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Analysis of Classroom Interaction in Smart Classroom in
Primary and Middle Schools

WANG Xiao—chen, HUANG Rong-huai, WANG Meng—shu, LU Ting-ting

[Abstract] Classroom interaction in smart classroom is becoming a research issue. In this paper,
CIOSM is used to observe 54 lectures of 18 smart classrooms in 12 primary and middle schools in Hong
Kong, Beijing and Shenzhen. Research results indicate that (1) Interaction frequency, interaction objects
and interaction content are improved in technology—-rich classrooms, which supports classroom interaction
effectively and the whole quality of classroom interaction is good. (2) Judging from whether students own
PDA in classroom, smart classrooms are classified into three types: without PDA, group—own PDA and
individual—own PDA. As a result, the interaction quality of the group—own classroom is obviously better
than that of the individual-own one. (3) Interactive whiteboard is not helpful to improve the interaction
quality in classroom without PDA, for it serves just as a traditional slide projector. But in classroom with
individual —own PAD, interactive whiteboard is good for classroom interaction when compared with slide
projector. (4) Classroom types and learning activities play an important role for interaction quality in
technology—rich classrooms. The effects of classroom types are significant, while learning activities have no
significant effects.
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