to a varied
selection of teachers around Norway. The qualitative data was collected in focus group

interviews with teachers from two local schools and a school in a neighboring municipality.

The time spent on designing and piloting the survey was approximately four weeks and the
total time conducting it was six weeks. During this period | sent out a reminder to the head
teachers after three weeks, which resulted in a higher response rate. The digital survey was on

the net from April 9" to May 16™ 2014. While the survey was being conducted | carried out
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three focus group interviews with a total of 14 English teachers from one primary and two

lower secondary schools.

Although the digital skills in the Knowledge Promotion curriculum cover both primary and
secondary education | decided to exclude upper secondary school from the scope of this
research. The upper secondary school system is administered by the counties and not the
municipalities which is the case for primary and lower secondary school. This leads to some
differences in the systems, amongst others that all students at upper secondary have access to
their own computer, which is not the case in primary and lower secondary school. As a
consequence there is a broader and more extensive use of ICT in upper secondary school, and
there has also been more research in this area in upper secondary school. My intention in this
project was to focus on primary and lower secondary in order to examine trends in the use of
ICT in English teaching. To my knowledge, current research on this area is rather limited

(Gully 2013), and therefore it would be interesting to examine this field.
3.4. Respondents

In order to gather guantitative data | conducted a digital survey using the external net based

survey program called “Survey Monkey”. The survey was sent to two schools in each of the
19 counties in Norway, comprising a total of 38 schools. The main reason for using a digital
survey was to gather answers from the average teacher in Norway, and to supplement the
information from the focus interviews. | was interested in the opinions and practice of the
average teacher, and wanted to find out which digital tools were used most frequently. I also
wanted the sample of respondents to be representative, in order to make the data
generalizable. The schools were chosen randomly within the county they represented. The
national curricula are used in the whole country, but there are no specific methods suggested
as it is decentralized and goal oriented. The goals and policy documents for school are made
by the government, but the realization of the goals is left up to the individual community,
school and teacher. This gives the teachers a lot of freedom to choose whichever method they
wish for their group of students, but at the same time leaves them a lot of responsibility in

terms of reaching the educational goals set by the government.

The qualitative data was obtained by conducting focus group interviews at three different

schools, one primary school and two secondary schools. This was to supplement the data from
the survey in order to approach the thesis question from various perspectives The participating

schools were affected by my familiarity with them, and were chosen within my own and
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neighboring municipalities. Due to the practical aspects of conducting the interviews, such as
being able to hold them during the teachers’ working hours, it was necessary to choose
schools within a close geographical area in order to be able to reach them physically. McKay
explains that selecting respondents based on necessity, rather than on the ideal random
sample, is described as “a sample of convenience”, which means that researchers use
participants they are able to get access to (McKay: 37). On the other hand, a special request
was made in my initial contact with the schools asking them to gather a mixed group of
teachers which would reflect the teacher population in age and gender, in order to get a

representative group.
3. 5. Ethical considerations

All research must be carried out with respect for the participants. The Norwegian Social
Science Data Service (NSD) provides legal and ethical guidelines for all research. In this
project, all the participants were given notice beforehand, with an information letter in the
survey, and an information letter to the principal.(Appendix no. 4). These letters informed the
participants of the purpose of the research, informed that it was totally voluntary to
participate, explained that the data would be kept safe during the project, and promised the
participant’s anonymity in the published report. It informed them that all the material will be
destroyed when the project is finished. Before carrying out the digital survey and the focus
group interviews, a notification form was sent to the Norwegian Social Science Data Services
AS (NSD Norsk Samfunnsvitenskaplig Datatjeneste) for an approval of the survey and the
interview guide (Appendix no. 5). As this research contains digital data from a survey and
recorded and transcribed material from interviews, | am obliged to keep the data stored in a
safe place during the research project. When the project is finished, the data will be destroyed.
In order to preserve the anonymity of the respondents, all personal identification marks have
been deleted, and the participants in the interviews were given fictive names. The notification
form was sent before the survey was conducted, and NSD granted me permission to carry out

the study, based on the conditions described above (Appendix no.6).
3.6. Survey

A survey is a sample of pre-set questions with a range of answers to choose from. A survey
may have both open-ended and closed-ended questions. Open-ended questions allow the
respondent to write their own answers. These typically have the form of short answers or fill

in answers. Close ended questions require that the respondents choose one of several specified

23



answers. These also have several forms. The most common close ended questions are the
Likert scale questions where respondents are asked to check one of several options ranking an
item on a dimension (McKay 2006, p. 38). | used a semi- structured survey with both open-
ended and close-ended questions. The Likert scales were used for most of the questions. The
dimensions | was interested in were to rank frequency (how often digital tools were used) and
the other dimension was to examine attitudes by ranking the degree of agreement with an
allegation. The advantages are that a digital survey is easy to distribute over a large
geographical area and may gather quick responses saving time. A drawback may be that they
are inadequate in terms of reliability. Examples of this may be that respondents may not

answer correctly, or misunderstand questions, and thus make the data gathered unreliable.

As | was interested in finding out how teachers used ICT in class | based my questions on two
categories; which digital tools teachers used, and which digital resources were used in class.
The term “digital tools” in this paper means digital devices such as computers, presentation
programs such as Power Point or Photostory, or recording programs such as Audacity.
“Digital resources” on the other hand refers to digital net-based educational material, such as
Children’s BBC or Salaby. With these categories in mind, a first draft was made with

questions based on the goals in the English curricula, and also on the digital skills in LKO06.
3.7. Pilot study

Before the survey was sent out on the net, | tested it on four colleagues who are all teachers.
Their responses made me change some of the contents, amongst others the length. | asked all
of the respondents to check the time it took to fill in the survey, and many of them responded
that it took more than the 10 minutes | had intended it to take. After having made some
changes, | asked four of my co-students in the master’s program to test the survey again, and
the responses | received gave valuable information and feedback on how this survey would be

perceived by others.
3.8. The survey design

The survey had a total of 24 questions, and was divided into six main cateogries; 1)
Framework and organization, 2) Learning resources and digital tools in English teaching, 3)
Pedagogical use of ICT in education, 4) Learning resources, 5) Personalia and 6)

Attitudes/motivation. The six categories were made in order to cover a broad range of
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information, and the individual categories with their follow-up questions and response

alternatives will be explained in detail in the following section.

The survey started with an introductory text, which explained the purpose and content of the
survey. The Survey Monkey manual elaborates the importance of establishing a positive
connection to plausible respondents. As the survey is voluntary, it is essential to create an
atmosphere of trust and reassure respondents of their anonymity and how the data from the

survey will be kept and reported (Smart Survey Design p.15-16).

Another important decision | made, was to let answering all the questions be voluntary. The
Survey Monkey design allows any response to be mandatory, meaning that they must be
answered in order to proceed in the questionnaire. This is a regular feature seen in digital
schemes (ex. plane tickets) where mandatory information such as name or date of birth must

be filled in before proceeding any further. As this survey was totally voluntary, | weighed the
possibility of respondents not completing the survey because of mandatory questions against
the possibility of skipping questions perceived as difficult. My final decision was to let the
whole survey be voluntary and based on trust and the belief that the teachers who took the
time to complete the survey would do their best, and giving them the possibility to skip
questions would maybe make it easier to complete the survey. In the following sections the
six parts of the survey will be briefly explained.

3.8.1. Part 1 — Framework and organization

The first section of the survey was made to gather information around the external factors
influencing the use of ICT in class. Many studies show that a crucial factor for digital
competence building is that the school leaders are involved and play an active role in the way
schools organize their work (Krumsvik: 2011, p.17). The purpose of the questions is to map
the students’ access to digital tools and how lessons are organized. This section consists of
three questions where the answers are arranged in Lickert-scale ranking responses, and one

sub-question with three response alternatives in the end.
Question 1. The first question; “How are the conditions for using ICT at your school?” has

the possibility of graded answers ranging from “agree” to ‘“disagree” to the following

response alternatives:
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a) “There is sufficient equipment (portable laptops/I pads/PC room) to be able to use ICT in
lessons”.

b) “The digital equipment is easily accessible, upgraded and of good enough quality for use”.
This statement was included because although there is a lot of digital equipment in schools,
reports do not say much about the quality or state of the computers.

c) “It is possible to have project/theme work for continuous lessons using ICT.” This
statement is meant to examine whether the teachers have the possibility to use their lessons in
a flexible manner in order to conduct project work with ICT.

d) “We have enough time to practice and use digital skills in English lessons.” This statement
is meant to shed light on the teacher’s own experience of whether the time used in English

lessons is sufficient to practice and use digital skills.

The second question aims to establish the size of the respondents’ school. The answer

alternatives ranged from 100 to 500, which are the most common size schools in Norway.

The third question, Question 3, is meant to shed light upon how teachers organize lessons
with ICT, and the pre- set answer alternatives consisted of the following; “Individual work,
group work ,project work, work in pairs, cooperation with other classes in school, cooperation
with other classes/groups/students outside school, computer room, small groups led by
teacher. “The Lickert scale categories were meant to reflect two aspects. The first aspect was
to show how teaching with ICT is organized at school — whether it is individual or group
work. The second aspect concerned the frequency of the way the class was organized by using
the following categories: “Several times a week/ A few times a month/ A few times a school

year/ Seldom or never”.

These categories of frequency are based on the way schools organize their lessons. All
teaching hours are allocated as a total to be spread throughout the year, and the most common
way to spread the lessons is to have 2-3 lessons pr. week. In lower classes in primary school,
some teachers prefer to have 15 minute sessions every day, and argue that this is the best way
to learn. On the other hand, lessons may be accumulated during project work, thus giving the
teachers the flexibility to organize their school term according to what they consider to be
most appropriate for their group of students.
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The last question in this section, Question 4, asks how the English teachers cooperate at
school. The following response alternatives are given: In team groups/class groups; in English
subject groups; | have no other English teachers to discuss and work with. These response
alternatives were chosen on the basis that these are the most common ways of cooperating in
schools. In Norway there are both large and very small schools, which in turn influence the

way teaching is organized.

3.8.2. Part 2 — Educational material and digital material used in teaching

In this section | was interested in information about what kind of educational materials are
used in English lessons. Schools have had analogue tools such as text books, television and
recorders for a long time. Today there are also a variety of digital tools. The term “digital
tools” is broad and may be divided into two main categories “hardware”, which means the
physical parts of a computer, such as personal computers, digital cameras, scanners, printers,
projectors, interactive whiteboards or MP3 players. The term “software” is the operational
system which is always enables the computers to have contact, such as Apple or MS-
Windows Vista, and various digital programs. Some digital programs are free to be used or
downloaded from the internet, while others are under license. It is impossible to give an
exhaustive list of all the programs that may be used in schools, but in her pamphlet “Digital
kompetanse i grunnskolen — en metodebok for lerere” Malin Saabye has provided a short
overview of some of the main programs that may be useful in schools, and has categorized
them into three main areas of use. The first one is educational software such as games and
educational programs. The second category is publishing/presentation and processing tools,
such as word processing (Word), presentation programs such as PowerPoint or Photostory,
sound programs such as Audacity, film editing programs such as Moviemaker and search
programs such as Google, Alta Vista, or Explorer. The third category is listed as
communication and cooperation tools; such as learning management systems (LMS) such as

Fronter and It’s Learning, e-mail, mobile phones, skype and twitter (Saabye 2007, p.13).

In this section, the following two questions were made in order to examine two factors: the

diversity of educational material used in class, and the frequency of use.

Question 5. Which of the following educational and digital material do you use in English

teaching?
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These categories were listed: The textbook; English books for children or young adults;
dictionaries (paper based); role play; songs; newspapers; magazines or comic series; films (or
parts of films); interactive white boards; personal computers (laptops); tablet devices

Question 6. Do your students use any of the following digital resources while reading,

writing, making presentations, listening or doing other work in English lessons?

The respondents were asked to range these categories in order of frequency: Digital language
programs (working with words/grammar); reading programs (e-books, sound and picture
books), English net based newspapers, search motors (ex. Google), digital encyclopedia (ex.
Wikipedia), writing programs (ex. Word), digital dictionaries, translation programs (ex.
Google translate), Power Point, Presentation programs such as Photostory, Prezi,
Moviemaker, YouTube, Audacity or other sound programs, and Educational games/digital

games.
3.8.3. Part 3 — Pedagogical use of ICT in language education

This section was made in order to gather information specifically related to the digital skills

defined in the English Curricula.

Question 7. focused on the possibility of communicating in authentic situations with the
following question: To what extent have your students used the following tools to
communicate with other people in English (with spoken or written language?) The Likert
scale range consisted of the following where one option was to be chosen: Once or several
times a week; sometimes every month, sometimes every year, seldom or never. The following
categories were listed: Ordinary letters (paper), e-mail, blogs, e-Twinning, Audacity, Skype,
Social media (Facebook, Twitter). This ended with an open ended sub- question asking

whether the students had other ways of communicating in authentic situations.

The next question is open ended, giving the respondents an opportunity to formulate their own
answers: “Do you have any examples of cooperative projects where the students co-write or

send information to each other on the net, such as creating a common web site? ”

The following questions are meant to examine teachers’ attitudes about reading and writing

with ICT by using Lickert scales in order to range an attitude.

In Question 9,writing is in focus, and the following categories were listed; Students write

more because they are able to edit and correct errors easier than with pen and paper; students
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often use the “cut and paste” method and retrieve a complete text from the net, it is difficult to
discover plagiarism, students understand the rules of copyright and are good at specifying
their sources, students are good at creating their own texts, students use translation programs
uncritically (ex. Google translate), students are taught to make lay-outs with pictures,

headings, and bullet points, students are good at using digital presentation tools.

An open ended question was added in the end: Do you have examples from your lessons

where students have made creative texts by using ICT?

Question 10. Focuses on reading and reading comprehension of texts on the net, and the
following categories were to be evaluated; Students are good at navigating and finding
relevant information on the net; students read texts and write key words, students are not
critical about sources, students are good at reading and understanding texts with pictures and

sound (multimodal texts).
The last two questions in this section are open-ended:

Question 11. Have you used ICT to promote understanding of cultures and traditions in other

English speaking countries? Could you give a brief example?

Question 12. Have you used ICT for listening and understanding of oral English? Could you

give a brief example?
3.8.4. Part 4 — Net based educational resources

This section was made to gather information on net based educational resources. This was

defined as “any digital material that is designed for educational use”.

Question 13. asked which websites the teachers and students used in class, and the following
categories were listed: The textbooks’ websites (ex. Stairs or Key English), Links or web-sites
gathered in LMS platforms (ex. “Fronter” or “It’s Learning”), National websites such as “Del
0og Leer” (Moava) or “IKTplan” (Center for ICT in education), National websites from
publishers such as “Salaby” or “Lokus123”, resources or programs the school or community
pay for such as “Passport to English”, International websites such as “BBC” or “British

Council Kids”. These are websites commonly used by many teachers in Norway.
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The respondents were asked to range these resources by frequency using a Lickert scale
response. An open ended question was added with a request to complement the list with any
additional links or websites.

The next question (14) may be considered to be difficult to answer, as it asks the respondents
to consider the degree of learning outcome of digital tools in English lessons. In several recent
reports on the use of ICT, there has been more focus on what effect digital tools and resources
have on learning outcomes (Monitor 2013). Due to a comment in the pilot survey taken by
one of the other master students, the category “uncertain” was added to the Lickert scale here
which ranged from “little to no outcome” to “very good learning outcome”. The student
claimed that it may be difficult for a respondent to consider whether there was any learning
outcome, and thought there should be an alternative to the choices. Otherwise the respondents
might choose to skip the question and not answer at all.

In Question 14, the following categories were to be considered: The textbook website; local
resources/websites, national resources such as “Del og Lar” “Lokus” or “Salaby”,

International resources such as “BBC” or “British Council”.

The last question in this section, Question 15 was an open ended question asking for the name
of the course book the respondents used, followed by a sub-question asking whether the
course book gave any tips or ideas for pedagogical use of ICT in the English subject. As
course books seem to have such a solid position in teaching practice, this question was added
as | was curious as to whether the course books gave any support or advice on use of ICT in

relation to the course material.
3.8.5. Part 5 — Personalia

In this section | requested some personal information in order to provide a context for the
questions asked in the survey. All the responses were worded in a general manner, in order to
secure the respondents’ anonymity. There were six questions in this section; two of them
regarding the gender and approximate age of the respondents, to be used as general
background information. Furthermore, respondents were asked when they finished
Educational college, what level of education they had in English and ICT, and what age group
they taught. These questions were asked in order to try to establish a general picture of the
respondents’ formal teaching background. One specific question asked the respondents to

mark their home county. This was included to see whether responses would be geographically
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representative, and also as an indicator to be able to register responses. Due to the promise of
anonymity, these data will not be published in this paper, but only used in general terms.
Survey Monkey gives advice on what may be perceived as sensitive questions, such as
questions including demographics or personal information towards the end of the survey. If
questions like this are put in the beginning of the survey, respondents may reject the survey

and exit early (Smart Survey Design, p. 15).
3.8.6. Part 6. Assertions/Attitudes/Motivation

In this last section | wanted to gather information on attitudes and motivation. In order to
encourage responses I assured that there were no “right” or “wrong” answers. This was an

attempt to make it clear that any answers were possible.

In Question 22 the respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the following
statements: “I have experienced that my students become more motivated when using digital
tools; The students are noisier and are not concentrated when they use digital tools, digital
tools improve the possibility for authentic use of language, students acquire a good
knowledge of English speaking countries and cultures by using ICT, ICT enhances
collaborative learning, ICT improves learning outcomes in English, I want to learn more

about the use of ICT in English teaching.”

In the end, the two last questions were open ended, in order to let the respondents elaborate on
their answers in their own words. Question 23. What are your thoughts about the use of ICT
in the English subject in the future? Question 24. Is there anything else you want to comment
on? Finally, a thank you note was written as a token of gratitude to those taking the survey.

3.9. Focus group interviews

The qualitative research conducted in this study comprises “focus group” interviews. A “focus
group” interview is an informal group discussion based on a series of questions. It involves a
small number of people who engage in an informal group discussion on a particular topic. In
her article “Focus group research”, Sue Wilkinson explains that although the origin of focus
group interviews was within the field of business and marketing, the method has developed
within social action health research and has spread to various other fields. Today it is a
common method used within areas such as education, communication or media studies. One

reason for its popularity within social science research is the flexibility of the method, as it
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may be used alone or combined with quantitative techniques as a part of a multi method
project (Wilkinson:177-178).

In my research, | wanted to find out more about teachers’ reported behavior in complying
with the digital goals in the English Subject Curriculum. The purpose of choosing interviews
as a method is that it offers a practical way to investigate a theme in depth and gather
qualitative data. The choice of questions in an interview can serve various purposes, such as
finding out more about teachers’ reported behavior or their opinions and attitudes about
various aspects of language learning (McKay: 51). The complete interview guide is shown in

the Appendix and the questions will be commented upon in detail in the analysis section.

A focus group interview is characterized as an informal discussion around a theme, in contrast
to a more structured interview, where an interview object responds to questions in a one-to-
one situation. The structure of a focus group interview is to follow a set of questions, but the
interviewer does not ask questions of each focus group participant in turn, but rather
facilitates group discussion, by encouraging group members to interact with each other. The
role of the interviewer is to act as a “moderator” who enables full participation by
encouraging quiet participants or discouraging talkative ones, and leads the interview by
establishing rapport, having an effective use of prompts and probing and being sensitive to
non-verbal cues (Wilkinson: 178).

The reasons for choosing focus group interviews as a method were twofold. The first and
main reason was the possibility within a focus group interview of creating a “synergistic”
effect, where respondents often elaborate and build upon other members’ responses, often
bringing up further details that were not thought of beforehand (Steward and Shamdansani as
quoted in Wilkinson: 180). The intention was to gain further insight into how teachers use
ICT in English classes and the use of focus group interviews made it possible to examine both
views and attitudes on a topic using pre-set questions. According to McKay, one advantage is
that the members may appreciate having an opportunity to share their views on particular
topics (McKay: 52). The teachers interviewed were from the same school, but taught different

classes, so the intention was to share and elaborate on experiences with each other.

The second reason was the practical time-saving aspect which is one of the main advantages
in using focus group interviews. Using this method allowed me to gather a substantial amount
of qualitative data from a large number of research participants within a limited amount of

time. Due to the time limit and the scope of the study, the collection of primary data had to be
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done within a school term, when it was possible to make appointments for interviews with
teachers. Gathering a group of teachers for one group interview instead of making single
appointments with each one saved a lot of time. The spring term is often quite hectic for

teachers, with meetings and preparations for final term exams.

The group interviews were conducted in mid-April, leaving enough time to transcribe and
analyze the data after it was recorded. The same interview guide was used at all the schools.
The questions were based on the goals of the digital skills stated in the English curricula, and
the goals in LK13 were used as guidelines when wording the question. In general, questions
should be open-ended allowing the participants to respond on their own terms and to elaborate
their response (McKay 52). Another piece of advice McKay gives is to avoid questions that
deal with more than one idea. In my interview guideline, | had five questions which centered
around one topic described in the English Curricula. There were several sub-questions
grouped within each topic, as | wanted the participants to have an idea of which topics would
be discussed. | based this decision on the fact that | would be there myself as a moderator, and
the questions could easily be portioned out one by one as | met the participants face to face,
and any misunderstandings could be dealt with immediately. | sent the questions to the
schools one week in advance of the interviews, in order to give the participants enough time

to prepare for the session.

The group interviews were recorded on an MP3recorder, and once the interviews were done,
they were transcribed into simple orthographic transcription, as the main focus in the
interviews was content related, and there was no focus on linguistic or para-linguistic features
such as restarts, overlapping talk or pauses. For the same reason, the questions and
discussions were written in a clear and precise manner in the participant’s mother tongue,
Norwegian, as | did not want the participants to feel that their own English language

competence was being tested..

4. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Description

In the following section the procedure of how the data was analyzed will be explained in
detail. As Svend Brinkmann and Steinar Kvale (2009) claim, the validity of qualitative

research depends mainly on the transparency of the method. By describing the process in
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detail, it is possible for external researchers or readers to reach the same conclusions, or to

better understand how the conclusions in this study were reached.

When | analyzed my data, I related the findings to the goals and expectations expressed in the
term “digital skills” in the Norwegian Knowledge Promotion and connected this to theories of
language learning. 1 used Walker and White’s table of ICT in language learning as a tool to

assist and guide my selection and interpretation of quotes and data material.
4.2. Gathering the data

After the closing date on May 16", | collected the responses from the survey. | got responses
from 24 teachers in total. In relation to questionnaires a response rate may be calculated on
the basis of the number of teachers asked. When | first sent out a request to principals in 38
different schools, two from each county in Norway, | received responses from half of them.
Three of these were mails which were returned as malfunctioning. In the remaining number of
responses, three principals gave notice that unfortunately they could not conduct this survey
now as this was a very hectic period at school. It is difficult to give a precise number of how
many teachers were asked, as some of the responses come from the counties where the
principals did not respond at all. In other words, it may seem as if the survey has been
forwarded by e-mail to some teachers, but without giving notice by mail that this was done
and how many teachers were asked. As | chose to use my own e-mail and not the Survey
Monkey mail account, the only way for me to keep track of the total number of teachers asked
was through the principals’ responses. The total number of teachers asked according to the

principals who have reported back is 45. Of these 24 teachers completed the survey.

According to the Survey Monkey Manual, a response rate may be calculated to be the
complete number of surveys divided by the number of participants contacted. This
corresponds to approximately 53% of the total number of teachers asked. But, as previously
mentioned, more teachers must have received the survey, but the numbers have not been
reported back, so as a consequence the real response rate must be calculated to be somewhat
lower. | sent out one reminder during the response period in order to maximize response rates,

but | did not wish to bother the headmasters a third time.

However, determining what is considered an acceptable response rate depends on the surveys’
objective. If the objective is just to gain insight, which is the case in this survey, the response

rates may be less important (Survey Monkey p.20). The important issue is that the
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respondents may be seen as valid and thus be possible to generalize. As all of these surveys
have been administered directly through the head master, one may assume that only English
teachers have answered the survey. The survey has been answered by teachers from a varied
geographical area, representing counties from northern, southern, eastern and western
Norway. They have a variation in age and gender, reflecting the general population of
teachers in Norway. In this respect, the data collected from this survey may be said to be
valid.

Otherwise, there may be various reasons for the rather poor response. The main reason is lack
of time. Spring is often very busy in the teaching profession. In lower secondary the
examinations were approaching, and there are many final tests taken before the final
assessment at the end of semester. This was also reflected in the three e-mail responses from
schools which were asked to participate, where the headmasters replied that they were sorry
they did not want to ask their teaching staff to take the survey as they already were burdened

with a heavy workload.

Another reason may be due to two slightly unusual circumstances. This year Norway has
celebrated the 200" anniversary of its constitution and there were a lot of preparations and
ceremonies at local schools. The other reason may be that there was a major conflict due to
labor issues within the teaching profession, and this might have influenced the teachers’
motivation in a negative way. The survey was voluntary, and teachers might have felt that
they did not want to do anything other than what was absolutely mandatory. After the close
down date, I considered an extension and asking some more schools to participate in order to
expand the response rate, but decided not to for the reasons mentioned above.

4.3. Survey results and discussion

In the following section the responses to the questions in the survey are examined in detail.
The six parts will be explained in chronological order, focusing on the most prominent

results.. The complete survey results are shown in Appendix no. 3.
4.3.1. Part 1 - External and organizational factors

In order to examine ICT within a learning situation, it is important to consider external
factors, such as the location of the computers, the role of the teacher, the type of activity and
the type of feedback (Walker &White 2013:2). This section consists of three questions with

close-ended responses related to these topics.
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The first question is a close ended (Likert scale) question, proposing four alternatives for the 4
statements about ICT equipment and organizing possibilities at school. The four alternatives

are “strongly agree”; “partly agree”, “partly disagree” and “totally disagree”. All of the

respondents (24) answered each statement.
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Figure 2. The table shows how the teachers perceive ICT equipment at school. The light columns indicate
frequent use, several times a month or several times a week. The dark columns show that this resource is used
very seldom.

The first statement claims that there is sufficient equipment at school, such as portable lap
tops or tablets. If the alternatives “strongly agree” and “agree” are put together, 50% of the
respondents confirm that there is sufficient equipment, while the other 50% do not share this
opinion (distributed into 29% “partly disagree” and 21% “totally disagree”). This question is
related to how teachers themselves perceive the situation, which may vary from school to
school. Although recent surveys reveal that Norwegian schools are among the best equipped
with ICT material (Monitor 2013), with a ratio of 3.4 PC pr. student in primary school
(Hatlevik 2009:162), the numbers say nothing about the standard of the equipment. The
equipment may be old and out-dated, or not easily accessible, and thus a report on humbers

alone may not give a realistic description of the situation.

The second statement was meant to examine this assumption, by claiming that the equipment
was easily accessible, updated and of a good enough quality for use. The responses revealed
that 21% “totally agreed”, while 38% “partly agreed”, amounting to 59% agreeing to this
statement put together. On the opposite end of the scale, 38% “partly disagreed”, while only
4% “totally disagreed”. These numbers may indicate that in total, a majority of the

respondents are satisfied with the equipment at schools.
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The third statement proposes the possibility of having project work with ICT over a period of
several lessons. The majority, 79% agreed (distributed on 21% “totally agree” and 50%
“partly agree”). This may indicate that a majority confirm that it is possible to conduct ICT
related project work. (This may apply especially to homeroom teachers in primary school who
are often in charge of all lessons in the same class, including English, which makes it much
easier to be flexible and make use of digital skills both in English and Norwegian language
lessons. Having several lessons in the same class makes it easier to use them in a flexible

manner for project work).

A majority of 67% disagree with the fourth and last statement “There is .enough time to
practice and use digital skills during English lessons” (42% partly disagree and 25% totally
disagree), indicating that most of the respondents feel they do not have enough time for ICT
in English lessons. In contrast to the previous statement, which indicates that teachers believe
that it is possible for them to organize project work which includes using ICT, it may seem
that teachers do not have time for ICT in their daily lessons. To investigate this assumption
further, 1 would like to compare this result with question 3 which elaborates how teachers

organize lessons with ICT.

One reason for this may be that teachers feel that the total number of English lessons pr. year
is limited; 138 lessons pr. year for 1% to 4™ grade, and 228 pr. year for 5" to 10" grade.
Teaching lessons are given in 60 minute units (English Subject Curriculum 2013).Another
reason may be that English lessons are seen primarily in relation to the subject aims in the
English curricula. As there are a vast number of goals, teachers may feel the pressure of
having enough time to reach all the goals in the curricula during the school term. This may
especially be the case if the English teacher is not the homeroom teacher, and only has a
couple of English lessons in a class pr. week, which is common in lower secondary school. In
the 2009 report on use of ICT in English lessons, a number of teachers considered ICT to play
a subordinate role and claimed that other factors were more important in their language

lessons (Skolefagsundersgkelsen,p. 55).

The next question concerns the size of the school and the number of students. These are
factors that may influence the way teaching is organized at school. The most common size of
school from respondents in this survey is schools with 300-400 students, which may be

representative of an average school in Norway.
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Question number 3 investigates how teaching is organized while using ICT in class. In the
category “individual work™ 65% responded “some times during a month”. 52% responded
“Pairwork™ as done “some times during a year”. The same tendency applies to the categories
“groupwork™ and “projectwork” where 65% and 75% respectively responded “some times a
year”. The numbers indicate that ICT is not used on a daily basis in English classes, but once
in a while for project or group work. This may be cross-confirmed in the statement in
questionl, where teachers responded that they do not have enough time to use ICT in English.

How do you organize your lessons when you use ICT in English classes?

Answer Options Flere Noen ganger | Noen ganger | Sjelden Response
ganger i uka | i maneden i aret eller aldri Count
Individual work 3 15 5 0 23
Pairwork 0 10 12 1 23
Groupwork 0 5 15 3 23
Prosjectwork 0 2 18 4 24
Cooperation with other classes at school. 0 2 1 20 23
Cooperation with other 0 0 1 23 24
classes/groups/students outside school.
Computer room 9 7 7 24
Small groups led by teacher 2 8 5 9 24
answered question 24
skipped question 0

Figure 3. The table shows how teachers organize their lessons with ICT.

4.3.2. Part 2 — Educational material and digital resources used in English teaching

This section was meant to give an overview of what different types of resources English
teachers use in class. All resources, both digital and non-digital educational material were
included. This was to get an overall impression of what types of material are generally used in
class. As the textbook has been mentioned as a main resource in teaching, it was also
included. Both questions in this section are close-ended, proposing four frequency alternatives
of use for the total of 21 resources listed. In addition, an open ended question was added at the

end to supplement other resources not mentioned in the list.
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Hvilke leeringsressurser og digitale verktay/ressurser bruker du i
engelskundervisningen?
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Figure 4: Educational materials and how often they are used in class. The light columns indicate frequent use,
several times a month or several times a week. The dark columns show that this resource is used very seldom.

The first question addresses the teacher’s use of various resources. 15 teachers (63%) have
marked using the course book “several times a week”. In total the replies indicate that the
course book is the resource most frequently used in class. This confirms previous research
indicating that teachers mainly rely on their course book (Monitor, 2013). The following main
three resources in descending order are the use of interactive boards (35%), dictionaries
(33%) and personal computers (25%). These figures only indicate the frequency of use and
pay no attention to the quality or content of use, although this is investigated to some extent

later in the survey and in the focus group interviews.

In recent years, several schools have started using interactive boards, and they have become
quite common in classrooms in Norway. According to recent research, approximately 70% of
classrooms in Norway have an interactive whiteboard. (European Commission : 2013). On the
other hand, in this survey, 30% report that they “seldom or never” use a Smartboard. This
may indicate that many schools still do not have interactive boards, or it may also suggest that
many teachers may not have learnt how to use them properly or are reluctant to integrate them
in their lessons. In the open ended question at the end a respondent wrote; “We have just

received a Smartboard and are waiting for instructions”.

The fact that respondents report that they use digital devices may indicate some patterns of

use, but recent research indicates that the introduction and implementation of digital devices

39



in schools has not necessarily changed the way teachers organize their lessons. In their article
“Interactive Technology. Traditional Practice?” Greta Gudmundsdottir et. al claim that
lessons are still highly teacher oriented, despite the use of digital devices (Nordic Journal of
Digital Literacy: 2014). This is also suggested in Solvar Gully’s master thesis “Digital skills
in English as a Second Language in Early Years of primary school” (2013:47). Both reports
are based on Norwegian teachers.

In order of frequency of use, 50% responded personal computers; 42% marked songs and
38% marked using dictionaries “once or several times a month”. Using the computer
occasionally during a school month may indicate that personal computers are not integrated in
English lessons on a daily basis. As the average number of computers is 3,3 pr. student in
primary school and 2,2 pr. student in lower secondary (Monitor 2013, p.55), many schools
organize their computers either in a computer room, or they offer a class set of computers that
may be reserved for use in advance. This results in less frequent use compared to upper
secondary school, where all students have their own personal computer which influences both
the way lessons are organized in digital classrooms and the number of assignments distributed
through learning platforms (LMS). In the focus group interviews, inconvenience and loss of
spontaneity were mentioned, especially as a result of what was perceived as a limited use

because of little access to PC’s.

The next category is meant to show what resources are used only sporadically during a school
year. 75% reported using films, followed by an equal share of 67% on “reading children’s or
young adult books” and using “role-playing”. The same proportion also applied to the third
descending order of frequency; 42% reported using songs and 42% used newspapers “Once or
more during the school year”. The positive aspect of this is that it reflects that teachers use a
variety of resources in their lessons. The negative aspect is that they seem to be used rather

seldom.

The last section is the category “seldom or never”. The answers are marked in descending
order, 87% never used tablet computers, 71% seldom or never used “magazines and comics”
or “Audacity or other recording programs” and 67% seldom use “Moviemaker”. The fact that
so many report on never using tablet devices may reflect the fact that tablet computers have
not yet entered the school arena, although this is one of the main predictions about the near
future according to the “Technology Outlook for Norwegian Schools 2013-2018 . Several
pilot projects are presently being tried out in schools with positive responses. In the open
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ended question that was added at the end one of the respondents wrote; “We are lucky as we
are part of an iPad project in our community. All our pupils have their own ipad which they

use at home and at school. We use iPad every day in all our lessons”.

The low frequency of use of “magazines and comics” may reveal that teachers seldom bring
authentic material to class, but in many cases, in many of the text or course books printed
after the new “Knowledge Promotion” in 2006, comics and extracts from magazines are often
printed in the course books. Although this study does not involve a textbook analysis, a
general impression is that the newer books incorporate a lot of varied and relevant material to
motivate children/teenagers (ex. Comic strips from “Alex Rider” combined with an extract
from a youth magazine and an interview of the popular hero in the course book Key English)
(Key English 9: 2007, p. 164-171).

The second question in this section was meant to reveal how students use various digital tools
in class. Answer options were similar to those in the previous question, with a focus on the
frequency of use. The reason for choosing frequency of use is to trace patterns, not necessarily

reflecting the quality or content of use.
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Figure 5: Students’ use of digital resources used in class. The light columns indicate frequent use, several times
a month or several times a week. The dark columns show that such resources are seldom used.

The resource with the highest rate of use was “digital encyclopedias (50 %) followed by a
shared second place with 29% on “search motors” (such as Google search), and “writing

programs” (ex. Word). Next in descending order comes “digital dictionaries”, “translation
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programs” (ex. Google translate) and “YouTube”. All of these resources were reported as
used “Once or several times a week”. These results concur with earlier research, where the
patterns of use from 7" and 9" graders were explored in a large scale study (Monitor 2013;
“Skolefagsrapporten” 2010). In addition to writing programs (with a 50% response rate),
digital learning programs (learning words or grammar), and translation programs (46%) were

used “once or several times a month”.

On the other side of the scale, “Digital games/Educational games” were reported to be used
“Some times during a school year” (65%), followed by PowerPoint (46%) and YouTube
(46%). This may indicate that although games are popular in the students’ spare time, they are
seldom used in school. The popularity of games has escalated, and there is greater focus on
developing instructional and educational games (Svennson: 133-138). The rather seldom use
of Power Point is consistent with the responses to question 3 which examines the way
teachers organize their lessons with ICT. Since the use of presentation programs is often
related to project- or group work, where the students are given a period of time to complete a
project and present it to the rest of the class. Project and group work in question 3 are reported

to be done “some times a year” and coincide with the numbers here.

The tools most seldom used are reported to be presentation programs like Photostory or Prezi.
This was rather surprising, as the use of Photostory has the multimodal benefit of combining
sound, pictures and written language which are all essential in language learning, as Anita
Normann points out in “Digital storytelling in second language learning — A qualitative study
on students’ reflection on potentials for learning” (2011). One reason may be that these
presentation programs are not as well-known as Power-Point, which is estimated to be one of
the most commonly used presentation programs in Norwegian classes, and is especially used

a lot in final English oral exams (Lie Dalmo: 2012, p. 3).
4.3.3. Part 3 — Pedagogical use of ICT in language education

This section is concerned with some of the aspects mentioned in the curricula: “Digital skills
in English means being able to use a varied selection of tools, media and resources to assist in
language learning, to communicate in English and to acquire knowledge in the subject of
English...” All language is communicative, and the national curriculum has emphasized this
aspect. There are of course a number of ways to define “authentic situations” and not all of

them require using digital tools
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In the first two questions, the possibility of communicating in English is questioned. The first
question is a Lickert scale question with the response alternatives “several times a week” to
“seldom or never”. With the use of the following digital tools: letters (paper based), e-mail,
blog, e-Twinning, Audacity, Skype and Social media (Facebook or Twitter). As an addition to
this, there is an open ended question where the respondents were asked whether their students

had other ways of communicating in authentic situations than the ones mentioned in the list.

Considering the high focus on communication in language teaching, the overall response to
this question was rather negative as no one reported any frequent use of these tools, and most
of the respondents marked “seldom or never” on all the listed categories. E-mail, blogs and
audacity were marked with 4% on each category to be used “some times a month”. E-mails
and blogs are both asynchronous, and may be the easiest practical way of communicating in
authentic English. An interesting and positive response was that 17% use ordinary letters
“some time during the school year”, which may indicate that some teachers still use ordinary
letters as a means of communication. On the other hand, 83% reported they seldom or never
used letters. 39% of the respondents use e-mail “some times during a year” which is positive
in terms of communication in authentic English, and is of course a lot quicker than ordinary

letters, but on the other hand, 57% reported “seldom or never”.

The project called eTwinning, established by the European Comenius program is a “free and
safe platform for teachers to connect, develop collaborative projects and share ideas in
Europe” (eTwinning homepage). The program offers several communicative tools on their
web platforms where schools from all the countries in the European Union, as well as Iceland
and Norway can participate. The main intention is that two classes from schools in different
countries can cooperate and exchange ideas and experiences with each other. In this survey
100% responded “seldom or never” with regard to having used this program. On the other
hand, this does not indicate that it is not used at all. In the additional comment field, three
teachers replied,;

- “No, unfortunately, this has not been a priority at our school this year. We have worked with
Comenius projects earlier, but not this year.”

- “We have had an exchange project with a school in the Netherlands. ”

- “We had a friendship class in USA. But of course, many use Facebook and Twitter besides
this.”
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This may indicate that the program is used sporadically, but is not a common feature in

English lessons in primary and lower secondary school.

The recording tool “Audacity” does not in itself produce communication, but makes it
possible to record spoken language. This may be used in a variety of situations, i.e. making
“radio programs”, interviewing people etc. Some may argue that this is not under the realm of
“communication”, and may due to this aspect not be regarded as an adequate tool for this
purpose, and may represent a weakness or inaccurateness to be included in this list. In spite of
this 9% report that they do use it “some times during a school year”, while a majority of 87%
“seldom or never” use it. The last category, social media such as Facebook or Twitter, may
also represent a “grey zone” as to what tools may be regarded as being qualified for use in
school. Although the majority, 78% have reported “seldom or never”, surprisingly, 22%

report that they use social media “some times during a year”.

The next question was open-ended and asked about collaborative projects where students co-
write or send each other information on the net, for example by constructing a common web-
site or something similar. These responses seem to align with the responses on the previous
question: “We shared a blog with a class in USA. We shared our experiences at school and
also shared subjects, themes and presentations with each other. We used Skype, Kidsblog and

e-mail.”

Question 9 concentrated on creative writing and obtaining information from the net. There are
eight statements using the Lickert scale in order to range an attitude: (Agree; partly agree,
partly disagree, disagree, and uncertain). The respondents were to show their attitude towards

the following statements.

A majority agreed (83% agreed and partly agreed) with the statement “students write more
because they are able to edit and correct errors easier than with pen and paper”. This indicates
that a majority of teachers have a positive attitude towards using digital tools for writing. The
easily applicable editing and correcting functions of writing programs such as Word makes
writing more feasible for students. One aspect is seeing the written text in print. For students
with illegible handwriting, writing on a computer is a bonus both for them and the teacher,
making it easier to correct and give feedback. Another positive option is the spelling check
function, which underlines words spelt incorrectly, and offers a correct word and synonyms to
give the writer several options. This makes it easy for the students to monitor their own

language, and because it makes the errors explicit, it raises their language awareness.
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The correction function provides the writer with both scaffolding and feedback, and the
writing becomes a process which may be done in several phases, as the files may be saved
and worked on later, or after feedback from peers or the teacher. The lay-out in the comment
function also gives the teacher an excellent way of writing comments directly in the paper
without hampering it, as often is the case with written assignments. The comment function is
not static, which means that the student may read the comments, and correct or improve his or
her writing according to the feedback given. When this is done, the comment may easily be
deleted from the text and the student may work himself through a process oriented
improvement of his text. This is very much aligned with some of the goals and basic writing
skills in the English curricula, which include ...” planning, formulating and working with
texts that communicate and are well-structured and coherent” (Writing skills in the English
Curricula, 2013).

The learning theory of social constructivism has several benefits for language teaching. The
development of technology has in many ways improved the possibility for scaffolding and
feedback, and may relate to Vygotsky’s proximal zone of development. (Walker&White:2013
p.5). The students may be given assignments that are challenging but within reach, and the
scaffolding devices are the digital tools to guide and help with the writing process. If writing
is seen to serve a purpose, such as preparing a presentation, or writing a letter it is more
motivating for the learners. The other aspect is the possibility to present their products for a
larger audience. In his book “Sprakutbildning i en digital varld”, Patrik Svennson claims that
the fact that the product will be presented for a larger audience, often results in more
engagement and a much higher commitment to doing their best (2008: 25). The fact that a
majority of the teachers agree that their students are more motivated to write when they use

digital tools indicates that teachers are aware of the language learning potential here

The next statement is related to the negative aspects of all the “ready-made” material on the
net. The possibility of “cutting and pasting” has the positive function of saving a lot of
tiresome work as it facilitates editing of written files. On the negative side, students may use
this function uncritically and mark, cut and paste large chunks of texts into their own texts and
claim them as their own work. 61% of the respondents agreed with this statement, suggesting
that many teachers do not quite trust their students to write independent and authentic texts of

their own. This is further discussed in the focus group interviews.
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The third statement is related to the previous one and claims that “It is difficult to discover
plagiarism”. Here 56% disagreed (30% partly disagree and 26% totally disagree), indicating
that it is relatively easy to detect this problem. This will be treated further in the discussion. In
the focus group interviews teachers explained how they used their common knowledge of
their students’ work as a criterion when they evaluated texts, and they said they could easily
detect the parts which were not consistent with the students’ normal way of expressing

themselves in writing.

The next statement “Students understand the rules for copyright and are good at specifying
their sources”. This is one of the goals specified in the digital skills. 9% totally agree and 43%
partly agree, while 34% disagree with this. Furthermore, 13% have replied “Do not know” to
this question. This may indicate that there is some uncertainty on how to interpret this

question, and it is difficult to draw any conclusions.

A very clear majority (87%) agree that “Students are good at creating their own texts”. This
shows that teachers are satisfied with the way students produce texts. This section does not
specify what kind of texts, but the term “create” indicates that this may be interpreted as all
types of digital texts such as presentation texts like PowerPoint or Photostory, or printed texts
given as assignments. A lot of the students have gained the basic operational skills, such as
loading up files, inserting pictures in a text and adding titles, bullet points and designing
creative lay-outs. Many students start using presentation programs during primary school, and
by the time they arrive at lower secondary school, several have quite a good command of
presenting their work for the rest of the class.

A majority (74%) also agreed to the next statement “students use translation programs”. This
confirms previous research (Monitor 2013). This may relate to the way writing is organized,
as a process oriented task, where students use available scaffolding resources such as
translation programs. Whereas the use of paper based dictionaries is decreasing, digital
translation programs provide a quick response and make it easy for students to find out what a
word means. The negative aspect is that although the program may offer several options such
as synonyms, students are not always able to pick the right option for the context; and their

translations are often not idiomatic.
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78% agreed with the following statement: “Students are taught to make lay-outs with pictures,
headings and bullet points”. This indicates and confirms the previous statement about students
being good at creating their own texts.

Finally, a total of 96% agreed that students were “good at using digital presentation tools”.
These three final statements may confirm the fact that most teachers are very satisfied with
the way students make and present digital texts.

An open ended question was added at the end: Do you have examples from your lessons
where students have made creative texts by using ICT? Here there were a variety of answers,

which seem to reflect a varied use.

..We have used the apps; Book Creator, iMovie, Prezi and Pages,

..We use it all the time in lower secondary, but | have also had 7! grade making presentations
in English using Impress (Power Point).

...0ur class has tablets which they use for writing every day..

Question 10 was meant to examine teachers’ perceptions about reading on-line texts. The
same Lickert scale was used as in the previous question. The first statement “Students are
good at navigating and finding their way on the net” a majority of 91% agreed (48% totally
agreed and 43% partly agreed). One might assume that teachers feel quite confident that
students are able to navigate on the net. On the other hand, in the next statement “Students
read texts and note key words” 39% partly agreed and 43% partly disagreed which makes it
difficult to interpret and understand. (In the foucs group interviews this aspect of writing was
discussed further). On the other hand, a very clear majority (87%) agreed with the statement
“Students are not critical in their use of sources”, which indicates that this is an area that must
be focused upon in teaching. The last statement “Students are good at reading and
understanding texts with sound and pictures (multimodal texts)” was clearly supported with a

response of 83%.

The two last questions in this section were both open ended. Question 11 inquired about
whether teachers used ICT to promote understanding of culture and traditions in other English

speaking countries. The following examples were mentioned:

- Yes, in our project with USA when we used Skype, Kidsblog, Book Creator and
Audacity.
- To gather information, make presentations and so on.
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- We have listened to music on Youtube, ex. Bloody Sunday, and it gives a good starting
point to understand the conflict in Northern Ireland, especially with the pictures that
follow.. —

- Films, newspapers, reviews and general news.

- The Comenius project, where the students made a presentation from their homeplace
in addition to the use of energy at home and in Norway in general.

- Clips from YouTube several times a week.

- http://kanal-s.salaby.no/forsiden/engelsk

- Online newspapers from South Africa

Question 12 asked whether teachers had used ICT for listening and understanding of spoken
English, and to mention examples. This question reflected a general enthusiasm, and to show

the variety, | have chosen to add some of the comments:

- Yes :) thisis a BIG key to success for students with dyslexia. It also helps students who
need a little extra support in pronunciation.

- Yes, in connection to chapter tests.

- Yes, for example listen to pronunciation by listening to a text and repeating.

- We listen to new reading tests. The students listen to unknown texts answer questions
in connection to tests.

- We use the Starfall.com site quite a lot for understanding and listening.

- We have listened to parts of Martin Luther King’s speech.( 2 examples of this)

- We use the program “CD-ord” for students who have difficulties reading.

- We use a lot of documentaries/films from English speaking countries.

- YouTube videos.

- Accent examples from various English speaking countries on YouTube (3 responses)

- http://kanal-s.salaby.no/forsiden/engelsk

- http://stairsonline6.cappelendamm.no/sjangerside.html?tid=1041329

4.3.4. Part 4 — Net based educational resources

This section was made to gather information on net based educational resources. In this
survey this was defined as “any digital material that is designed for educational use”. There is
an abundance of net based material on the net, and especially in English. In a national report
on digital learning resources the net based material was divided into four main categories:
websites for the course books made by publishing houses; national websites which are either
dedicated to a single subject or a collection of subjects (ex. Moava); local resources produced
by teachers and published on the school’s learning platform; and finally international digital

resources (Rapport fra kartleggingen av digitale leeringsressurser,ICT center 2013: 11).

This seemed to be a practical way to categorize the myriad of digital resources on the net, so |
applied these to my survey. In addition | added licensed programs which are available as

program packages such as CD’s or which may be downloaded from the net by paying a
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license and subscribing for a period of time. In my survey, the following categories were
examined; the textbook websites, such as “Stairs” or “Key English”, Local links or websites
or material made by teachers gathered on local LMS platforms “Fronter” or “Its Learning”,
National websites such as “Del og Ler” (Moava) or “IKTplan” (Center for ICT in education),
National websites from publishers such as “Salaby” or “Lokus123”, resources or programs the
school or community pay for such as “Passport to English”, International websites such as
“BBC” or “British Council Kids”. The names of the websites were picked out with an
assumption that most of them were well-known to most teachers, and were only meant as a
sample of the category described. There are numerous other sites that may be just as

representative, so the names were picked out on a general basis.

Hvilke lenker/nettsteder bruker du og elevene dine i undervisningen?

Answer Options En eller Noen Noen Aldri Response
flere ganger i ganger i Count
ganger i maneden | lgpet av et
uka skolear

Laereverkets nettsider (som f.eks. 0 9 8 5 22

"Stairs" eller "Key English")?

Nettsteder/lenker som skolen har 9 5 5 3 22

samlet i en leeringsplattform (eks.
"Fronter" eller "lt's Learning™)
Nasjonale nettsteder som "Del og 0 5 3 14 22
Leer"(Movava) eller IKTplan (Senter
for IKT i utdanningen)

Nasjonale nettsteder fra forlagene 0 8 7 7 22
som "Salaby" eller Lokus123.

Ressurser som skolen/kommunen 0 1 2 19 22
betaler for f.eks."Passport to English"

eller lignende.

Internasjonale ressurser som BBC 2 2 12 6 22

eller British Council Kids.

Bruker du andre digitale ressurser/lenker som er nyttige i engelskundervisning? (Skriv | 7

eventuelt kort hvorfor!)

answered question 22

skipped guestion 2
Figure 6. Links and educational resources used in English lessons.

The figure shows which links are reported to be used most frequently. Links or websites
collected on the schools LMS (Learning Management System) are most frequently used. As
most schools in Norway have an LMS platform, either “Fronter” or “It’s learning”, a lot of
teachers use the digital classrooms to make learning material available for students. Thisis a
safe and easy way to organize and keep educational material, and make it available for the

students to use both in school and at home.
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Surprisingly, some of the Norwegian national sites are not frequently used according to the
reported responses. The web site “IKT.plan” was originally developed by Drammen
municipality, but was transferred to the Norwegian ICT center in August 2013. Itis still in a
developing phase, but is based on the Knowledge Promotion framework (2006) and contains
goals, criteria, tutorials and various links and resources. The web site “Del og Ler” by
Moava is a well-established site, with a multitude of interesting links which are related to the
goals and areas in many subjects in the Norwegian curriculum. The English web page has
many high quality links which are related to the main areas in the English Curriculum. Both
these sites should be interesting for teachers to use. It is difficult to assume what may be the
reason for the rather low use, but on a direct question in the focus group interview in one of
the lower secondary schools, one teacher replied that she thought the sites may not be well-
known enough to be used frequently. On the other hand, the numbers from this survey are

very low, and no general conclusions may be drawn from this context.

In the sub-question “What learning outcome do you believe digital resources have in learning
English as a second language?” teachers were asked to express their beliefs and attitudes
about the learning outcome of the digital resources. 77% assume the textbook net site leads to
“some learning”, while 18% claimed it provided “good learning”. Only 5% believe it gives
very good learning. The next category, local resources gave a division between 36% on “some
learning” and “good learning”, which amounts to 72% of the respondents. This may indicate
that teachers are relatively satisfied with the local resources they have on their LMS
platforms. National resources from publishers, like “Lokus” or “Salaby”, had quite a

satisfying number of 36% on “some learning” and 36% on “good learning”.

On the other hand a large number of respondents (41%) responded that they did not know,
which may indicate some uncertainty on whether they believe these resources give any
learning outcome. If this is compared with the previous question, 64% reported that they
never used the national sites “Del og Ler” or “IKT plan”, which may explain why such a
large percentage are uncertain about the learning outcome. It may be because the sites are
unknown to them, and it may have caused confusion that all the national sites were put
together in one category, in contrast to what was done in the previous question. Another
weakness in this question is that by mistake, in contrast to the rest of the survey, the degree of
the response alternatives are organized in a reversed order from the rest, going from “little to
no outcome” to “very good learning outcome”. This may have confused the respondents, or

maybe they did not notice the reversed structure, and responded according to the structure
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used in the rest of the survey. Although the survey went through two pilot tests, nobody

commented upon this. These ambiguities make it difficult to explain or analyze these results.

An open ended question was added at the end of this section asking whether the course book
give any tips or ideas for pedagogical use of ICT in the English subject. As course books
seem to have such a solid position in teaching practice, this question was added as | was
curious as to whether the course books gave any support or advice on use of ICT in relation to
the course material. Six different course books were mentioned, and of these, there were only
a few that were reported to have any guidance on digital resources.

4.3.5. Part 5 — Personalia

This section consists of six questions which were asked in order to gather background data
and provide a context for the questions in the survey. The first question asked about gender.
85% of the respondents in this survey were female. This may reflect a general feature in
primary and lower secondary school, where there is a majority of female employees. The next
question was meant to establish a general idea of the age group; a total of 81% are between
the ages of 30 — 50 years old (43% between 31-40 years old) and 38% between 41 to 50 years
old. Only 5% were in the age group 20-30 and 14% in the age group 51 to 60, and in this
survey, no one was over 60 years old. These age groups may also reflect the general teacher

population as it is today.

The next question is demographic and was asked for two reasons. The first one was to
establish a general idea of which regions were represented in this survey, and the second
reason was that it made it possible to keep track of who had responded to the survey when |
sent a reminder. Ten counties spread evenly throughout Norway are represented, which makes

the answering rate representative as a general sample of Norwegian teachers.

Question no. 19 shows that 73% of the respondents were from lower secondary school, and
28% from primary school. From the respondents in lower primary school (1 to 4" grade) there
was only a 5% response. This variety shows that this survey has an overrepresentation of
responses from lower secondary school, which may influence the results, and this must be

taken into account when analyzing and discussing the answers.

The next question (20) asked when the respondent finished educational college. This was
asked in order to have some background information on whether the respondents’ educational

background may influence their knowledge and use of ICT. Today, most educational colleges
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have ICT didactics connected or integrated into the subjects taught. The majority of the
respondents have completed teacher’s education during the past twenty years. The largest
group (45%) finished educational college during 1990-2000. 35% finished in 2000-2010, and
the smallest group 15% have finished just recently, in 2010-2014. One might expect that the
teachers with the most recent education also have the most updated knowledge on the use of
ICT in their subjects. This does not always seem to be the case. In the recent report” Newly
graduated teachers, professional digital competence and experiences with ICT in education”
several candidates reported that they felt their education from teachers college was not in
accordance with the demands they met for teaching ICT in class. In spite of this, most of them
managed to accommodate the goals in the curricula, based on their own acquired knowledge
of ICT. Several reported that they wanted to develop or renew their digital competence, not
based on a formal requirement from authorities, but from their own personal interest.
(Gudmundsdottir et. al. 2014: 3).

4.3.6. Part 6 — Assertions/Attitudes/Motivation

In this last section | wanted to gather information on attitudes and motivation. In order to

encourage responses | assured that there were no “right” or “wrong” answers.

In Question 22 the respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with a list of statements

about the effects of using digital tools in class.

A large majority, (95%) agreed with the following; “I have experienced that my students
become more motivated when using digital tools. This gives a clear indication that most of the

respondents find the use of ICT in class to be very motivating for their students.

The responses to the next statement were not as clear. Although a majority of 54% did not
agree with the following claim: “The students are noisier and are not concentrated when they
use digital tools”, 41% partly agreed. This even division makes it difficult to draw any
conclusions. The “Skolefagsrapporten” shows that it is essential to have a sturdy leadership in

class while using ICT, as there are so many distractions for the students.

There was a larger consensus on the next statement, with a total of 91% agreeing with the
following: “Digital tools improve the possibility for authentic use of language”, where 55%
totally agreed and 36% partly agreed. This shows that teachers have faith in the value of the

possibilities ICT offers for authentic communication. The response to the next statement
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confirms this, leaving no doubt with a total of 100% (consisting of 55% totally agreeing and
45% partly agreeing) with the following statement: “Students acquire a good knowledge of
English speaking countries and cultures by using ICT. The next statement; “ICT enhances
collaborative learning” had a total agreement of 59%, although 41% partly disagreed. This
response may be compared with question three, which shows that ICT is seldom organized as
project or group work in English classes. The next statement; “ICT improves learning
outcomes in English” had a clear positive outcome, where a total of 86% responded that they
agree (consisting of 45% totally agreeing and 41% partly agreeing). The last statement shows
a clear demand for more knowledge about the use of ICT, as a total of 100% (68% totally
agreed, and 32% partly agree) that they want to learn more about the use of ICT in English
teaching.

Based on the responses to the statements in question 22, teachers seem to have a general
positive attitude towards the use of ICT in class, and believe in the motivational factors. On
the other hand, many call for better equipment, and access to good quality digital resources:
There were several positive remarks about ICT being relevant for future education as long as
it is used correctly:

“It is the future and we must follow it! «

“I find that students are getting better and better in English. They have a wider
vocabulary and better grammar skills than they did just 10 years ago”.

“There are many opportunities for communication in English in the use of ICT. Online
resources, games and contests will become more and more important to motivate
students to practice their language.”

“It opens for a better opportunity to communicate with other English-speaking people,
and the information quantity and pupils' interest means that the use of ICT in English
teaching is a necessary and useful tool. The challenge lies in teaching students to use it
correctly and not "wasting" time on other things when they use ICT in English
lessons”™.

“Technology can be a time thief in schools with old computer room. In order for ICT
to promote learning, teachers must provide targeted educational use”.

Some teachers focused on the challenge of having enough time and sufficient equipment:

-“There should be more time and resources. At present there are not enough computers
available which makes it difficult to teach. At the same time, there is a lot to go
through in the English subject and unfortunately 2 hours (60 min) per week is not
sufficient to go through everything one would want, so sometimes we just have to
skim over some parts”...
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“Lower secondary school requires a lot of teacher control, and you have to be quite
strict. Pupils copy from the web too easily and from each other- it just makes work
time consuming and annoying. The Web is good if it is used well. When students find
references on e.g. England, there is a wealth of information and difficult language.
This requires that the teacher picks out the relevant websites in advance. | would like
to receive tips about websites | can use in various ways in teaching”.

“I think that textbooks must become better at making good websites with more than
grammar exercises: links, videos, ideas, short texts, images.”

4.4. Focus group interviews — results and discussion

Once the transcriptions were finished, the work with analyzing and discussing the results
started. The first step was to find out how to categorize and analyze all the data gathered. The
transcriptions from each school resulted in approximately 12-14 pages, with a total of 45
pages to be analyzed. The total number of participants was 14, with six from primary school
and eight from lower secondary school. The questions were grouped according to the five

themes in the interview guide.
4.4.1. Categorizing and collecting responses (content analysis)

As | already had five theme questions in my interview guide, | decided to collect all the
answers to the same question, from primary and secondary school, and look for any answers
which | found special or interesting. As Brinkman & Kvale (2009) explain in “Det kvalitative
forskningsintervju”, there are several approaches to understanding an interview text. Within
eclectic and theoretical analysis of interviews an analysis may be conducted without any
specific analytical procedures. Some interview analyses build upon a general reading of the

interview texts combined with a theoretical interpretation (Brinkman & Kvale: 239).

Within content analysis, it is usual to categorize responses or utterances according to certain
criteria (Wilkinson 184). All the responses to question no. 1 from the teachers in the primary
and lower secondary schools were compiled as a single category to be examined. The
questions were related to theory or research literature, and the responses to each question were
examined in order to observe any utterances that were interesting, unusual, descriptive or, in
contrast, corresponded to what would be assumed or expected answers. This categorization
method was applied to all five questions. In order to simplify the categorization, word
processing using the “cut and paste” method was used after | had transcribed all the

interviews from beginning to end as single units. A new document containing all three group

54



interview responses to the consecutive questions made it easier to concentrate on each
individual question and to identify anything specific about it. The practical matters were also
made transparent by using color categories for each school. This made it easy to identify
which school the responses came from. The names of the respondents were of course fictive,

in order to protect their anonymity.

An exception to such categorization is the “synergetic” effect that may occur in a group
discussion. In contrast to single person interviews, group interviews often generate more
discussion and more perspectives than can be found in single interviews (Wilkinson 190).
This was also the case during all of the focus group interviews. Once the interview started,
some of the participants became more talkative than others. As an interviewer, one must act
more as a moderator, letting the participants talk freely, but at the same time keeping an eye
on the interview guide and by using interviewing skills discreetly turn attention back to the
original questions again. As the interview proceeded, there were several occasions where the
discussion moved away from the original theme, but brought up other interesting

perspectives. Some of these perspectives have been included in the presentation.

In the following, the questions will be discussed and analyzed in chronological order. In the
previous section, the digital survey was described and discussed, and responses which are
relevant for the main questions in the focus group interviews will be discussed and analyzed
in section 5 with a conclusion and supplement the main findings in the focus group

interviews.
4.4.2. Focus group Question 1 — How do you use ICT most in your teaching today?

Question 1) The curriculum emphasizes using a variety of digital resources in teaching. How
do you use ICT most in your English teaching today? Mention both tools using digital and

online resources.

In primary school there seems to be a broad and varied use of ICT, but mostly it is used for

listening to authentic language and speaking and repeating:

Lene: We are usually in the classroom when | use ICT. We spend a lot of time
showing small movie clips from Youtube, especially one series with a small dragon
named GOGO who takes up many different themes. For example now that we've had
"my name is" there are small conversation snippets that are so simple that anyone can
follow them. This has worked very well. | have often used it when we have lunch
breaks. Also I link it up on the school website so that the pupils can practice at home.
They recognize a lot of words and they have a lot of repetition. | have other links as
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well. Now we have “the body”. We have found a link that looks at the body and all its
parts and it is modelled so that the kids can say the words consecutively and repeat.

The children often repeat exercises at home:

- Kari: It has also been made available on the school web so that they can practice at
home. Very many use it at home. | hear it when they come back to school the next day
and say they have done the task, when they say that the task did not work or the task
gave an incorrect answer ... | listen and hear their excitement and involvement.

Otherwise, digital resources related to the course book are often used. Three teachers say they

use net based exercises from the course book:

- Heidi: | use the Stairs net resource both on the interactive white board and the children
can come up and do exercises in front of the whole class. When we have been in the
computer room when they sit and work individually on each machine.

In lower secondary the most frequent activity is related to writing assignments. Word
processing is recurrently mentioned as a frequent tool. Otherwise, there is also a lot of sound

reinforcement and listening to authentic English. These utterances are from school no.1:

- Bjorn: Yes, as a starting point, we use the Fronter (LMS) learning platform and use it
a lot for tests and assignments and also use the platform as a collection site for all the
net based resources. We use "Wordnet" instead of dictionaries as we have a license for
it and we use it in both English and Norwegian lessons. Then we use the links for the
various web-pages, and we also try to find some new resources. Otherwise tools,...we
use everything from Photo story, but of course it depends on what you define as ICT.
We use the Power point and Prezi. | cannot think of anything else right now ...

The same recurs in school no. 2:

- Kiristin: Mostly we use ordinary word processing, Word, and we also use Photostory
quite a lot and Power Point. We have also started to use a game called “Kahoot” which
is very popular among the students. The students use their smartphones and you can
do different things, such as having a quiz or opinion poll amongst in class.

In addition, there is a great deal of work with oral language:

- Ada: We have a lot of written assignments to be delivered on Fronter, but we have
used Photo Story pretty much as well. 1 think it is a great way to assess their oral
language and we used it a lot last year, in the English in-depth study. It seems it has
been good to work with.

- Lise: Yes, we have used audio files (Fronter), where they can read a part of their text
so that we can listen to each student.

On the other hand, there is a lot of variation both in frequency and use, as one teacher 10"
grade describes an extended use of ICT:
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Beate: | work in the 10" grade, and approximately 70 % of our English lessons are
ICT based and 1 believe it works equally well both with writing or orally. During the
last half of 9" grade we used a lot of audio recordings on Fronter where we read the
texts first, so they could hear the pronunciation before their own reading was recorded.
We also found videos online, and otherwise we used a lot of grammar exercises. There
are very many good English grammar exercises online. As a teacher you can go
through a lesson of basic rules and then the students can work on assignments online.
We use a lot of material from "Woodland Junior High", a place where they have many
level -based grammar exercises. It's brilliant, because you can always choose between
low, medium or high level exercises. And they work at their own level, and they get
responses immediately if they fail, right? - And the pupils like it very much. They
don’t want to do this all the time though, but they say they like to have variety, instead
of sitting and working with assignments on paper.

4.4.3. Focus Group Question 2 - Can you give examples of pedagogical use of ICT which

you are especially satisfied with?

This question was to investigate what aspects of ICT teachers feel are most rewarding. The

question was what functioned well and why, and to investigate the students’ motivation. The

main impression is that there is a lot of variation in how ICT is used and what is perceived as

most important. In primary school, a recurring answer was that using personal computers in

itself was motivating for the students:

Anne: ...in addition it is much more motivating for the students when they get to sit at
a computer and do tasks, even though it is almost the same as we have done in class,
the students seem to work much better in front of a screen. They work much more
effectively when they receive a repetition of what we have had. If we had done the
same task in class on a sheet of paper, they would have spent a whole lesson on that
one page, so they get much more done when they use the PC.

Siri: | find being in the computer room is motivating, there is a lot of repetition, and
we also follow the book a lot. Because they think we’re playing. That’s what my
students said in the beginning; “Can we play in the computer room?” We had
exercises in Norwegian and English, and they were so used to these exercises that they
thought they were just playing.

Otherwise, the tasks done in the computer room are often identical to what is done in the

classroom, but in a digitalized form.

Heidi (4" grade): | am very happy with the 'Stairs' textbook, books and what they have
of online tasks. We work with semi-groups in the computer room, and show things on
the Smartboard. We work with the tasks at school and they can also work with the
same material at home. It belongs to the same chapter with the same words and
grammar that we work with in school, so I think that's very good.

57



In the article “Interactive technology, traditional practice?” the authors claim that traditional
teaching practice still is very common in schools, despite the incorporation of new technology
(Gudmundsdottir et. al., 2014). Traditional practice is often teacher centered rather than
student centered. In her master’s thesis about digital skills in primary school, Solvar Gully

also indicates that there is a focus on a teacher centered approach (Gully: 2013).

In primary school, three recurring reasons were given for using ICT besides the motivating
factor; the use of modelling (often spoken language), repetition and most important, instant
feedback:

- Lene (1% grade): | have not spent so much time on tasks actually, | have spent more
time on movie clips lately because they visualize situations. We use them a lot for
repetition. We use YouTube clips for modeling, and have a lot of repetition. During
the week we say the words together (choir) and then, at the end of the week the
children say them themselves. And it is actually fun, all of the children say something.
| have the first grade, so | have focused on oral language.

Teachers in the 4™ and 6™ grades focus on the importance of immediate feedback:

- Siri: They are very happy when they finish tasks and get smileys. So it’s the feedback
that is important. And especially important when they are so young. But perhaps this
goes for the older ones as well?

- Heidi: And then they get the answer right away. If you provide a sheet of paper then
you may get the answer in a week ... if it is not gone...(the worksheet paper)..( a shift
towards not using paper and pen).

One teacher explained further how using apps had motivated her son who is in 2" grade:

- ..l discovered that Stairs has an “app” for tablet computers and | tried it at home, it
only cost 14 kr. | examined it and found a lot of material for 1 and 2 grades, and this is
very helpful for my son. Before | discovered the app it was awful, because he
wouldn’t do his homework because he thinks it is too boring. But now | just give him
the iPad, and he sits there and touches the screen until he is done. He receives an
immediate response that he has done it correctly. He is very proud when he can
proceed right away. He works very independently, and suddenly he says: “Oh! I have
managed 4" grade”! It’s very motivating when they receive the response right away. I
think this is very suitable for 1-4"" grades, and also very good repetition for the
weakest pupils.

This may serve as an example of how instant feedback is important to keep up motivation.
According to Hattie, feedback is the second most important feature for a positive learning
outcome (Hattie 2009: 221). Another reflection is how technology is expanding the learning
areas, as seamless technology makes it possible to work anywhere, both at school and at

home, and seems to spur motivation for learning.
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In lower secondary school an example is given on project work:

- Bjoern: Last year we worked with the theme “News” in the English in-depth subject
(Engelsk fordypning). The idea was to read newspapers (paper) and pick out relevant
news, and talk about it themselves afterwards. The first week we brought a variety of
newspapers to the classroom, we had ordered British and American newspapers from
the college library, but the students did not use them at all. They used the net-based
news. So, we listed up the ten most popular news sites in Britain and the USA and
they went in there and found incidents. We had sports the first week and bullying the
second week. It was very relevant with what had just happened to Amanda Todd. Yes,
and racism, politics, and they ended up referring to a shooting episode in the USA.
After having found the information on the net, they worked with telling about various
news stories by using Photostory. This was in 10" grade. We wanted to practice as
much oral language as possible, as a preparation for oral exams.

This example describes reading and gathering information on the net in 10" grade. The
activities require a higher level of language proficiency and independent work as the students
must read and understand the texts they find on the net. This reflects the teacher’s ability to
make use of ICT in order to spur creative use of language, as described in the area “digital
skills” in LKO6. In relation to Walker & White’s model, this is an example of integrated use
of ICT with a focus on collaborative learning. A further example was given on how the
teacher involved the students in building a collaborative knowledge site that they used to

practice for their final exams:

- Beate: Last year we made a common presentation site. We had the theme «USA» and
were working with «Native people». So we started to teach the students how to build
a presentation site, like the ones we use ourselves, when we establish rooms (in
Fronter) with links to tasks. We divided the themes into weeks, so we could work for a
certain period of time with each theme. So the students were to make a front page with
the main theme very clear and visible, the heading was to be divided into columns in
order to build a website where we could add links and information to the theme. One
column contained sound files, the other texts the students had produced, and in the
third column they added videos which represented the various themes. The students
thought it was ok to write a text. To them it resembled writing a blog, but only in
English.

In general, digital skills are often related to communication and collaborative learning. On the
other hand, when looking at the results from the survey, project work is only used only once
in a while in ordinary English lessons. Some teachers described how they assessed project

work:
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- Beate: | think we focus much more on the individual student in lower secondary,
because each individual receives their own grade and an individual written and oral
feedback.

- Lise: And even if we have group work we give an individual grade, I never give the
group itself a grade, because that only gives the ones who don’t bother to work much a
benefit.

- Beate: Yes, but it’s important, if you don’t do it, if you don’t give an individual mark,
the students . . . well, it leads to disapproval here in lower secondary.

Another aspect mentioned is the practical and time-saving use of ICT resources. Teachers
from the other lower secondary school mentioned relevant ready-made material that helped

with their preparations for the final exams:

- Tor: Yes, | also have to mention, we have a license on ready-made tests which we buy
from a publisher. The test is called “Perspective Magazines” from Cappelen Damm. It
is digital which means that the preparation phase is net-based, just as it is on ordinary
exams. They do their whole preparation on the internet. The site has special links
where they can listen to recorded soundtracks on the material they are going to read
and prepare for. | believe it functions very well.

- Hanne: The material is explained by the teacher first, and then the students spend time
themselves preparing. They work individually at their own pace and focus on the
material that is relevant for them. | think it is very nice, as it provides colors,
movement and additional material. The students can go in and listen to the song with
Sting instead of just reading the boring text. You can spice it up a bit.

The teacher gives examples of sound, colors and movement which make the theme more
exciting and varied. They also refer to the relevance of spending time on these preparations,
as they relate directly to the final exams in English which are digital. In Norway all the
national tests in English both in primary and lower secondary are digital. This requires the
ability to master basic operational skills, such as understanding the instructions — click, move,
colour, etc. in addition to being tested in English reading skills (Udir.no - The Norwegian

Directorate for Education and Training).

4.4.4. How do teachers stimulate communicative situations and authentic use of English?

Question 3. In the curriculum in English there are many different objectives, e.g., to create
authentic communication situations (both written and oral) and be familiar with English-
speaking countries. What are some examples of lessons that promote this? How do you think

ICT can be particularly beneficial in relation to language learning?
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As mentioned in question 1, several teachers report that they use the internet especially for

authentic spoken language. A lot of teachers are concerned about learning the “standard”

English pronunciations:

- Kari (primary school): And then you have to look for the correct pronunciation, the
nuances, finding good examples, at least for the lower grades it is all right to find a
person who talks very clearly.

- Siri (primary school): But it becomes a lot worse in the higher grades because many of
the spoken texts are very difficult, and often with another dialect, because it is seldom
that anyone speaks like that in real life. You know, the students come back from a
football trip to Liverpool or Manchester and they have not understood any of the
spoken language. So I think it’s good for them to understand that English has a
variation of dialects.

The teachers are very aware of variations in oral language and they use YouTube to find
authentic samples of language. The listening samples on the CDs in the course books are
made especially for the English subject, and are often read in RP (Received Pronounciation),
another British accent, BBC or US English. A lot of the books printed after LKO6 have
dialect samples, with CDs containing some readings from for example Australia or Scotland
although the majority of the texts are read in clearly spoken “standard” English. As mentioned
by one of the primary school teachers, this is especially important in the lower grades when
the children are just learning the language. It is essential for language learners to have a
standard variant of English in their first introduction to the second language, in order to learn
and distinguish typical sounds in the second language which are different from their mother
tongue. However, as reflected in the English Curricula (2013) once the learners have reached

a certain age or level of proficiency, they are introduced to varieties of English.

- Bjern (lower secondary): It’s especially in English teaching that we profit from the
world having become smaller. It’s very easy to find information, and material from for
example Australia or USA is very accessible for us to use.

- Lise (lower secondary): YouTube is an excellent resource for authentic language. An
example is where an American boy and a British girl are sitting and talking together
and you clearly hear the differences. He is American and she is British. And there are
similar conversations between somebody from Australia and the United States and so
on.

On the other hand, when it comes to authentic situations involving direct communication with

English speaking people, the teachers seemed a bit more reluctant. One teacher remarked the
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challenge of speaking spontaneously and improvising when they are confronted with an

authentic situation:

Lise: Well, it all really depends on the students. Last fall in 9" and 10" grade, during
our project “Native Americans” we were visited by a native Indian from USA. He told
them about his life, but when he asked them questions, and invited them to talk with
him, they were completely mute. So it’s difficult to get them to express themselves in
an authentic situation. Most of them find it easier to talk with or through someone else,
preferably the teacher. So I felt it was difficult to do, I don’t know whether this was
special for the student group I had then, I don’t know.

Some other teachers remarked on the practical difficulties of conducting authentic
communication:

Bjarn: Well, we were talking about using Skype last year, but then you know you have
the difference in time that sets a limit.

Beate: eTwinning and things like that, it has to be suited to our lessons, you know,
with the classes that have English, and it has to suit the other school, and it had been
excellent, but it’s difficult to do.

Bjorn (lower secondary school): Well at least spoken English, but writing is no
problem, we just use e-mail.

Tor (secondary school no. 2): Last year we had a project with e-pals which | used in
the English in-depth subject, where we actually communicated with other English
speaking countries. The good thing about the in- depth subject is that you have a lot of
time to do things like that. It’s not so easy in the ordinary English subject, where you
may have to reserve a week or some specific lessons in order to do so, as we only have
a few lessons pr. week.

As the technology has developed to facilitate communication, the possibility to connect to the

outside world has never been greater. In her book L&ra engelska pa internet Maria Estling

Vannestal gives a lot of advice on how to communicate through the net with authentic English

speakers. She differentiates between synchronous and asynchronous contact. Synchronous

meaning for example speaking together on Skype, or chatting simultaneously on msm, and

asynchronous contact such as e-mails or blogs which may be written at different times. The

latter type of communication is the most common, because of the practical issues (2009: 69 —

70).

Another teacher comments upon how students communicate with others in their spare time:

Hanne: There are a lot of our students who are active on the net and write to other
students in English, a very special kind of English in my opinion, often related to
games, science fiction or fantasy. A lot of students communicate privately with others
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in English, mainly in written language, not spoken. I believe very few actually talk to
others in English, but they participate with written language on the net and are quite
active.

In their spare time, students communicate all the time. In Norway 97% of young adults are
reported to have an ipad or computer (Monitor:2013) which may indicate a high degree of

communication amongst young people.

Authentic situations may be created in many ways, and many teachers claim it depends on

how you interpret the term:

- Tor: ....but to create “authentic” situations, | also interpret that to mean using role-
playing in class where you for example act out a situation of shopping in a store.

Teachers have numerous examples of how to create other situations where students can

practice oral language and one example was described as “speed dating”:

- Bjgrn: You give them a theme to prepare a talk about, and then when they come to
school, you let them speak to each other in pairs. In class they do not speak much, so
instead, we let them explain the same topic to several other students, one at a time.
They are forced to speak a lot of English in a short time, and they have to use their
own words, and have to adjust their speech according to who they are talking to. They
correct each other as well, so the strong ones correct the weak ones and can practice
with students that are not so proficient. It’s only the ones they are speaking to who
hear them, because everybody is busy speaking with each other. It’s a lot safer then. I
notice that it is very difficult to make the students talk aloud in class, because they are
afraid of being criticized or ridiculed by the others in class, in that age group it doesn’t
really take much to feel that way.

To sum up question 3, teachers seem to use several authentic texts, and especially use a lot of
examples of authentic spoken English from the net. They also try to create communicative
situations in the classroom, to motivate the students to speak more. On the other hand, having
direct communication with “authentic” English speaking people, by e.g., blogging or e-

mailing, seems to occur rather seldom.
4.4.5. Focus group Question 4 - How do students collect and create information?

Question 4: The emphasis in this question is on how students read and collect information
(texts and images) on the network (e.g., Wikipedia ) to create and present their own texts. Can
you give examples of tasks of this type that have worked well? Which tools were used in
class? How do you work with students to teach them to use their own words and avoid the
“cut and paste” method? Do you have strategies for avoiding plagiarism? Are students
taught to be critical of sources and about copyright laws in English lessons, or is this left to
other subjects? How do you teach students to assess their sources and find good references?
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In primary school, most of the teachers at the lower levels had not had many presentations in
English. On the other hand, one teacher in the 6™ grade mentioned presentations related to
themes the students are familiar with:

- Siri: It’s not easy to get the students to present their own texts in English, it’s difficult
enough in Norwegian, really. But the students have had some presentations in English,
about themselves. It’s often easier to let them talk about themselves or their hobbies.

On the other hand, they worked with reading and writing which was influenced by digital

technology;

- Berit: The students are allowed to use their mobile phones when we work with words.
We use “Google translate” when we work with new words on “Step 3”. We pick out
the words we want to learn ourselves as they are not translated in the course book. We
always have to compare the translations with each other, in order to agree upon the
same word, as we can get several varieties and must review them critically.

This example shows how the teacher involves the students in finding words and negotiating
their meaning. The activity involves the students, and facilitates language learning activities
by using the mobile phone. In postmodern society, the role of the teacher is more of a guide
and facilitator, who does not have a monopoly on the one and only “truth”, but who negotiates
meaning with their students (Beck: 1993:173).

In lower secondary school, the group elaborated on how they make use of dictionaries, which

also offer help with several grammatical units in order to facilitate language learning:

- Beate: Yes, using Wordnet is a challenge for weak learners, because there are so many
options to choose from nouns and pronouns ...

On the other hand, they describe the difficulties for some of the weaker students:

- Beate: ... a lot of it goes by unnoticed for them, they struggle to look up and find out
what the right word is, so to understand .... maybe they could fix it for the weak
students?

- Lisa: It is nice with Wordnet. For example, like prepositions in English, they can click
on a preposition and it brings up many suggestions on how to use it, but it’s like Beate
says; it is a useful tool for the strongest students, while the weakest struggle to find the
correct word. Yes, and they don’t read what is written there, they take the first thing
that pops up, it’s not always what you are looking for.

- Bjorn: These students did not necessarily use ordinary dictionaries either. | think the
ones that are able to use the dictionary correctly are the same ones that profit from
Wordnet.

These reflections resemble what is described as a digital divide between the students. This

shows that students who are already highly proficient in school and score high grades, also
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profit positively from digital devices and resources on the net, while weaker students do not
(Monitor skole 2013: 10).

In relation to reading and writing, the motivational factor is of great importance. Bringing in
material that is relevant for students is emphasized by a teacher in 6™ grade:

- Siri: Well, often | use YouTube songs and translate them to Norwegian. This is
motivating in itself. In my opinion, a lot of the texts in the course book are difficult
and maybe not so interesting for the students. But YouTube is very interesting, so |
use it a lot. We listen to songs and translate them. Because it’s never the same in
Norwegian when you translate it from English. Often the students understand this
better when we work with songs. I don’t know why, but maybe because it’s more
interesting. You can never translate word for word, we work a lot with this, and 1
believe using the material from YouTube is quite good for this purpose.

In order to work with idiomatic English the teacher uses authentic contemporary song texts
which motivate the students. This is relevant and popular learning material. Furthermore, she
uses the material to teach grammatical features implicitly:

- Siri: So when it comes to grammar, you learn a lot by looking at how it is used in the
song. For example third person — s. Instead of saying ‘“now we are going to work with
verb conjugation” I show them examples from the song instead. | take examples from
things that engage them.

Some teachers have an interesting reflection upon how the Norwegian language adapts and

incorporates English words and expressions into the language:

Heidi: I just want to comment to what you just said about writing. My class was going
to write a Norwegian text in the computer room. They could pick their own text and
write about anything they wished. When they started writing, there were so many
English words they wanted to use in their stories. Some children wanted to write about
games, and were asking about specific English words that were used in that game and
what their counterpart were in Norwegian. Some children wrote a long story about a
“skate park” and were asking what all the tricks were called. Another child wrote
about “brownies”. That is when I reflected upon the fact that we have very many
English terms in our language, and they have become increasingly common.

A further feature mentioned, was the ability to navigate in the myriad of information on the
net. This requires a lot from young students, and a teacher in 6" grade explains what she does:

- Berit: 1 use a lot of the links on Moava, because there are so many good sites for
student there. But I think it is better to copy some of the links into the students’ digital
classroom, because there is so much there, it’s overwhelming. We use “Stairs” as well,
with exercises and grammar related directly to the course book.

This may be seen as a scaffolding feature performed by the teacher, as she facilitates the

process of finding relevant information on the net, but still lets the students use authentic
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material. The Monitor survey explains how basic digital skills must be incorporated by the
students in order to make use of the myriad of sources on the internet. It requires a certain
digital proficiency to be able to navigate and find relevant information on a Google search or
to navigate on digital encyclopedias (2013:98). It is important that students reflect upon and
evaluate the source, relevance and credibility of the digital resources on the net (Puustinen
and Rouet 2009, as quoted in the Monitor 2013 report p.43).

The teachers further discussed the backlash of the digital age, how to deal with plagiarism;
Both lower secondary schools had Ephoros programs;

- Bjarn: Yes, in English you have the possibility of using the Ephoros program to check
plagiarism. If you install it when you make the student portfolios you will
automatically know how much percentage is copied, either from each other’s
assignments or from the net.

The problem is not easy to deal with, but several teachers had strategies to cope with

plagiarism:

- Beate: Well, it’s very difficult. I see it says “Wikipedia” in parentheses, and | believe
this should not be used in English lessons at all. The language in “Wikipedia” is too
difficult. We talk a lot to the students about how copying is not the same as delivering
a piece of work. We relate this to the final exams. If you copy material for an
assignment and deliver it as your own, you haven’t done your work. We keep harping
on the same things, go and find sources and material, read it, try to understand it and
then give a recount. But of course, we are talking about young people... And yes we
use Ephoros, and the students know this. They know that the assignments they deliver
will be sent through the program, and if you copy too much the program reveals this.
But you know, the students are clever, but even if they take one sentence at a time and
change three or four words, it is still a copy. So we should think more about working
in a way that they achieve information, read it and retell it. We should start working
with this in 8" grade.

- Kiistin: Yes, it is important because the students often end up with Wikipedia, and
there is too much information there, and too much unnecessary information compared
to what they need to fetch. We must be better at giving them links with useful
information. Mostly the students just search with Google and Wikipedia appears at the
top of the list, and then they just use that and do not really get an answer to what they
are looking for. So then they just copy the text, which has a difficult language. English
Wikipedia is difficult, both for students and grown-ups, and that is what distinguishes
the students with a high level of proficiency compared to those with a low level,
because they are able to search for and identify other useful websites to find relevant
information.

This statement reinforces the responses in the digital survey, Question 9 and 10, that students
are not critical to sources. They tend to pick the first and best choice, without evaluating other

sources. A suggestion here is for the teacher to provide relevant links themselves. However,
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the ability to search for and gather relevant information is one of the specific goals in the
“digital skills” in the Knowledge Promotion (LK06).

- Tor: We try to give the students feedback if we feel that there is too much copying,
because it is not considered as cheating to use plagiarism in a way, right? So it’s the
weakest students who are not able to reformulate and recreate the information they use
for their own texts who struggle most.

This young teacher assumes that it is not seen as plagiarism to use other people’s material, as
long as the sources are given, but refers to the ability to use one’s own words as the criterion
leading to high or low achievement levels. In his article “Educating the digital generation”
Ola Erstad discusses research on young people’s digital interaction which shows that there are
some fundamental changes in the way young people communicate, produce texts and
distribute content (Ito et al., 2010 as referred to in Erstad: 2010, p.59).

Erstad suggests several ways of moving beyond the traditional understanding of literacy, and
points out several key factors that have changed the context of how young people learn today.
Erstad has introduced the term “remixing” as a description of how software tools have made it
easy to edit texts, films and music (ibid.,p.61). This term helps us to understand how many

young people work with texts today, but in many ways it represents a challenge to teachers:

Some teachers explain that they reveal plagiarism by using Google:

-Hanne: I checked a student’s assignment that obviously wasn’t written with his own
words. When | checked a sentence with Google search, the complete original text
appeared, and | asked him if this was the site he had used and he confirmed. Then I
asked him if he could show me any lines he had written himself, but he couldn’t. That
is how specifically we must confront the students in order for them to become aware
of this.

- Kristin: But that is pure cheating! But of course, we use booklets with notes during
exams, and of course the students often refer to the texts. But some of them do not
understand, they must be trained to recognize what is pure copying and what is
referring to a text without copying. They must be trained to use their own words and
expressions. They are so young when they start here.

The teachers try to train the students to distinguish between plain copying and using source

material and re-writing it in their own words. Students need a lot of training in this
4.4.6. How do teachers learn to use ICT themselves?

Question 5) How did you learn to use digital resources in teaching English? (school, course,
tips from colleagues, sharing experiences, self-taught, trial and error ). What do you think is
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the best way to learn? Have you changed your practice in any way during the past years as a
result of ICT use?

Some teachers in primary school reveal their thoughts about the technological development in

recent years:

- Heidi: There have been several changes here the past years. I’'m thinking of the
computer room, computers, the increase in digital assignments. Now we have iPads,
and I usually scan pictures and text from picturebooks and send it to my mail so that |
can open it and enlarge it on the Smartboard screen in the classroom. So we have read
that way, stories printed both in Norwegian and English, e.g., “The goat that could
count to ten”. And | was thinking of mobile phones and what you said previously. |
think the mobile phone will be a device which will be used much more in school,
because everyone will have one as the prices recede.

A teacher in 4" grade explains how technology affects the language learning activities

according to the digital tools the students use:

- Anne: When everyone is in the computer room we do totally different exercises than
with the ipad. When the class is in the computer room they often write a text with
letters, which is a totally different way of working. The students complain because
they seldom use the hearing phones which are required to enable listening activities in
the computer room. When they use their ipad they just sit there and touch the screen
with their finger, and a voice appears giving an instruction saying for example “foot”.
The voice asks them to place their finger on the correct word on the screen, and then
the word appears in large text accompanied by a picture. So right away you see what
the word they heard looks like with letters, and what picture the word represents. After
this, the students are asked to say the word themselves aloud. To me, this is a more
visual and auditive way of learning.

The teacher has observed how her students learn the words, and reflects upon how the ipads
provide a multimodal approach to learning. Compared to the traditional way of learning how
to read and write with books, pencil and paper, the term “digital literacies” encompasses a
broader understanding including sound, pictures and text, which are usual in a digital context
(Lund:2009).

One teacher in lower secondary remarked that the students that arrived from primary school

have become much better at basic operational skills;

- Tor: Yes that’s something the students do a lot, they load up their files in “Fronter” if
they have homework or writing days or something like that. | think the students have
become much better at that the past years. Word processing and things like that, which
we had to drill them in earlier; they all know how to do that when they start in lower
secondary now.
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This suggests that students are becoming more sophisticated in their use of PCs. Primary

schools are using computers more and more.

The course book is still the resource mostly used by teachers, and one teacher in primary
school reflected upon this:

Anne: It’s ok to use it as a basis. There are some good grammar exercises too, for
students who like to write by hand. We mustn’t forget that many students learn better
by using handwriting and reading books, so we have to meet everyone’s needs you
know, and there should be variation.

As a synergetic effect of the focus group interview, a discussion evolved around writing and
penmanship. Today, as new customs are evolving, the teachers reflected on what gets lost and
what is gained. One teacher believed that the creative process of writing will disappear if we
only use computers. She argued that children today expect everything to happen at a fast pace
and do not take part in the process of learning, because they do not have the patience to re-
write and work thoroughly with their texts. When they use the computer, they just cut and

paste and do not work thoroughly enough. Another teacher disagreed:

- Berit: I believe it’s quite the opposite, I think many students give up. I don’t think the
pleasure of writing is promoted by using a pencil and paper. | think they struggle
anyway with writing. My students have written far better texts when they use the
computer. Especially boys, who have illegible handwriting. Do you think any authors
use pen and paper today? I don’t. But of course we ought to emphasize other things,
like the visual or creative aspects, but not relate that to penmanship.

One teacher remarked on changing attitudes towards school and learning:

-Lene: I’'m thinking that the children are so used to fancy games, and everything is
supposed to be fun when you present your assignments. School will never match
that, and I think we will have a generation that demand that school has to be fun all the
time. To learn can be demanding, it’s not always a game. It has something to do with
the attitudes the children get towards learning.

A recurring remark was that teachers feel a constant need for keeping updated; and many say

they learn best by trying out things themselves:

- Bjarn: (lower secondary) You know, even when we went to teacher’s college, what we
learnt the first year was already out-dated when we graduated, so you really just have
to renew yourself, at least when it comes to various software, new programs have
come that are much better.

- Tor: I believe the absolute best way to learn is by trying out myself. | have been to a
few ICT courses without any outcome. If you don’t use what you have learnt, you
forget it. You have to try it out and experiment yourself. Everything | have learnt
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about ICT, | have learnt myself, by trying and failing and trying again. I believe it’s
the best way to learn.

There is a need for continuous updating, and this example shows how teachers learn from

each other’s experience, but it all culminates in the access to digital equipment available at

school.

Berit: (primary school): I don’t have any formal education in English, and when the
use of ICT has escalated the past years we teachers should be just as good as the
children, because the children are much further ahead of us, so there should be some
courses to pick upon things.

Siri (primary school): Well, it’s our duty to teach them, it’s a part of the Knowledge
Promotion, and we may not be good enough ourselves either, but in addition the
access to computers is not sufficient. We only have one computer room and we are
200 students at this school, so it sets a limit to the time available. The booking
schedule is always full as well, so it’s impossible to have a spontaneous lesson. Each
class has one lesson in the computer room pr. week, but the spontaneous use is
impossible.

Kari (primary school): I think we have become better at using digital tools every year
as more digital tools have appeared in school. If you have an interactive board that
works, then you automatically use it more and the same goes for the computer room if
everything functions. It is our own curiosity that leads us forward and shows our
progression. I can be as interested as I want in apps, but if the school doesn’t have
ipads it doesn’t really help. So really what is limiting us is the access in our
workplace.

Tor (lower secondary school): Well, you can say that we have Smartboards, but we
only have them in five classrooms, and of course that influences the way we teach. If
you have a classroom with an interactive board, you use it for what it’s worth, but if
you have a classroom without one, it has an effect on what we are able to achieve.

Hanne (lower secondary): And if you have a class with 25 students you can take them
with you to the computer room and have it work, but if you have a class with 30
students, there are not enough computers and often one or two don’t work and it
becomes chaotic.

On the other hand, one of the lower secondary schools was very well equipped with ICT
material:

Bjarn (lower secondary school): We had a computer room until just recently. The last
classes that graduated now were the last ones that shared laptops on a trolley. Now
every single student has their own computer, and the computer room has been
transformed into an animation room. We have interactive boards in all our classrooms,
so we often start our lessons by logging in and showing whatever it is we need. That is
where we fetch our resources for our lessons. So if we need our lesson plan
(homework plan) or some links, that is where they all are.

Beate: I didn’t have any digital training at teacher’s college at all. So when | started
teaching, | learnt about LMS systems and Fronter, because | started at a school that
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used it. Before | came here | just learnt by trying out things and experimenting. When
| started here there was a lot of pressure to use digital tools. | think our leaders and
people who use ICT a lot have been good at motivating people, so during my years
here several colleagues who have disapproved of computers are suddenly using Prezi
and other tools...so I think it has to do with the way they affect colleagues...

This is an example of the differences in equipment and economy in various communities
which is reflected in what each student is offered. The students do not receive the same type

of educational equipment.

The other external factor mentioned is the way of organizing things at each school. In one of
the lower secondary schools, there seems to be a strong and motivated leadership, which has

prioritized the use of ICT. This is reflected in the way they organize learning:

- Lise: We have a common English room on Fronter. It’s important that all the classes
are represented, with material as theme banks, and for example links from YouTube.
It’s important that everything is published in the English room for sharing so that we
can use each other’s material.

- Bjgrn: We have just had a round of teaching our staff. We had two course days where
we kept each other updated.

- Beate: We had courses and planning days for both primary and lower secondary
school and we signed up for various courses we wanted an update on such as
Powerpoint, Prezi, Fronter or interactive boards. We had two and a half hours of
teaching, in two sections for each day. It was the teachers from the county who taught
each other. A teacher from primary school showed us various things on the interactive
board, and I had Prezi.

- Lise: Yes, and then there are so many good teaching programs on the net. If you show
them to colleagues, they understand that you can save a lot of time.

- Beate: We have a sharing room, the whole community where all the schools have a
sharing room for the different school levels. And then we have had some common
sharing sessions like the one Bjgrn described, where we have tried out everything we
have gathered during the past years. We have made portfolios, with examples from
both primary and lower secondary school.

- Bjgrn: What we are working on now is to be more coherent on each level, and we try
to fill in resources on 8", 9™ and 10" grade, so we try to define what should be done
in the various grades. Our next challenge is to gather all our resources and go through
them and evaluate what is useful and what isn’t. For example articles.uk and resources
like that, where you have a lot of articles on various themes with explanations to new
words and follow up questions, just try to find out what you can use. It takes time to
sit and find out what digital resources you need each time you have a theme.

- Beate: | have been here for six years now. The first year | worked here all the students
got computers. Since then there has been a radical change. It all depends on the
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administration. We got a new administration that was very focused on using ICT and
they have really been working hard to get new and updated digital equipment, enough
for everybody and of high quality. They have also allocated time enough for us to
share. We have taught each other. And of course we use the LMS platform Fronter all
the time. We are obliged to use it, as all necessary information from the administration
and messages are posted there.

These utterances reveal a school with a well-functioning leadership. It is important to
determine whether there are any important hallmarks that identify schools with a supportive
ICT climate (Hatlevik 2009:164). Qualitative longitudinal projects on learning networks
reveal the importance of how school leaders prioritize how the school works with ICT (Berge
et. al., as quoted in Hatlevik). My own experience working in a learning network showed how
important it is with a school leader who is interested and has the ability to follow up on work
with ICT in school ( Baltzersen:2009:14). If there is a lack of support from the administration,

a lot of work is left to enthusiasts, but that alone is not enough to build a sharing community.

5. MAIN FINDINGS
5.1. Validity and reliability

The terms validity and reliability are important in all research. Validity means ensuring that
the data collected is relevant to the research questions asked and that the research in itself has
some informational value or is of common interest for people other than the researcher herself
(Larsen 81). Reliability means carefully describing the research process in order to make it
transferable, confirmable and creditable. In the quantitative research conducted through the
digital survey, it is possible to replicate the process by doing the survey again. In qualitative
research, it is important to explain all the procedures in the process in detail, in order to make
the research creditable. In this study, both the survey and the interview guide are based on the
statements about digital skills in the core curriculum and the English subject curricula, and
thus it is feasible for other researchers to replicate the studies. In the focus group interviews
all the data has been kept confidential and been treated anonymously, as explained in detail in

the section about ethical considerations.

Brinkman & Kvale (2009) argue that the researcher must make the research transparent by
being explicit about the process and intention of the research. One of the steps in doing this is

by being explicit about the researcher’s own perspective, as this may influence the choice of
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questions and the views that may appear in the analysis or discussion (244). In the role of
researcher, a main reflection is to acknowledge that my own background as a teacher may
influence the way | have perceived and understood the questions | have constructed and also

the way | perceive and analyze the results.

My main theoretical platform is based on a socio-cultural and constructivist view, which
encourages collaborative learning, as this is a common practice in many Norwegian schools,
and is often reflected in the Norwegian national curricula. Group work and collaborative
learning have a long tradition in Norwegian schools, as well as teaching in “mixed ability
groups”. This has been a part of the national policy which is reflected in the national curricula
as well as in the organization and structuring of schools. All children within a geographical
area go to the same school, and teaching is organized in heterogeneous groups within the

same age level.

On the other hand, as my main intention has been to understand the use of ICT in English
teaching from the teacher’s perspective, my relation to language and learning theory is
eclectic, and | have used several theories to explain and describe the teachers’ responses in
my analysis rather than prioritizing one position or a single theoretical approach. As explained

in the theoretical section in Walker and White’s model, several methods are in use today.

Furthermore, the results from the survey are based on 24 respondents, and although they make
a representative group, this is a small number. “SurveyMonkey”’s own interpretation of data
results for a digital survey do not consider the number of respondents to be important if the
purpose of the survey is to investigate a phenomena (p. 20), although there may be reason to
believe that the teachers who did respond are the ones who may be enthusiastic and positive
towards ICT. The focus group interviews gave a lot of interesting data, and the 14 respondents
from three different schools reflected the general teacher population in age, gender and
educational background. In spite of this all qualitative data must be treated with respect, and
one must be careful to draw any general conclusions. With these considerations as
background, the general trends shown in the survey and focus group interviews will be

presented in the following section.
5.2. Discussion of the main findings in relation to relevant theory

In this section | will sum up some major tendencies from the survey results and quoted

answers in the focus group interviews. My main thesis question was “How do teachers in
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primary and lower secondary school use ICT in class, and how do they relate their methods
to the goals in the English curricula?” With the data from the digital survey and the
responses from the focus group interviews, the following trends have been detected.

5.2.1. ICT used for writing and creating presentations

The most frequent use of ICT in lower secondary school is for writing, using word processing
or powerpoint for presentations. This finding is consistent with the 2009 survey
“Skolefagsundersgkelsen”, which indicates that amongst English teachers in Norway ICT is
mainly used for writing or presentations (p. 55). In this survey a very clear majority (87%)
agree that “Students are good at creating their own texts”. This shows that teachers feel their
students are satisfied with the way students produce texts. The section does not specify what
kind of texts, but the term “create” indicates that this may be interpreted as all types of digital
texts such as presentation texts like PowerPoint or Photostory, or printed texts given as
assignments. A lot of the students have gained the basic operational skills, such as loading up
files, inserting pictures in a text and adding titles, bullet points and designing creative lay-
outs. Many students start using presentation programs during primary school, and by the time
they arrive at lower secondary school, several have quite a good command of presenting their

work for the rest of the class.

When it comes to the use of ICT for writing, the most frequent use is related to assignments
delivered on the LMS platform. Using a word processing program helps to edit and rewrite
thus making the writing process easier. The focus interviews from the two lower secondary
schools discuss the problem of plagiarism and how to cope with students copying and not
using their own words. According to the survey, teachers do not feel confident that the

students know how to find sources and how to rewrite and use their own words.

In the discussion in the focus group interview several teachers had strategies for detecting
plagiarism and in addition to using their own prior knowledge of the students’ language
proficiency, they used Google to search for the source of the text and the Ephoros program to
check the percentage of text which has been copied. Teachers maintain that the most
important thing is teaching the students how to use their own words, and mentioned some

strategies on how to do this.

A discussion evolved as to whether all writing on computers is good and one teacher asked

for more focus on handwriting and the basic skills of penmanship. The most important factor
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is that writing on a computer provides a scaffolding device, such as automatic word
correction, and is easier to edit. The written result is much tidier to read for the receiver, and
word-processing programs make it easy to insert comments or corrections in the text. In
relation to my theoretical framework, this may be considered as a scaffolding device, as the
word-processing devices may provide the guidelines and help needed for the students to
concentrate on the message and content of their writing. This will help students to attain the
goals of communication which are highly focused upon the English curricula.

Another important factor which was mentioned in the group interviews is that students often
write more and put an effort into making a presentable result if they write for a larger
audience and are meant to share their work with the class or group by publishing it (Svensson:
2009, p.25). Using the computer results in the students writing more than they do with pencil
and paper, according to some responses in the focus group interviews.

5.2.2. ICT used for drill exercises in language and grammar

A marked trend was that teachers use net-based drill and repetition exercises which have to do
with vocabulary or grammar. According to both the Norwegian MONITOR survey (2013) and
“Skolefagsrapporten” (2009), the use of drill and repetition exercises is the second main area
of ICT use in English lessons in Norway, and the responses in this research paper show the
same trend. As the results from the digital survey show in question 13, these exercises are
often related to the course book or to links that were gathered by the teachers on the LMS
platforms. The responses in the group interviews reveal that the main reason for choosing
these exercises was immediate feed-back. According to Hattie learning is optimized when
there are multiple opportunities for learning, such as deliberative practice and increasing time

on task, and when feedback is given frequently (Hattie 2009: 221).

Some aspects of language learning involve repetition and memorization, and although these
features are associated with behaviorism, which has been denigrated the past years as being
obsolete and out-dated, many net-based language learning programs today follow a
structuralistic pattern. The principle of automatic feedback is used in fill in exercises such as
vocabulary learning, verb conjugation or preposition exercises. Other language learning
exercises may be gap filling in texts, recognizing language patterns or answering simple
reading comprehension questions. These programs provide instant feedback which

strengthens each correct response from the student. Furthermore, the vast range of exercises
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available make it easy for teachers to differentiate their material in accordance with the

student’s level of ability (Svennson 2008: 51).

Walker & White claim that drill-and practice programs still have a place in language learning,
and are merging into new ways of use. New technology such as smartphone apps make it
possible for students to repeat and work wherever they want whenever they want. Another
aspect is the possibility for teachers to use authoring software to create a bank of activities
which learners can use anywhere (2013 p. 3). One of the expected changes in the near future
according to “Technology Outlook for Norwegian Schools 2013-2018” is the increased use of
mobile phones and tablets (2013 p. 10). Although they have not yet been introduced
universally in the classroom, the ability to use such technological devices as a resource for
language learning in what is already a natural part of the environment, is what is seen as the

last stage in Walker & White’s framework, where technology is “normalized”.
5.2.3. ICT for listening and speaking activities

A major trend both in the survey and in the focus interviews shows that teachers use ICT a lot
for listening to authentic spoken language or repeating sounds, words and phrases. In the
survey the open-ended question “Have you used ICT for listening and understanding of
spoken English?” resulted in many responses showing a general enthusiasm for listening to

examples of spoken language (Question 12 p. 43).

Teachers are very enthusiastic about the variety of sources they find on the net. According to
responses in the focus group interviews, in the lower grades of primary school ICT is used a
lot for sound modelling and focusing on listening and speaking. The interviewed teachers
described how they use the Smart board to show animated YouTube clips for sound
recognition and word recognition. The clips were entertaining and motivating, and the
students learnt words and short phrases, and repeated them often as the clips were often
loaded up on the LMS so the students could listen and repeat them at home as well. The
teachers’ responses reflect enthusiasm about the motivational and learning effect these
listening sessions have. One teacher reflected upon how using the ipad provided a multimodal
approach to learning, by stimulating all the senses with a combination of sound, pictures or
animations and text. Compared to the traditional way of learning how to read and write with
books, pencil and paper, the term “digital literacies” encompasses a broader understanding of
literacy in a digital context (Lund:2009: ). In lower secondary school teachers use clips to

demonstrate various dialect samples of authentic English language from different parts of the
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English speaking world. Using clips of spoken language shows that teachers use a variety of
English accents and want to get students in touch with authentic language. This correlates
well with the goals in the English Curriculum.

Another frequent use reported by teachers in lower secondary was the use of recorded sound
files or using programs such as Photostory in order to assess the student’s spoken language.
Students often feel time pressure when trying to express themselves in a second language
which they do not have a complete command of. For many, the possibility of recording their
speech on a sound file gives them time enough to think of the phrases they want to say. Sound
files also have the benefit of being correctable, so if a student is not satisfied with their
recording, they may delete the file and start again. The teachers in the focus interviews
explained that the possibility of listening, repeating and practicing was the main reason why

the students found it very motivating to use.

The term “scaffolding” (Bruner 1978) is often used within language learning, and especially
with reference to children learning to speak. Through the use of speech, children are able to
communicate with and learn from others through dialogue, and the verbal scaffolding
received from more able speakers. In the context of ICT, socio-cultural theories have often
been drawn upon to explain how project work and collaborative work with ICT may
strengthen the level of collaborative knowledge of the participants. In this case, it may be
argued that the technology mediates a scaffolding device, by providing spoken patterns that
may be repeated and by providing the time and space needed by learners to produce their own

language.
5.2.4. Little use of project work and authentic communication

One of the most significant recurring findings both in the survey and in the interviews is that
there is very little communication in English with people outside the classroom, although
there are exceptions with project work or in courses such as “In-depth English” or within
electives such as “International Cooperation” where the teacher points out that they have more
time to experiment and communicate with other people by using programs such as the ePals
progam. The communicative goals and focus on “authentic situations” in the English digital
skills in LK13 may be questioned and discussed according to these results, but also how the
term “authentic situation” may be interpreted. As some of the teachers in the focus interviews
argued, they created “authentic situations” by using role-playing or other speaking activities

in the classroom.
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Project work was mentioned in some examples in the focus interviews, but according to the
survey results it is rarely used. An example mentioned in one of the focus interviews is from
the 10" grade and describes students reading and gathering information on the net in order to
create their own presentations. These activities require a higher level of language proficiency
and independent work as the students must read and understand the texts they find on the net.
This reflects the teacher’s ability to make use of ICT in order to spur creative use of language,
as described in the area “digital skills” in LK06. In relation to Walker & White’s model, this

is an example of integrated use of ICT with a focus on collaborative learning.

In his article “Educating the digital generation”, Erstad refers to how assessment of digital
literacy has been approached in various countries, and a large scale survey in Australia shows
that digital literacy develops according to age, and students in Year 10 had a higher
proficiency than Year 6 students (2010:64). Similarly, the Norwegian Monitor school study
shows a higher degree of self-reported digital skills represented in the higher age levels,
although this study has more focus on a general operational ICT use (2013: 71). This may be
one of the reasons for not using project work extensively for second language learning in the
lower grades, as this requires a repertoire of basic digital skills and the ability to work

independently.

Another important factor is time. Several teachers report not having enough time in their
ordinary lessons to use project based teaching. There are a lot of goals in the English
curricula, and many teachers feel the pressure of having enough time to conduct their lessons
in accordance to the goals. The examples mentioned on project work were done in the in-
depth subject of English, which is an elective subject taken in addition to the ordinary

mandatory English lessons.

A third relevant factor is the uncertainty related to assessing project work. In the focus group
interviews, various reasons were given for assessing individually in lower secondary school,
and an important reason was that all students are evaluated individually, and teachers work
continuously to give process evaluation during the term and summative evaluations at the end
of each term. Furthermore, as discussed in the Monitor 2013 school report, the framework for
basic skills lacks dimensions related to collaborative learning or more specifically to co-
operative problem solving (p.40) and it is difficult for teachers to assess as there are very few
guidelines to follow. Although The Norwegian Ministry of Education are developing new

assessment approaches with focus on process evaluation (Vurdering for leering), it is a
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paradox that the final summative assessment in school is still strictly related to individual
results. The ability to communicate and collaborate is highly demanded in the work place, but
it is not easy for teachers to assess and appreciate these characteristics in relation to the final

term grades in each subject.

6. CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to learn more about how Norwegian teachers use ICT and digital
skills in English classes, and to examine their reflections around the use of various tools and
approaches in second language learning. The goal was to gain more insight into how ICT is
used within a pedagogical frame in English teaching in Norway, and my main research

question was:

How do teachers in primary and lower secondary school use ICT in class, and how do

they relate their methods to the goals in the English curricula?

| explored this question using a digital survey and three focus group interviews which were
carried out among English teachers in primary and lower secondary school in Norway during
the school year of 2014. A quantitative survey was chosen in order to collect background
information, followed by focus group interviews to gain insight into attitudes and descriptions of
classroom practice. The questions in the survey and focus interview guides were both based on
the digital skills stated in the English curricula, in addition to some general questions about

the use of digital tools and educational digital resources.

The results from the data material show that teachers use ICT in a varied manner in their
teaching as far as they can considering time restrictions, their own competence and the
availability of ICT tools in their schools. A major trend was that ICT was used mostly for
writing and presentations in lower secondary school, and teachers reported to work actively
against plagiarism. Another significant feature was the use of “drill and practice” exercises for
listening and speaking, and for vocabulary or grammar training. These results correspond to
other findings in recent research about ICT in Norwegian English teaching. Project work was
reported to be used rather seldom, and in ordinary English lessons, there was very little use of
authentic communication with other English speaking people outside the classroom. The few
exceptions were organized through in-depth English studies such as with ePals, or as a part of

a whole school project, such as Comenius.
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According to the survey and interview responses, the course book still plays a predominant
role in teaching, and digital exercises related to the course book web site are frequently used.
A majority of the respondents want to learn more about using ICT in class, but they report
that they learn more by sharing experiences and teaching each other, rather than attending
external courses with little relevance to their own daily situation in class. There was a great
interest and demand for useful educational resources on the net. Many teachers reported that it
took a lot of time to search for useful websites that would fit their needs for teaching material.

Although the results of the data give certain indications, it is difficult to draw any general
conclusions, as the numbers of the quantitative data are small, and the qualitative data may
only reflect certain trends within a certain group within a limited scope of time. Anyhow, as
the data reflect a representative sample of English teachers in Norway, it may give some
useful information of how ICT is used in English teaching in Norway today.

With these reservations in mind, one conclusion is that there is a large demand for net based
educational resources which are made easily assessable for all teachers at all levels in primary
and lower secondary school. Another conclusion is that teachers need the time and
opportunity to learn more about didactic and pedagogical use of ICT within the English

subject.

6.1. Further research and educational implications of the study

Many teachers are concerned with how to find useful resources on the net. One of the lower
secondary schools described a well-structured sharing system made possible by the school’s
LMS platform where portfolios were made and resources gathered. An interesting research
area may be to investigate and examine further the use of digital educational resources used in

English teaching in Norway.

Another interesting field would be to examine how teachers learn to use ICT related to the
English subject. According to the responses, the most common way teachers learn to use ICT
resources seems to be by trying out programs or digital devices themselves, with help and
inspiration from colleagues, and not by attending external courses. This is confirmed in the
Monitor 2013 school report, where the results show that internal courses, colleague
counselling and the method of “trial and error” were the three approaches mostly used by
teachers to keep updated in ICT (p.114).
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There was a lot of enthusiasm reflected in responses in both the interviews and the survey,
indicating that teachers seem very motivated by ICT, and a majority of the respondents
wanted to learn more about how to use ICT in class, thus reflecting a demand for more

knowledge.

A number of studies show that network learning, with a combination of work in school and
work in networks where teachers have reflected on and shared experiences from their own
practice is an appropriate way to develop competency. My own experiences from a learning
network were very positive, and some of these experiences are documented in the report:” A
drive IKT-basert skoleutviklingsarbeid i mininettverk: erfaringer fra Haldennettverket”
(Balterzen et. al:2009). Today the network approach is being encouraged as a learning method
for assessment (‘“Nasjonal satsing pa vurdering for leering” — udir. 2014) and it would be
interesting to examine and follow the development of ICT within the English subject through

network learning.

Teachers' professional development is enhanced when they participate in a learning
community in the school and a community of teachers is strengthened further when they can
join a network with teachers from other schools. Perhaps school leaders could be informed
about the potential of internal, colleague exchange in updating the ICT competence of their
English teachers, and this could hopefully motivate them to provide them with time during the

workday or during staff course days.
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Appendix no. 1
Sperreundersgkelse vedragrende bruk av IKT i engelskundervisning
Kjeere rektor!

Det siste aret har flere starre undersgkelser kartlagt generell bruk av IKT i skolen (Monitor
2013), men det etterspgrres fortsatt mer forskning pa pedagogisk bruk av IKT i ulike fag.

Jeg er masterstudent ved Hggskolen i @stfold, og jeg gnsker & undersgke hvordan
engelsklarere pa barne- og ungdomstrinnet arbeider med IKT og digitale ferdigheter som en
del av engelskfaget. Malet med min undersgkelse er & fa bedre innsikt i hvordan og i hvilken
grad laerere bruker IKT i engelskfaget og analysere dette i forhold til spraklering og malene i
kunnskapslgftet. Jeg haper undersgkelsen vil bidra til & videreutvikle en hensiktsmessig
pedagogisk bruk av IKT i engelskfaget.

For a fa til dette har jeg laget en digital sparreundersgkelse, og jeg haper at dere vil
videreformidle denne til alle laererne som underviser i engelsk ved skolen deres. For at
resultatet fra undersgkelsen skal bli sa representativt som mulig er det viktig at alle som
underviser i engelsk svarer. Undersgkelsen er anonym og alle svar vil bli slettet etter bruk.
Opplysningene behandles konfidensielt. Den tekniske gjennomfgringen av
sparreskjemaundersgkelsen foretas av SurveyMonkey, og data blir utlevert fra SurveyMonkey
uten tilknytning til e-post/IP-adresse.

Det tar ca. 10 min. a svare pa undersgkelsen.

Jeg er takknemlig om dere oppfordrer leererne til a svare sa raskt som mulig og innen 16. mai
2014.

Her er lenken til undersgkelsen: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/955LTKH

Resultatene vil bli brukt i masteroppgaven min, som har arbeidstittelen: «ICT in English
language learning in Norway- A study of the use of technology to enhance language learning
in primary and lower secondary school». Masteroppgaven forventes levert innen 1. september
2014. Som takk for hjelpen vil jeg sende ett eksemplar av den til hver av de deltakende
skolene dersom det er interesse for det.

Jeg takker pa forhand for god samarbeidsvilje og gnsker lykke til med utfyllingen av
sparreundersgkelsen!

Med vennlig hilsen
Elin Lavli

Ved eventuelle sparsmal, vennligst kontakt meg pa tIf: xxxx eller falgende e-post adresse:
elilov@haldenskole.no. Min veileder ved Hagskolen i @stfold er Karen Knutsen og kan kontaktes pa tf.xxx.

P.S. Jeg ville sette stor pris pa en kort tilbakemelding pa hvor mange larere ved din skole som
har fatt tilsendt lenken til sparreundersgkelsen.
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Appendix no. 2

1. RAMMEBETINGELSER OG ORGANISERING

Hensikten med disse sparsmalene er & karlegge elevenes filgang fil digitalt verktey og hvordan undervisningen

vanligwis blir organisert.

1. Hvordan er rammebetingelser for bruk av IKT ved din skole?

Helt enilg Dieivis el Deivis uenig Helt uenig
Diet er tlisinedkilig sty L C r e
{Dessbiare
PCimatttrestidatarcm;) for 4
bruke KT |
undenvisningen.
Ciatmustyret e |ef [l r o o
tigiengelig.oppdatert, og
av god nok kvailbet for
bruk.
Det er mullg & drive L L & e
prosjektiema over flare
timer med IKT.
W1 har Aok B i & trane og [ c r c
bruke digitaie ferdgheder
engelskiimens.

2. Hvor mange elever er det ved din skole?

3. Hvordan organiserer du undervisningen nar du bruker IKT i engelsk?

Flere ganger | uka Moen ganger | mdneden Moen ganger | dret Sleiden eller aldr
Individuatt arbeld r r r
Pararbeld e [ r e
Gruppearsid | « r e
Frogjektiema 4 [ © e
Samameid med andre r r r ©
Klazzer pd skolan
Samareid med andre = = = =
Kiassargruppeneiever
ubenfor skoden
DCatanom L= c
Formidingsring, = c
muntligigruppesamtale

4, Hvordan samarbeider engelsklzrerne ved din skole? Det er mulig 4 sette kryss ved
flere altermativer.

T 1team T I faggruppesiageeksiones ™ Jeg har Ingen andre engelskimrere 4
samarbelde med

Amnet {vermiigst spesifiser)
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Z, LERINGSRESSURSER OG DIGITALT VERKTEY | ENGELSKUNDERVISHNING

Her samier =g rbrrasion om hvilke ringsressurses du bruker pereed | din undendsning. Legg gieme B andes ting
| rutries =0 meegierst desrsom def Ikke o nevnt

5. Hvilke l®ringsressurser og digitale verktey'ressurser bruker du |
-iijlllilndiﬂlllnllill'l

Fioan ganges | lepsl o ai

- O O O O
o O O O O
—— O o ® o
e O Q O O
- O O O O
o O o, O O
e O O O O
Fibr e il caber) G C:l {::I |:::I
— O O ® O
< o e O O
o ® O O o

@ &
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6. Bruker elevene noen av de folgende digitale ressursene i forbindelse med lesing,
skriving , presentasjoner, lyttegvelser eller annet arbeid i engelsktimene?

Digitale

{ghosarigrammati)

Lesseprogram {nafinaker,
Iye og bildebeker osv.)

Saamotorer (s,
Googie)

Digitat lakskon [Leks.
Wkipedia)

Skriveprogram {f.eks Word)

{i2ks. Googha Transats)
Power Poird

PrecentasonEpogram som
Phatnstory, Prezl

YouTubs
Audacity eller andre

Pedagogiske spllldighae

~

En ellier flere ganger | uka.  Moen ganger | minedan.

~

Moen ganger | lepet av et
iden aller aldr.
shpiedr, 3

r o
e o
e o

-
s r
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3. PEDAGOGISK BRUK AV IKT | UNDERVISNINGEN

| lzreplanen star det "Digitale ferdigheter i engelsk er & kunne bruke et variert utvalg digitalt verktey, medier og
Eausafwistjntequﬂnpplmrngm' i lmmmntserepiengehkugtieme&qrelevmﬂkmnshpm
engelskfaget” (LK13)
7.1 engelsk legges det vekt pa & kommunisere i autentiske situasjoner [LK13). | hvilken
grad har elevene dine brukt folgende verktoy for 2 kommunisere med andre pa engelsk
(enten skriftlig eller muntlig)?

Flere ganger | uka Moen ganger | mdneden mw';‘na‘ﬂ Sjelden elier aldn
‘Vannllg orev (papir) L &
e-mall
Blogg
eTwinning
Audacity

Shype

Soslale medler (Facebook,
Twitier)

Har slevenaiklassen hatt andre mdter 4 kommunisare pd engelsk | en autentisk siluasjon?

\ ]

B. Har du eksempler pa samarbeidsprosjekter der elevene f.eks. samskriver eller sender

hverandre informasjon pa nett, - bygger pa en felles web side eller lignende?

‘ -
z

5 NN Bis e e R |
NN Iis R B RS B |
% T T TS Ts TS s |
T Th Ty AT
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9. Elever kan bruke digitale verktoy for a "innhente informasjon og skape kreative
tekster” (LK13) . Hva er din mening om engelsk skriving ved hjelp av IKT?
Enig Dehvis enlg Deelvis uenig Uenig Vet lkke
Elever skiver mer fordl de - [ - - -

kan recigere og rette fell
Iettere enn med biyant og

papir.

Elewens bruker ofte “Kipp © [ - © ©
g m™ medoden og

hienter ferdlg tekst pd nett

Dt er vanskallg & L c e L L
oppdage plagliat.

Elevene forstar reghane for L [ad o L L
opphavenett og er finke tl

4 opogl Klidene de bruker.

Blevens erflinks il 4 e © e e e
skape egne ielster.

Elewver bruker r [ ' r r
oversetelsesverkiey (eks

Google Translate) ukmtisk.

Elevena fir oppleding | 3 c C c c c
1age lay-out med bilder,

OWErERTTEr 0g

urderpunkter.

Blever er finke tl 3 bruke c c = c c
precentas|onsverktay.

Har du eksempier fra din undendsning der elevens har skapt egne krealive feksier ved buk av IKTY

=]

10. Hva er din mening om elevenes lesing og leseforstaelse pa nett?

Enig Delvis enlg Delvis uanig Hedt uenilg Vet ke
Elevens erflinks tl 4 & c e L L
ravigene og finne frem pd
natt.
Blewens leser taksier og r [ ] ' r r
noferer nekkedord.
Elevens er Iie krtiske til * c e C C
Kikder.
Elevens e finke 4 lese L [ ad o L L
og forstd tekster med biice
og Iyd | tillegg t bekst
{mutimodale tekster).

11. Har du brukt IKT som du synes fremmer forstaelse for kultur og tradisjoner i andre
engelsktalende land? Kan du kort nevne et eksempel?
— |

|
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12. Har du brukt IKT til lytting og forstaelse av muntlig engelsk? Kan du kort nevne at
eksempel?

=l
[ ]
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4. LERINGSRESSURSER PA NETT

Hwilke digitale laringsressurser bruker du i engelskundervisningen? Med "lzringsressurser pa nett” menes nettsteder
som er laget for undervisning og leaning.

13. Hvilke lenker/nettsteder bruker du og elevene dine i undervisningen?
Eneller fiere ganger | uka  Noen ganger | mdnedean Humga-ngeﬂ;petamt Aldrl

Lenreverkets nettsider (5om L c L e

T.oks. "Siaire” eller "Key

English™y?

Mettstederienkar som [ c e o

gkolen har samiet | en

lenringspiattionn (eks.

“Fromter” eller "it's

Leaming”.

Masjonale nettsteder 5om e c L e

"Dl 0g Lant"{Movava)

gller [KTpian (Santer for

IKT | uidanningen)

Masjonale neftsteder fra [ [ e e

foriagene som "Salaby”

eller Lokus122.

RESEUFEEr 5OM e e L &

skolen/kommunen betaler

for f.eks "Passport o

English™ eilier lignends.

Infemasjonaie rmesursar e e e e

50m BEC eller British

Councl Kigs.

Brukar du andre dighale ressursecienkiar som ex Myttige | engatskundesvisning? [Sartv eventust kort hvoror)

§

14. Hvilken l2ringsutbytte tror du digitale ressurser gir i forhold til elevenes l®ring av
engelsk sprak?

Lite ellar Ingen Moe lmring God lmring Meget god lmring Vet Ikke
mEbokss nettside c c e c
S ———— o el e e~
Magjoraie resEUrsar, T2k, c r ' c c
Del 0g Lawr, Lokus ller
Salaby
Infemasjonale ressurses e (el e e e
f.eks. BEC elier Britsh
Council

15. Hva heter l&reverket du bruker?
Mawn pd lmrevenk: | |
GIr verket ips og Ideer il | |

padagogisk bruk 3v IKT |
engeiskfaget?
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5. PERSONALIA

Her samier jeg litt personlig informasjon for & danne et bakgrunnsbilde i forhold til spersmalene som har blitt silt i
undersakelsan.

16. Er du kvinne eller mann?
© kdme

©  mann

17. Hva er din alder?
i
18. Geografisk tilharighet.
i
19, Hvilken aldersgruppe underviser du?
—

20. Nar avsluttet du din utdanning til lereryrket?

Il
21. Hvilken uwtdanning har du i engelsk og IKT?
Ingen formell 15 shdepoeng/ 30 shudieppeng’ 60 shudlepoeng eller
utdarning TapAaaKtEk KL (kvartarsanhet) {halvarsenhet) mexi{ drsantied)
Engeisk e~ ~ ~ e~ e~
T r [l
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6. PASTANDER/HOLDNINGER/MOTIVASJON

Her vil jeg at du skal rangere en del pastander. Det er ingen "riktige” eller “feil" svart

22. Vurder folgende pastander og velg ett svaralternativ:

Enig Delvis enlg Delvis Lanig Lanig Vet IKke
Jeq ooplever at elevens i [ e i i
mine bilr mer mobiverte
ved & bruke digitaie
verktay.

Ceet lolir mes uno og © [ - © ©
ukDnsentrente elever ndrd
brukes digitale vesktay.
Digitaie veriiey aker e [ o e e
muligheten for autentisk
spriiutvaksing
Elevene thr god kjennskap o - o o o
til engeisktalende land og
Kustturer wed bruk @v IKT.
IKCT fresmemer samarbehl. e c
Bruk @ KT sler c L&
lmdingsutbytie | engaisk.
Jeg ensker 3 lmie meg r~ . - r~ r~
mer om brsk v KT |
engelskundervisning.
23. Hva tenker du om bruk av IKT i forhold til engelskfaget i fremtiden?
=l
']

24. Er det noe annet du vil nevne eller kommentere til slutt?

“

|

TUSEN TAKK FOR AT DU SVARTE PA SPORSMALENE !
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Appendix no.3

FOKUSINTERVJU

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Leereplanen legger vekt pa bruke et variert utvalg av digitale
ressurser i undervisningen. Pa hvilken mate bruker du IKT mest i
din engelskundervisning i dag?(nevn bade verktgy du bruker og
digitale nettressurser ).Kan dere nevne eksempler pa pedagogisk
bruk av IKT som dere er spesielt forngyde med? Hva fungerte bra
og hvorfor? Hvordan var elevenes motivasjon?

Det legges fokus pa at elever kan lese og samle informasjon
(tekster og bilder) pa nett (f.eks. wikipedia) for a lage og presentere
egne tekster. Kan du gi eksempler pa oppgaver av denne typen

som har fungert bra? Hvilke verktay brukte klassen?

Hvordan jobber dere med at elevene bruker egne ord og unngar
«Klipp og lim» metoden? Har dere strategier for a unnga plagiat?
Blir kildekritikk og opphavsrett tatt opp i engelsktimene, eller er
dette overlatt til andre fag? Hvordan bruker dere undervisningstid
pa a vurdere kilder og god referanseteknikk?

| Leereplanen i engelsk er det mange ulike mal, f.eks. a skape
autentiske kommunikasjonssituasjoner (bade skriftlig og muntlig),
og a bli kjent med engelsktalende land. Har dere noen eksempler
pa undervisning som fremmer dette? Hvordan synes du IKT kan
veere spesielt gunstig til i forhold til spraklaering?

Hvordan har dere selv leert a bruke digitale ressurser i
engelskundervisningen? (skole, kurs, tips fra kollegaer,
erfaringsdeling, selvleert, praving og feiling). Hva mener dere er
den beste maten a leere pa? Har det blitt noen endring i praksis
hos dere de siste arene som en fglge av IKT bruk?
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Appendix no.4

ICTin English Language Teaching in Norway

01 Hvordan er rammebetingelser for bruk
av IKT ved din skole?

Basvart 34 Hoppelover: 0

TN
N
0
L2
0% 2E8
% %
s %
[
mw- b-ur mulg & W1 har mak sd
In-ﬂlmlh ik ar 6g
bt mrbars uu-q.lg.q.p .-uj.u— rube digiae
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ICT in English Language Teaching in Norway

02 Hvor mange elever er det ved din

skole?
Baswvart I3 Hoppelover: 1
%
1T% - ||f i
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i

100200 E00-30 Y S00-s00 [ 400-500

By arvaly Hwar
S0-100 Ll
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200300 %
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400800 1
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2124
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ICT in English Language Teaching in Norway

03 Hvordan organiserer du undervisningen

nar du bruker IKT | engelsk?
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ICT in English Language Teaching in Norway

(4 Hvordan samarbeider engelsklarerne
ved din skole? Det er mulig 4 sette kryss
ved flere alternativer.
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ICT in English Language Teaching in Norway

6 Bruker elevene noen av de felgende
digitale ressursene | forbindelse med
lesing, skriving , presentasjoner,
lytteevelser eller annet arbeid i
engelsktimene?

Baavart 24 Hoppelover: 0

st L]
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Q7 | engelsk legges det vekt pa &
kommunisere | autentiske situasjoner
(LK13). | hvilken grad har elevene dine

brukt felgende verktey for & komm unisere
med andre pa engelsk (enten skriftlig eller

muntlig)?
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28 Har du eksempler pa
samarbe idsprosjekter der elevene f.eks.
samskriver eller sender hverandre
informasjon pa nett, - bygger pa en felles
web side eller lignende?
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Buar

Wl i ! an Blogg W dells med el b | USA Vi Sells degen vhmepd solen cgel g lameer og prassnlgonas md
hramnds. Vi ks Skype, Kdiblog and email.

s

bt il whet s (2 i), s i e sbedian il hir hat sameartveld sl shels | USA
b . VI B et it s e Cisrmaniss

Hal

Hai.

Bi24

103

[
0065 204 0

0065 204 T
05,08 2004 0723
DE.04. 2004 110
0004 2004 1300

0054 2004 1057



ICT in English Language Teaching in Norway

09 Elever kan bruke digitale verktey for &
"innhe nte informasjon og skape kreative
takster” (LK13) . Hva er din mening om
engelsk skriving ved hjelp av IKT?
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Q10 Hva er din mening om elevenes lesing

og leseforstielse pa nett?
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@11 Har du brukt IKT som du synes
fremmer forstielse for kultur og tradisjoner
i andre engelsktalende land? Kan du kort
nevne et eksempel?

Baavart ¥ Hoppetoves: 13
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12 Har du brukt IKT til lytting og
forstielse av muntlig engelsk? Kan du kort
nevne et eksempel?

Basvart 13  Hoppel over: 9
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013 Hvilke lenker/inettsteder bruker du og
elevene dine i undervisningen?
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014 Hvilken lmringsutbytte tror du digitale
ressurser gir | forhold til elevenes laring
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215 Hva heter l@reverket du bruker?
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216 Er du kvinne eller mann?
Baavart &2 Hoppelover: 2
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217 Hva er din alder?
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219 Hvilken aldersgruppe underviser du?
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20 Nar avsluttet du din utdanning til

|mreryrket?
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021 Hvilken utdanning har du i engelsk og
IKT?

Baavart I Hoppal over: 2
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022 Vurder falgende pastander og velg ett

gvaralternativ:

Basvart X Hoppelovar: 2
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Q23 Hva tenker du om bruk av IKT i forhold
til engelskfaget i fremtiden?
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224 Er det noe annet du vil nevne eller
kommentare til slutt?

Basvart 4 Hoppetover: 20
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Appendix no. 5

Morsk samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjaneste AS

[ Ot et T EE A P S ) P I
MELDESKJEMA
Mekdeskjema (version 1.4) for forsknings- 0g Studeniprosjet som medtaner mekdepikt eler konsesjorspikt
. personoppiysningsioven og helsergisieriowen med forskriter).
1. Prosjekttittel

ICT in English Language Leaming
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Redegiar kot for pr
Torskningssparedi & L

slling,

Maks 750 begn.

ferdigheter | ae fag i L1086
8. Prosjektomfang
Veigomiang | & Enkel institusjon Med samarbeidsprosjekt menes prosjekt som
o Nasjonalt
o) - o "t giemRomfanss. av fiens Rstiusioner samdig, som

har samme fordl og hwor persoroppiysninger
ubveksies
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7. Utvalgsbeskrivelse

Utaiget | Et representativt uivalg av lemere Med utvaly menes dem som defiar | undersakelsen
elier dem detinnhentes oppiysninger om. Fosks. et
representaivi unaig av befolkningen, sosssiever
med iese- 0 skrvevansker, pasienter, rsate.

Reknitenng og rekking | Eget nettverk Beskriv hvordan uvaiget trekikes slier reknaSenss og
oppgl hvem som foretar den. Et uhiaig kan rekkes
fra regisTe som faks Fokeregisieret, SSE-egine,
pasientregisie, eler det kan reenutienes ghennom
1.2i3. &0 b, skole, dretismi]a, eget nethverk.

Forsiegangsioninkt | Skrifig henvendelse tll rekior ved skoben som Beskriv hvordan forotagangskontatien coprites og
hﬂic?uspwsmalﬂdemljllmrmundeuildela T ————
Les mer om detie pd vhre temasider.
#uter pd utvaiget | o Bam || ﬂ-1ﬁarq
ol (18- ?.q:l
[ [ower 18 ar)

Antal pereorar som inngdr |
Lhvaiget

Fokusinterviu ca. 18 -20 p-etsu'ler%_stder]
Digital spameundersokelse - ca. 150-200 personer,
Hﬂmmdesuauﬁehaeﬂerike

Inkiugenes det mynadige
personer med redusert elier

mangiende
sambykk=kompetanseT

Ja o Nei s

Hwis ja, begrunn

Begrunn Freoror det e necvendg 4 iInkludens
myrge personer med redusert sk manglende
sATTFIkEIDmpetase.

Les mer cm Pasisnier, brukens o persomer med
redhsert eler mangiende samiykkekompetanse

B. Metode for innsamling av personopplysninger

lﬂ'ﬂlwl:rh'llht ] Wsh?m .
Stmnicer s i tengies | = Personlig intervju
u Gruppeniengu
o Obsenvasion
o Psykologiske/pedagogiske tester
o Medisinske undersakelsentester
o Joumnaldata
o Registerdata
o Annen innsamlingsmetode
Anren Inmsamingsmetode,
oppgl Indlken
Kommengar

Personopplysninges kan innfentes diekis fa den
registrerts ks, gjenmom spameskjema, e,
tester, cxiedier ullke jourmaler (feks. slevmapper,
WAV, FPT, syleius] opieller regisie (Leks.
Statistisk seniralbyrd, sentrale heisenegisine].

0. Datamateriakets innhold

for Freliez
oppiysninger som samies
In

Whmdwﬂeh pem:letl
er pa
sk bruk i engelskundenvisning.

Spomekema, nsvstsmaguice,
ohservagonskesiriveise M. sendes nn sammens
med meldeskjamast.

HE! Vedeggere lastes opp H sist | medeskjema, s=
punit 16 Vedegg.

Samies def inn diekies
serende
oppiysningerT

Ja® Nei o

Huis ja, ke

::J.IE'H'I:I fedselsdatn, adresse, e-postadresse ogleller
L il " v
telefonmuemmer

Epesiizar bl

MHawn

Dhersoem daf krysses ov for |3 her, s= nasrmens under
punkt 11 imformasjonssikkeret.

Les mer o hva personoppiysninger er

MB! Saiv om opplysningene er anonymiser: |
oppoavVEAppot, md def krysses av dersom dnskis
ogieler P i

med e
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Eamies det inn incineie
personidentiserende

Ja o Nei s

En perzon vil were indirekbe: identfserbar dersom

oppiysninger? det &r mullg 4 identfisens wedkommends glsnnom
Huts Ja, ke bosse ::m'br koembinert
med oppdysninger som aider, Henn, yrive, disgrose,
i
Kayss ogsh av dersom p-adesse regisieres.
Samies det nn senskve i
e : Jao Nei s
iz, ike? | o Rasemessig eller etnisk bakgnunn, eller politisk,
ﬁlnsﬂﬁstelumligiﬁm
o At en person har vesrt mi , siktet, tiltalt eller
damt for en straffbar handling
o Helseforhold
o Seksuelle forhold
o Medlemskap i fagforeninger
smd:tnlmmm Ja o Nei s Med oppéysninger om tredjeperson menes
=om kan spores Hibake 8 persaner
s Ja, hwerm er som ke inngdr | ubaiget. Esempier pd
mmonm'lh.ﬂ trecjeparson e kollags, shey, Kiang, famamadias
Hvordan informenss jsh-iﬁjiﬂ
Tigmen | Muntig
Informeres ikke

I Mu L send Inn Infor eler mal for
- thg e misices|
o Informeres ikke muntlig Informasion sammen mi Bjema.
Begrum HB! Vediegy lasies opp Hl sist | meldeskjemaet, s=
punks 16 Vediegg.
Dersom ubwmiget Ikke skal Infommenes. om
v p yeninger md det
begrunnes.
Last ned wir mail 1l W
mﬁ -Miﬂ Dersom def innhenies skritily samiybke anbefsles
'ﬂ:mﬁgi“ det at samtykkssrximringan womes som en
= svarsipn elerpd pet ark. Dersom det Kb skal
Innresnies ke, begrunn Innientes samtykke, md det begrnnes.
11. Informasjonssikkerhet
Dk | |3 & Mei o Har du krysset av for [ under punikt 3
o;:tumuwmm Catnmaterisiets innhoid m det meoes av for
'ﬂzfﬂmultnu-::m hvordan direkte personidentsaremds oppiyEninger
ihobingsnakie) R—
L - 1 -
Hivorian oppbevares Eﬂmpzleﬂm"ﬂﬂﬂﬂmmmmﬁhﬂ B! Eorm hovesdrege har [kke drekis
koblngsnokkelen og tem | HIBANG tizerende: ooniysning

Far gigang H den?

sammen med det avrige datsmateriaiet.

Ja o Nei s
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areke I3 o Nei s
R <
Epesfizer
Hevondan registrenss
copoevares dammaterais | = ok isolert datamaskin tiharende v e v ok s som byt o
virksomheten SEISSTEING 0f ANaIe AV oppninger.
:Datanastnlne'wtutsashunhlknylktlmmett
tilharende virksomheten Sett flens kiyss dersom oppiysningens regisinenes
u Fysisk isolert privat datamaskin pd ere mdier.
-Pmlatdatanastlnulhnymtlmmett
kfotografi
-l_ .
:.ﬁ.lmmgtsmringsmmde
Annen Fegistreringsmetode
beskriv
fear T e e | 52 ¢ Nei @ Firyss av for |a dersom oppésk siler foio behandies
av datamaskinbasart weshr? som hydhbiidal.

Les mer om behanding av [yd of biide.

Hvordan e datamaberiabet
mat at
envedknmmende far nnsyn?

Brukemawn og passord, i lashart rom

Erf.ehs. datsaskingigangen beskyttet med
bruk=mavn og passord, stir datamaskinen | et
\ishart rom, og hvordan sikres berbare enbeter,
Litskrifier o opplakT

Dersom def benyBes mobile
heder

dalamaskin, minnepenn,
minnekovt, od, sksiem

Baerbar PC, lydopptaker til fokusintervju.

MEB! Maobdl: apringsenhater bar ha mulighet for
knypiering.

maobiitelefon,
oppgl Pl
W1 medarbeiders ha tigang o Mei
¥l dabsmanterisiet pd Ik Inj JaoNeis
med dagilg
k- 1+
Hivis Ja, Beem?
m Ja o Nei & Fsiks_ ved bruk av siektronisk spermeskjema,
Pisip av : overfonng av data 11
sar mm.
Hyis ja, hilke?
v .
o 7o Ja o Nei &
Hvis Ja, Bl beem?
BNHWW:";H; Ja & Nei o Dersom def benyles sxsi=me 8l it sler deivis &
behande persomopplysninger, T.eks. Questhads,
Syrovate LM, Norfakts eler
Huis ja, milken? | SypryeyMonkey transkribenngsassistant sler ok, ar dette § betrkas

S0 =n databerandler. Sl oppdrag md
koniTakTEgUismEs

Les mer om daiabefandieraviaker her

12. Vurdering/godkjenning fra andre instanser

Bakes detom di i
DAY [ dac Nei e
Eigang B data™
Kommeniar

For 4 & Higang H = e a
T.2i5. NAY, PFT, sykehus, md det sekes om
dispensasion fa bushetsplikben. Dispersasion
sokes. vanligvs fra akhet
Cispensasion fra ushetspilkien for
helseoppiysninger skal for ale typer forskning sokes

Regloral komE2 for medisinsk of heisefagly
forskningsetik
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Sakes det podkjenning =
andre Instanser?

Ja & Nei o

Fosikts. soke registensier om tigang B data, &n
Iedeise om Bigang 8l Sorskning | virksomiet, skoke,

Hvis ja, miike? | Jog saker rekbor ved hver enhet om lov t 3 foreta i
folkusintenvju. Jeg saker rekior ved hver shole jeg
sender den digitale spemeundersakelsen til.
13. Prosjektpericde
Progjediperiode | Prosjekistart:01.04.2014 Frosiekstart
Wennilgst oppgl Bdspunistet for ndr

Prosjekishutt-01.01.2015

forsiegangskontakien med uhvalget opprefes
ogéeler datannsamiingen siafer.

Prosjeksiu
opngl for ndr datar
Enizn skal ler I

plvents av opplelgngsstudier sfiar annet. Prosjekost
anses vanligvs som avsiuthet n&de-oppuﬂn
analyser er ferdigstit of resulabene publser, elier
oppgaveiavianding e innlevert og sensuret

Hva skal skje med
datamateriael ved
prosjekisiul?

o Datamaterialet med
personidentifikasjon

Med an: g menes ak datar

bearbeides Sl at det [kke lenger & musg 4 fare
oppysringens Hbaks B anketparsoner NE? Mert ot
detiz oater bhde oopgaverUb Kazjon o ridata,

Les mer o anonymissning

Hvondan skal datsmaterialed
anomymisenes?

Lydopptak skal slettes.
ndersakelse skal slettes.

Hworkr skal datamateriaiet
oppbevanss

Hvor skal datamaterialet
oppbevares, og hvor lenge?

Hoyedregeien for viden oppisvaning av dats med
personidentikasion er samiyike 2 den regisrere.

Arsaker Hl oppbevaning kan vasre pankges
oppfolgringsstuder, undendsningstomdl sier
annet.

Catamaterisiet kan oppbevanes wed spen Instiusion,
ety arkiv sdier annet

Les om arkhesring hos MED

14. Finansiering

Hyordian Snansisnes
proegekieT

15. Tilleggsopplysninger

ﬂmmm|

18. Vedlegg

Mum|4
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Appendix no.6

Norsk samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjeneste AS
SORWEGIAN SCCIA. SCIENCE SATA S2RY CES

Karen Knutsen 49 ¢ 1Mfaaes Cax o
Avdeling for okonomi, sprik og samfunnsfag Hogskolen i Ostfold r =’1l'x:r;-
Remmen L IR
1757 HALDEN "“" j i '~ v
AV uk
Vir datoc 31.032014 Vi ret: 30293/3/01 Deres dator Deres ref: FIN L10

TILBAKEMELDING PA MELDING OM BEHANDLING AV PERSONOPPLYSNINGER

Vi viser til melding om behandling av personopplysninger, mottatt 24.03.2014. Meldingen gjelder
prosjeket:

38293 ICT in Enplish Language Learning
Daplip ansvarlsp Karen Knutsen
Studert Elir Lovis

Personvernombudet har vurdert prosjektet og finner at behandlingen av personopplysninger er
meldepliktig i henhold til personopplysningsloven § 31. Behandlingen tilfredsstiller kravene i
personopplysningsloven.

Personvernombudets vurdering forutsetter at prosjektet gjennomfores i trid med opplysningene gitt i
meldeskjemact, korrespondanse med ombudet, ombudets kommentarer samt personopplysningzloven og
helseregisterloven med forskrifter. Behandlingen av personopplysninger kan settes i gang.

Det gjores oppmerksom pi at det skal gis ny melding dersom behandlingen endres i forhold til de
opplysninger som ligger til grunn for personvernombudets vurdering. Endringsmeldinger gis via et eget
skjema, http://swww.nsd uib.no/personvern/meldeplikt/skjema html. Det skal ogsd gis melding etter tre &r
dersom prosjektet fortzatt pigir. Meldinger ckal ckje skriftlig til ombudet.

Personvernombudet har lagt ut opplysninger om prosjektet i en offentlig database,
http://pvo.ned no/prosjekt.

Personvernombudet vil ved prosjektets avsluming, 01.01.2015, rette en henvendelse angiende status for
behandlingen av personopplysninger.

Vennlig hilsen

Katrine Utaaker Segadal
Lis Tenold

Kontaktperson: Lis Tenold tlf: 55 58 33 77
Kopi: Elin Lovli elilov@haldenckole.no
DONUTSN0? OF CSIIINSY DTOLSIIT 50 QANCST 107 NSUE Rl M SOKN O SOMKSINAZ,

EP SR RO R
(U I S A S Rl 08 2 S P RS SRR 4 b e ol R H R AT P R R L U AR Y
DRAEVINGCTK P 0N IR e, SO0 Atehire 1N S804 2 1N e ssraNY T rimner s
LR AP RV IR S TRUTOR TR TT ORI DR TR RP O B EEAER At § SR TS T U TR
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Appendix no. 7

Innledning - ICT in English langugage leaming

My name is Elin Lewvli and | am a master student at the @stfold College in Halden. In relation to my masterthesis "ICT
in English Language Leaming™ | would like o examine how ICT is used in primary- and lower secondary School.

Digital skills were introduced as a part of the cumicla in 2006. The aim of this sursey is to gain Insight in how and to
what degree the goals in the cumicula are implemented today, and to gather teachers own opinions on the use of ICT
in teaching. | hope the surwey will contribute to a develop a pedagogical use of ICT in the English subject.

| am interested in asking everyone who teaches English today, regariess of formal background or earlier teaching
expenence. In this way | hope o reach a broad range of teachers in order fo gain a realistic picture of everyday
school life today.

In order o make this possible, | need your help to fill in this survey. The participation is voluntary and the sureey is
ANonymous.

The information will be treated confidentially and all responses will be deleted after use.

The survey is divided into § main parts. It takes about 10. minutes to answer the survey.

| would be very grateful if it is possible for you to ancwer as soon as possible and within fhe deadline on may 16th
2014,

Thank you wery much for your participation and good luck completing the survey!
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1. FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS AND ORGANISATION

The purpose of these questions is to map the students’ access to digital tools and how lessons are organized.

1. How are the conditions for using ICT at your school?

These s suficent
equipment [portabis

lapinpe/ pads/PC rmom) fn
be ahie to use ICT In

|EBENE.

The digital equipment Is
ezslly accessibie,
upgraded and of good
enough qualtty for wse.
It s possible io have
projectthemework for
cOninuUDUS lessons using
ICT.

e have enough time o
praciice and use digital
&Kills In English lessons.

Strongly agree Partly agree Partly disagres Sirongly disagree
(o [ r ~
[ o [ r '
| [  a e
[ [ [ e

2. How many students are there at your school?

—

3. How do you organize your teaching when you use ICT?

Small groups led by
teacher

Sewveral imes a week A Tew timas a momth A Tew imas a school year Seldom or never

c c i e
[ [ & e
c [ [ e
[ [ [ e
c c i e
[ o [ & e
[ c

c Lo

4, How do English teachers cooperate at your school? It is possible to cross out

several answers

™ Int=amgmups/cassgroups ™ in English subject groups ™ | nave no other English teachers fo

discuss and work with,
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2. EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL AND DIGITAL MATERIAL USED IN ENGLISH

TEACHING

In this section | am interested in information on what kind of educational materials you use in your English lessons.
Please add any other materials in the boo below!

5. Which of the following educational and digital materials du you use in English
teaching?

Once o several imes
o 2 Some imes every month ~ Some imes every year Seidom oF Rever

The texibook [ [ r |!"'
English books for children e [ r e
o young adults
Dictionaries (papberbased) | [ [ e
Rolelay [ [ C c
Songs r [ r !"'
Mewspapers © [ r =
Magazines or comic safes L L L &
Fiims (parts or whole fims) e [ r e
Irieractve whiie boands r [ r !"'
Personal computers © [ r =
(1aptops)
Tablet devicas c c c c
Anything eise? (Please specilyy

I i ¥
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6. Do students use any of the following digital resources while reading, writing, making
presentations, listening or with other work in English lessons?

m"ﬂuma Somefimes amonth  Once orseveral tmes 3ysar  Seidom o never
Digital language programs © - = e
[working with
WONTISHQIAMITar)
FEadngprograms (& © ~ e '
books, sound- and plcture
books]
English net based | [ [ e
MEWSpapErs
Seanch mobors (e L - e e
Googe)
Digital dicionaries {ex. [ [ r |“
WiKlpesdia)
Wirting programs (e Word) e e
Digital dichiorarnies L c
Translation programes e o
{ex Googie Translate)
Power Point L L
Presentation programs [ [
sch as Photosiory, Prezl
Maviamaker [ r
YouTube L L&
Apdactty or other e c
sOUNdprogams
Educational gamesidigital L - e e
games

128




3. PEDAGOGICAL USE OF ICT IN EDUCATION

The following is stated in the English curricula: "Digital skills in English means being able to use a varied selection of
digital tools and resources to strengthen language leaming. communicate in English and acquire relevant knowledge
about the English subject™(LK13).

7. The ability to communicate in authentic situations is emphasized in the English
curricula.To what extent have your students used the following tools to communicate

with other people in English (spoken or written?)

Several times 3 wesk Sometmesamonn o imes dingaschoal o or never

Crdinary letters [ - e e
{paparbasad)

mall - - - -

— - ~ - -
eTwinning e c La e
Autsctty - - - -
Shype - - - -
Soctal meda (Facebook - ~ - -
Twdtiar)

Have your students hiad other ways of communicating In authentc shations?

\ .

8. Do you have any examples of cooperative projects where the students co-write or
send information to each other on the net, such as creating a common web site?

“
\ a
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9. Students may use digital tools to gather information and make creative texts (LK13).
What is your opinion on writing in English by using ICT?
Agres Partty agree Partty disagres Disagree Uncestain

Shuders. write morne (i [ e i i
because they are able o

et and comest amoes

easler that with pen and

paper

Shudents: often use the r [ e r r
“cut and paste™ method

and refrieve a completa

text on the net.

It s ctMicult to discover L c e L L
plagiarsm.

Shudents: understand the [ [ e [ [
nules of copyright and are

good at specifying thelr

BAUNGEE

Students are good at © c c © ©
creating thelr own exis.

Shudients. use transiation © [ e © ©
programs (ex Googe

Ensiabe) uncrithcally.

Students are taught to [ [ e [ [
make [3y-outs with

pictures, headings, and

bullet points.

mm“mz [ [ e © ©
toeis.

=]

10. What is your opinion on students’ reading and reading comprehension on the net?
Agrea Partty agree Partly dsagree Totaly disagres Unesstain

Students are good at r [ e r r
ravigating and finding

redewant Information on

the met.

Students read texts and a c e a a
wifie key wards.

Shudents are not critical e © e e e
aboul sourEs.

Students are good at [ [ e © ©
reading and

undesstanding texts with

pletures and sound

[murtimodal texds).

11. Have you used ICT to promote understanding of cultures and traditions in other
English speaking countries? Could you give a brief example?
-

-]

130




12. Have you used ICT for listening and understanding of spoken English? Could you
give a brief example?

131




4 NETBASED EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

What net based educational resources do you use in your English dlasses? This means any digital material that is
designed for educational purposes.

13. Which websites do you and your students use in class?

Bmenrs::lﬂthesa Some fimes 3 morth Sumem;:_ngasm:d
The texibooks webshes | [ [ e
. "Stalre” or "Key
Engllsiry?
Urks or websles gathered [ [ © e
In LMS platfoems [ax
“Fromter eller Its
Leaming’).
Mational websites such as L c L& e
"Dl 0g Law~{Mavava) or
IKTplan [Cestter for ICT In
education).
Matlonal websltes from [ [ © -
putilshers such =
“Salaby” or "Lokus 123,
REEOUITES Of DIDgIEMS the [ [ r |“
sChoOl oF community pay
for such as Fassport o
English™.
Inematonal websiiss such © [ r =
a6 BAC or Britlsh Council
Klds.

Piease mention amy oiher INKS of websHes you use In your English dasses and what you Sind useful about them!

J

14. What learing outcome do you believe digital resources have in leaming English as
a second language?

Some laaming Goodleaming  Very good leaming

Little or nathing

The texibook websie
Local FEsOUcEs welEies

“h“h“i§

3 |

Mationa resolrtes sUCh 35
*Ded og bk, * Lokis” or
“Salaby"

[ S p— e~ e e e~ e~
sUch a5 "BEC or "Britsh

council®

15. What is the name of your textbook/coursebook?

Mame of coursebook: | |
Does e coursebook give | |
any tips o ideas for

pedagogical use of ICT In
the: English subject?
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5. PERSONAL DATA

In this section some personal information is gathered in order fo provide a context to the questions asked in the
sursey.
16. Are you male or female?

= temae

© male

17. What is your approxXimate age?
i
18. Your geographic location.
Il
19. Which age group of students do you teach?
20. When did you finish Educational College?
Il

21. What level of education do you have in English and ICT?
15 academic credits 30 academic credits 60 academic credis (1

(4stdyyear)  (U2sdyyes) sty year ormore)
[ e " "

Mo foomal egucation Didacic courses

English rC

ICT e [ e e e
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6. ASSERTIONS/ATTITUDES/MOTIVATION

In this section | want you to range a number of claims. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers!

22. Consider the following statements and choose an answer:

Agree Partly agree Partly asagree Disagree Uncertain

1 observe that my stucents o, c ‘o, o c
become more motivated
by using digital tools.
The students are noisler c c c c c
and are not concentrated
when we use digital tools.
Digital tools Improve the o, c ‘o, c o
possiiity for authentic
use of language.
Students acquire a good c c c o c
Knowtedge of English
speaking countries and
cultures by using ICT.
ICT enhances ., c o, c c
collaborative leaming.
ICT improves leaming o c c c [ o)
outcome in English.
1 want 10 leam more adout c c c c c
the use of ICT In English
teaching.
23. What are your thoughts about the use of ICT in the English subject in the future?

=

H
24, Is there anything else you want to comment upon?

Ej

o

THANK YOU FOR ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS!
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