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Abstract
Although school systems have made investmentchmtdogy with the intention of
raising student scores on state and national iegispvements in student achievement
have not always followed. The purpose of this stwdg to investigate teacher librarians’
use of interactive whiteboards to improve studegetdcy. This qualitative case study was
guided by the theory of social constructivism, véaeindividuals learn through
interaction with peers and knowledgeable othere. fElsearch questions were focused on
how teacher librarians integrated multi-literacesl technological skills into
pedagogical goals. Data were collected from a 4-begrfocus group interview, a
guestionnaire delivered to a subset of 3 teachearians, and public documents of the
school system. All data were color-coded and amayar emergent common themes.
The findings indicated that although the teachmalians used interactive whiteboard
technology to teach multiple literacies and tecbgaal skills to students and fellow
teachers, 2 of the 4 participants did not usefah® interactive whiteboard tools. Based
upon the findings, a professional development jgtojas designed to improve
educators’ technological and multi-literacies skitl the school system.
Recommendations include creating a repositoryafrtelogy rich lesson plans, and
expanding collaboration among educators. Increasiunigj-literacies and technological
skills may lead to positive social change throdghdénhancement of students’ literacy

and technology skills at school and for future esgpient.
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Section 1: The Problem
Introduction
Researchers have indicated that the use of inteeaghiteboards facilitates
increased student motivation and understandingri®gea&Chapman, & Hennessy, 2009;
Kennewell, Tanner, Jones, & Beauchamp, 2008). éantters with effective pedagogical
and technical skills, the use of an interactivetelhward can be used to enhance the
“learning benefits of interactive websites and IGMurcia & Sheffield, 2010, p. 418)
for small or large group instruction. An interaetiwhiteboard consists of a computer and
digital projector attached to a whiteboard. Thggmtor displays digital images from the
computer onto the whiteboard, such as video chghsites, and mathematical graphs
(Marzano, 2009, p. 80). Whiteboard applicationshhigclude images or answers that
can be dragged and dropped by touch or with a albpedesigned pen, or via mobile
input devices, such as slates or tablets (Deanaly, 2009; Marzano, 2009). Researchers
have indicated that this interactivity appealed#titeesthetic, aural, and visual learners
(McQuillan, Northcote, & Beamish, 2012; SchwartZ/&rmann, 2010), as well as to
students with learning and perceptual or emotidrsbilities (Allsopp, Colucci, Doone,
Perez, Bryant, & Holfeld, 2012; Canter, Voyteckambone, & Jones, 2011). Vygotsky
(1978) and Wink and Putney (2002) described hovwdam learned through peer
collaboration and with their teachers in their cdangion of knowledge. Mercer,
Hennessey, and Warwick (2010) found interactiveteldards afforded this social

constructivist approach to learning.
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Multiple literacies, also called multi-literaciggve been defined as the ability to
understand the meaning in online, video, audiataligand print formats (Jewitt, Moss,
& Cardini, 2007; McPherson, 2004). Kress (2003 uadhthat literacy cannot be
separated or defined “in isolation from a vastyaofsocial, technological and economic
factors” (p. 1). Using interactive whiteboard tecolugy as a tool to engage students
might increase their multi-literacies skills, indlog information, media, digital, and print
literacy.

The teacher librarians and school administratoessnhool district in the United
States noticed a decrease in engagement in therabas, and in motivation for learning,
as well as in the multi-literacies skills of thetudents, particularly in their print, media,
and information literacy. According to the Departrhef Education’s website, 8% of all
fourth graders in this school system did not paes¢ading section of the state-mandated
test for the 2007-2008 school year. Additionallg @f all fourth and eighth grade
students failed the language arts portion of teettee same school year. Of greater
concern, the Department of Education’s website midwated that 15% if one subgroup
of fourth grade students had failed the readintj telsile 13% had failed the language
arts section. An analysis of the Grade 8 reporhftbe Department of Education’s
website revealed that 15% of the same subgroudilad the language arts portion of
the state-mandated test.

The School Board of the school district studiedsehto purchase interactive
whiteboards for all schools, including the schdmldry media centers, to enhance

literacy instruction for students. For the purpoéhis case study, the school system will
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be referred as the Laurel Falls School Districe(monym). Through an exploration of
their experiences using interactive whiteboardgnmary classrooms, | examined the
teacher librarians’ use of interactive whiteboadsnstructional tools to promote student
engagement in and motivation for learning andditgr

Definition of the Problem

Laurel Falls School District noticed a decreasstutent engagement in
classroom activities and in multiple literacies.ridg the 2007-2008 and the 2008-2009
school years, some students in the third and eigifatithes showed significant drops in
their reading and language arts scores, accorbdammformation from the Department of
Education website. The school system purchaserhiitee whiteboards for all eight
schools, as researchers found that interactiveelwbéirds and other educational
technologies tended to encourage student learmidgparticipation in the classroom
(Marzano, 2009; Morgan, 2008).

Palfrey and Gasser (2008), Ohler (2009), Taps26@9), and Shepherd (2010)
argued that students in the digital age have gnapvasing a variety of technologies.
Shepherd (2010) noted that this increase in newarwdated “new means for
expression, persuasion, and interaction with othehas also brought new expectations
for learners and those responsible for educatiagnth embracing a broader vision of
what it means to write or be literate” (pp. 44-4B6@aching these literacies might be aided
by the use of interactive whiteboards, as studemided to engage more with lessons

when working with technology (Deaney et al, 2009)ey could build on skills learned



4

through computer and Internet use at home and &wayschool (Hennessy, Deaney,
Ruthven, & Winterbottom, 2007; Kennewell, et aD08).

Rationale
Evidence of the Problem at the Local Level

In this study, | based the rationale on the conoéthe school board and the
educational leadership team of teacher librarieea;hers, and administrators about the
decreased rates of multiple literacies in soméeif tstudents, as reflected in their scores
in reading and language arts on the state-mandeseédQuestions on information and
media literacy were included in the reading andjlexge arts portions of the test. The
Department of Education website provided infornratid the test scores of students in
the Laurel Falls School District. While 8% of adluirth graders did not pass the reading
section of the state-mandated test for the 200828000l year, 7% of all fourth and
eighth grade students failed the language artsgmoof the test the same school year. Of
greater concern, the analysis by the DepartmeBtiatation revealed that 15% of one
subgroup of fourth grade students had failed tading test, while 14% had failed the
language arts section.

The Department of Education report on Grade 8 stisdadicated that 15% of
the same subgroup had failed the language art®pat the state-mandated test. This
caused concern among the administrators and tesachre Laurel Falls School District,
as students with an insufficient grasp of acaddamguage, as evidenced in their
language arts and reading scores, often strugglkhdother subjects as well (Bylund,

2011; Roessingh, 2006; Snow, 2010; Webb, 2010).



Evidence of the Problem from the Professional Liteature

The National Report Card from the United Statesddtepent of Education listed
that, in 2007, 45% of this subgroup of eighth gragerformed below the Basic level in
reading, while 54% of the subgroup of fourth gradsrored below the Basic level in
reading. Some of these students might opt to dubfoschool, as they failed to learn the
cognitive academic language they needed to sud&wenlv, 2010). Duncan (2010), the
United States Secretary of Education, emphasizadotire in four students in the United
States either failed to graduate on time or droppédf school, creating an
overwhelming figure of almost one million studentiso were “...basically condemned
to poverty and social failure” (para. 22). Researstiound that individuals who dropped
out of high school tended to have an annual incovee 50% lower than those with a
high school diploma or a General Educational Dgwalent (GED) certificate (e.qg.,
Chapman, Laird, Ifil, & KewalRamani, 2011). Effaatiliteracy instruction may help
students to acquire the cognitive academic langnageded for success.

Print and technological demands have continueddw @nd expand at school
and the workplace. The need for competency in thkititeracies of print, digital,
information, and media literacy increased signifibain the last two decades (Jewitt,
2008; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008; Tapscott, 2009). Gfritae Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) emphasized the ability of studentsad, interpret, evaluate, and
synthesize data using both print and nonprint fasnf@ommon Core State Standards
Initiative, 2010, p. 4). Unfortunately, not all dents have had the training needed for the

demands of our Zcentury society.



Clemmitt (2008) contended that literacy entaileel ability to communicate
through blogs, emails, and instant messages, aasvbking able to synthesize
information from online texts and videos (para.Kiess (2003) noted that while written
communication once used primarily paper and inkow uses digital media. The
“medium of the screen” has begun to dominate dwefinedium of the book” (p. 1).
Jewitt (2008) argued that educators should usdadlaitechnological resources as a
starting point, based on students’ own literacycficas (para. 15). Researchers insisted
that the use of technology in classroom pedagogidaaid in teaching literacy to
students (Wood & Ashfield, 2008; Tapscott, 2009).

Teacher librarians promoted literacy in studentsugh teaching multiple
literacies including information and media literagkylls for locating and evaluating
information from databases or from the Interne{B& Hollandsworth, 2011; Hamilton,
2011; Lamb & Johnson, 2011; McPherson, 2004). Usangnology skills such as
interactive whiteboards and other forms of inform@atand communication technologies
(ICT), they promoted print and digital literacy duigh storytelling, and through both
print and digital books (Asselin & Doiron, 2008;I1B2001; Kress, 2003). Stroup,
deWolf, and Lincoln (2010) described the teacHmalians of a Midwest school system
who jokingly referred to their roles as being “th#s — Chief Information Officers” of
their schools (p.75) for students and teacherg alikis ability to act as the CIOs of the
school has been mandatory with the increasing tdobg demands of the ZTentury

(Jurkowski, 2006; Stroup et al., 2010).
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Students of the Z'lcentury have been termdibital natives thenet generation
andGeneration {Gee, 2007; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). The lastedyy’have been
marked by significant advances in technology. Gbitdoorn during this period have
exhibited commonalities, such as having a greatse &ith using computers, cellphones,
and other types of digital communication equipmant preferring to spend more time
online with friends than in person (Cervetti, Dami& Pearson, 2006; Gee, 2007,
Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Killian (2009), Prensk@@2) and Tapscott (2009) listed
changes in the brains of the Net Generation, inctuthe ability to process visual
information more rapidly; improved hand-eye cooation, especially among the gamers
(i.e., ones who played video games often); anchéiargced ability to learn from visual
images, instead of written texts.

Prensky (2001) contended that these students “cnéemractivity” and that most
schools were ill-equipped to handle their learrsbdes (pp. 4-5). Asselin and Doiron
(2008) described these students as “aetioented problem solvers [who] see technology
as their primary tool; they...herald creative thirckiempowerment, and problem solving
as key qualities in the new global economies; [Wgjvthemselves as competent
pioneers in their personal and shared futures2)plmproved use of such technologies
as interactive whiteboards by educators might tedge students to read more effectively
across the broad band of literacies availableenvtbrkplace, the school, and in the
home.

Winzenried, Dalgarno, and Tinkler (2010) found ratgive whiteboards

“improved the motivation and engagement for a difii to engage class, provided access



to a wide range of new types of teaching resoumas$ most importantly resulted in
noticeable improvements in academic achievemen®4f). Learning occurred during
verbal interaction of the pupils and their teachasswell as during students’ physical
interactions with the interactive whiteboards tlgioout the lessons (Cuthell, as cited in
O’Murchu & Sorensen, 2006). Researchers found asgé participation in learning
activities by students in classrooms where intéraavhiteboards were employed by
effective teachers (Morgan, 2008; Moss, Jewitt,d&g, Cardini, & Castle, 2007,
Schwartz & Thormann, 2010). The use of interactwéeboard technology in the school
pedagogy may increase students’ participationasstbom activities, and their levels of
achievement.

Definitions

Affordances The software of interactive whiteboards which eaalhteraction is
a British term and used in this case study to desthe tools of the software (Maher,
2011).

Digital literacy — The term refers to the ability to use informatiom a
communication skills, such as using computers,gadines, and presentation technology
(Cope & Kalantzis, 2009).

Digital native— A term was coined by Prensky to describe people grew up
surrounded by digital media, such as cell phonasputers, and video games. He
contended that the educational systems of the t&tates were ill-prepared to teach

these students (Prensky, 2001).



Flipchart —The software of interactive whiteboards enablesuction through
the creation of interactive lesson plans (Mercamikssey, & Warwick, 2010).

Generation Y- Individuals who were born between 1982 and 1#8®lalso
known as Millenials or the Net Generation. Theyédased information and
communication technologies from a young age, diginning in the home (Palfrey &
Gasser, 2008).

Information and Communication Technology (ICSilverstone created the term
to describe “a diverse set of technological toold eesources used to communicate, and
to create, disseminate, store, and manage infosmatiBlurton, 1996, para.l)

Information literacy— This is the term used to describe the ability tefitify
what information is needed, understand how thermé&tion is organized, identify the
best sources of information for a given need, lthadse sources, evaluate the sources
critically, and share that information” (University Idaho Library, 2001, para. 1).

Interactive whiteboard An electronic whiteboard is attached to a digital
projector and a computer and controlled by touchyathe use of an interactive pen
(Smith, Higgins, Wall, & Miller, 2005, p. 91).

Media literacy— The ability to “access, analyze, evaluate, createparticipate
...In a variety of forms — from print to video to theernet” (Center for Media Literacy,
2001, para. 3) has now become part of the litecacsiculum in the United States,
Canada, and most European countries.

Multimodality—This term refers to the combining of videos, potkasnimations,

still and moving images, music, and webpages toenmaganing (Tully, 2008, para. 2).
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Multi-literacies— The New London Group developed this term to dbsdtie
variety of communication mediums available. Thesdude information and
communication technologies, and the culturally lmguistically diverse forms available
on the Internet, such as websites, videos, animatend e-books (Shattuck, 2009).

Net generationr- A term was developed by D. Oblinger and J. Qairin 2005 to
describe those individuals born between 1982 a®d 1®ho began using computers at
young ages (Oblinger, D. & Oblinger, J., 2005).

Professional developmentThe training provided to educators can be defased
a “comprehensive, sustained, intensive, and calélve approach to improving
teachers’ and principals’ effectiveness in raishglent achievement” (Learning
Forward, 2011, p. i).

Promethean Activboardsinteractive electronic whiteboards are produced by
Promethean, Inc. located in Lancashire, Englandniéthean, 2014).

SMART boards- Interactive whiteboards are manufactured by SMART
Technologies in the United States (Smart Technekd005).

Significance

There is little research concerning the use ofaueve whiteboards by teacher
librarians in a school library media center settihghumber of researchers from
Australia, India, Great Britain, Estonia, Mauriti@nd Canada described the use of
interactive whiteboards in classrooms or compuks (Chen & Tsai, 2013; Hill, 2014,
Kumar Bahadur & Oogarah, 2013; Mullamaa, 2010; Blaa2012; Terreni, 2010; Tay,

S. Lim, C. Lim, & Koh, 2012). To date, only one &yi(Olsen, 2008), at the master’s
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level, examined their use by teacher librarianscimool library media centers. The
purpose of this study was to examine the daily Bgpees of teacher librarians using
interactive whiteboards to promote literacy throsgident motivation and engagement
in learning, and the effects of their perceptiohmteractive whiteboards on the
promotion of multi-literacies in their students aheir fellow educators. Asselin and
Doiron (2008) described the school library as theaf point for the interaction of the
literacies used in the home and the literacieshaagschool. In this case study, |
explored how and in what ways the teacher librareasinstructional leaders in the
school system integrated interactive whiteboarts timeir instructional practice to
enhance student learning.

The teacher librarians of the Laurel Falls Schoatrixt, like the majority of
teacher librarians, served as technical resoumrestdidents, teachers, and other
educators within their schools and their schootlesygBrewer & Milam, 2006).
Internationally, interactive whiteboards have based successfully in a wide variety of
classes, from library classrooms and special neledses to physical education classes
(Snow, 2010). Through training and collaboratiotivteachers, teacher librarians as
members of school leadership teams have taughheaflaise of interactive whiteboards
and other technologies to encourage student muaivat learning.

A number of schools in the United States, TaiwareaGBritain, Australia, New
Zealand, Turkey, and South Africa promoted multiieracies through effective
teaching with interactive whiteboards (Beeland,Z2Modge & Anderson, 2007; Moss,

et al., 2007; Morgan, 2008). The American Assocrabf School Librarians (AASL;
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2008) emphasized the roles of librarians in teagBindents how to analyze, synthesize,
and evaluate information within a technological timdia framework (AASL, 2008,
section 2.1). Selfe (2004) suggested, “if we cardito define literacy in ways that ignore
or exclude new media texts, we not only abdicgieoéessional responsibility...but we
also run the risk of our curriculum holding deatigirelevance for our students” (p. 55).
Martin (2008) and Palfrey and Gasser (2008) empbkddhe necessity of teaching
information and digital literacies to studentsilasse literacies might profoundly enrich
and transform human capacity for thinking (Bélife06, as cited in Lankshear &
Knobel, 2008, p. 55). Teacher librarians promdgzdicy in students through the use of
technology, such as the interactive whiteboard.

Research Questions

The research questions that | examined in this stasky were:

Research Question 1: What were the perceptiortsedeiacher librarians about
using the interactive whiteboard to encourage stueiegagement in library classroom
activities and student motivation for learning?

Research Question 2: How and in what ways were tireyere they not,
incorporating interactive whiteboards into theirltnliteracies curricular goals to teach
information and media literacy?

Research Question 3: What did the teacher libranenceive to be their greatest
benefits and challenges in teaching with an interaevhiteboard?

To date, no one at the doctoral level has addrassedse of interactive

whiteboards by teacher librarians. Some researslioé@n conducted in the teaching of
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multiple literacies by teacher librarians. The migyoof the research on interactive
whiteboard use has referred to the work of clagarteachers. Although the AASL
(2010) strongly advocated the teaching of infororatiteracy, as well as print and digital
literacy, in the library classroom, only in recgetars has the term media literacy begun
to be addressed in the recommendations as well (A2&10). Using technology,
teacher librarians teach these multiple literatoestudents.

As the school system being studied had observetti@adse in reading scores in
some students on the state mandated tests, theetddrarians were among the
educators who had interactive whiteboards instatidteir classrooms. In this study, |
explored how and in what ways the teacher librar@id, or did not use the interactive
whiteboards installed in the library classroom.as& study approach enabled a closer
examination of these teacher librarians as to ficeptions of the effect of interactive
whiteboards on student motivation and engagemeetiming.

Review of the Literature

The theoretical foundation of this study focusedtmsocial constructivist
aspects of teaching with interactive whiteboardsysed by teacher librarians in school
library classroom settings. An epistemological @picconstructivism provided an
understanding of how children and adults constandtinterpret knowledge through
social interactions with others (Cox, 2005; Deaeegl., 2009; Warwick & Kershner,
2008). Haldane (2007), Geer and Sweeney (2012)Waikler (2013) related how

individuals learn through shared experiences aftelcteon. The theory of constructivism
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drew upon the work of Dewey, Piaget, Bruner, Vyggtand Knowles (Conrad &
Donaldson, 2011; Walker, 2013).

| conducted research for this case study througiWhalden University Library
utilizing the following databases: Academic Sedtadmplete, EBSCO, Education
Research Complete, Education: a Sage full-textdats Pro-Quest Central, and
Thoreau. Additional books were obtained througbcall university library. The Boolean
search terms that | used includadademic achievement, academic language,
ACTIVboards, ActivBoards, Bruner, collaborationnstructivism, constructivist,
electronic whiteboards, electronic white boardsemactive white boards, interactive
whiteboards, Knowles, librarians, libraries, libonamedia specialists, media centers,
media specialists, multi-literacies, multiple liseies, professional development,
Promethean ACTIVboards, school librarians, schdmidries, school library media
centers, Smartboards, SMART Boards, social constrsia, social constructivist,
teacher librariansandVygotsky

Beauchamp and Parkinson (2005), Smith et al. (2@®&flin (2007), Sheppard
(2010) and Gadbois and Haverstock (2012) foundnabeun of benefits to the use of
interactive whiteboards, including efficiency, irgetivity, multimodal presentation, and
versatility. In a number of studies, particularly from Greatt&n, Australia, New
Zealand, the United States, Turkey, Jordan, SatahiA, and Taiwan, researchers
demonstrated the effectiveness of interactive wbigeds as technological tools when
used by teachers in classroom settings (Beauchaentewell, 2010; Chen & Tsai,

2013; Hwang, Wu, & Kuo, 2013; Isman, Abanmy, Huss& Al Saadany, 2012;
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Jwaifell & Gasaymeh, 2013 urel & Johnson, 2012; Marzano, 2009; Warwick, Meyc

Kershner, & Staarman, 2010).

Beeland (2002), Liles (2005), Rivers (2009), anddm@ (2010) found students
were more motivated and engaged in learning, asasehore collaborative with
classmates and teachers when interactive whitebeeece used for instruction. This was
particularly the case when the interactive whiteddachnology was correctly utilized by
effective teachers (Gatlin, 2007; Gillen et al.020Kennewell & Beauchamp, 2007).

Wall, Higgins, and Smith (2005), Gillen, Staarmhittleton, Mercer, and
Twinner (2007), Kennewell and Beauchamp (2007),Rivérs (2009) found the
interactive whiteboard enabled teachers to tedetality more easily to students through
use of its varied modalities, including “colour,age, sound, [and] spatial and kinesthetic
resources” (Jewitt et al., 2007, p. 304). As Dinauss (1996) described it, interactive
whiteboard software facilitated “instruction thatgs] developmentally slightly ahead of
the learner’s from a Vygotskyian standpoint, [thesoming] a tool for the learner”
(pp.186-187). With effective use, the interactiieiteboard might aid in the
improvement of student literacy rates.

Deaney et al. (2009) and Essig (2011) argued thatactive whiteboards allowed
for a constructivist approach with scaffolded iostron. Crippen and Archambault
(2012) defined scaffolded instruction as a stegthp procedure whereby the teacher
guides students through the instruction. They ésdehat the steps would “serve to
reinforce and make explicit the process and pradotctearning” (Crippen &

Archambault, 2012, p. 167). Lipscomb, Swanson,\&fedt (2004), Hennessey et al.
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(2007), and Pritchard and Woollard (2009) descridxadfoldingas the facilitation of

students’ incremental mastery of specific goalsibing different approaches. Pritchard
and Woollard (2010) recommended that scaffoldirgu&hbe only temporary, gradually
withdrawn as the students began to be able to bdhdltask at hand (p. 39). Using a
constructivist approach by scaffolding instructearabled students to improve their
metacognitive awareness skills (Bay, Bagecci, &rC&012; Reedy, 2008). In
conclusion, the incremental instruction affordedritgractive whiteboard technology
aided student learning.

In a study by Cuthell (2010), teachers maintaimed $tudents with visual or
kinesthetic learning styles found that their indival learning needs were met more
effectively with interactive whiteboards. The irgetivity of the interactive whiteboards
tended to increase the attention span of the stsidearticularly the youngest students
and those thought to have attention deficit disof@arter, 2002, p.10). Leach (2010),
Simpson and Keen (2010), and Yakubova & Taber-Dou013) found interactive
whiteboard technology to be effective for studemty Autistic Spectrum Disorder. Xin
and Stuman (2011), Carnahan, Williamson, Hollingshand Israel (2012), and Whitby,
Leininger, and Grillo (2012) found the interactiwbiteboard to be advantageous in
meeting the learning skills of children with moderto profound disabilities, as well as
deaf students (Carter, 2002; Schweder, Wissisk,adunte, 2008). Cooper (as cited by
Smart Technologies, 2005) observed that studertksseme visual impairment found the

larger screen enabled them to “see things in taesobom they [had] never seen before”
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(para. 5). The use of interactive whiteboards teelpachers to meet a variety of learning
needs for students.

The different features of interactive whiteboals;h as the range of presentation
modalities, enabled teachers to reinforce undedstgrof lessons visually (Hodge &
Anderson, 2007; Smith et al., 2005). Cope and Kaiari2007) argued that with digital
media, students “do not all have to be on the gaege. At any one time, they [may do]
doing what is best for them given what they alrelaggw” (p. 78).Deaney et al. (2009),
Kennewell and Beauchamp (2007), and Liang, Huagrgi (2012) found increased
cognitive and verbal interaction as well as coofi@nan their students, in large part due
to the affordances of the interactive whiteboarte €nhanced engagement of students
with their teachers, as well as with each othevedaractical expression to Vygotsky’'s
premise that what we do together today we can aloegiomorrow” (Haldane, 2007,
p.269). Instruction with interactive whiteboardeded to increase attention and
cooperation among students.

Gillen et al. (2007), Hennessy et al. (2007), Le@d10), and Schweder et al.
(2008), found that educators enjoyed the abilityhefinteractive whiteboard to provide
student centered activities, including the manipaoitaof objects on the electronic
display. Although the interactive whiteboards weften used one student at a time,
slowing the pace of the activity, teachers obsetiiedstudents continued to maintain
high levels of engagement (Hodge & Anderson, 260vers, 2009), indicating that most
of them were “thinking along with the selected swtabout what the best action would

be” (Kennewell & Beauchamp, 2007, p. 234). Henngss$eal. (2007) noted that both
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students and teachers believed interactive whitelsaacreased student motivation and
student learning (p. 288).

Not all researchers found interactive whiteboaodsd effective in teaching,
motivating, and engaging students (Evans, 201@&sldfervin, & Mcintosh, 2011).
Manzo (2010) described electronic whiteboards ascy, expensive chalkboards,
especially when their interactive features are igddy teachers who don’t know how or
refuse to use them” (para. 13). Other researchigted that educators teaching with
interactive whiteboards tended toward a faster paféering less time to students for
expanded answers or discussions (Gillen, et a7 2Rennewell & Beauchamp, 2007).
Moreover, Solvie (2004), Smith et al. (2005), anvauis (2010) indicated that traditional
modes of instruction without the use of interactwateboards could be just as effective
as instruction with the use of them.

Zevenbergen and Lerman (2008) argued that althoughactive whiteboard
technology had considerable potential, much of pleé¢ntial remained unrealized
(p-110). Jones et al. (2011) warned that electrahiiteboards use could “shape the
nature of curriculum knowledge under constructioclassrooms, as well as to influence
notions of literate practice and of learning” (p.5Kervin and Mantei (2010) stressed the
importance of teachers giving their students “arctationale and purpose for the
integration of technology” (p.80) into the curriaot. Johnson (2011) recommended
instruction that focused on the acquisition of doge skills, rather than technical ability.

Reedy (2008) emphasized:
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If knowledge is presented to students &siteaccompliand as a series of
objectives to be accomplished, rather than as songetonstructed or worked
out through a demonstrable and reproducible promiessasoning, examining
evidence, and use of logic, then the learning egpee may inevitably be less

rich and less meaningful for students. (p.161)

Swan, Schenker, and Kratcoski (2008, as cited tal& Weippl, 2008) found that the
test scores of students using an interactive wb@abalmost daily in the classroom were
above the mean in both language arts and mathesnitse of this technology by
students, not teachers, increased student achiew€hkherrington & Kervin, 2007;
Marzano, 2009). With effective instruction by teard) interactive whiteboards tend to
increase student achievement.

A strong correlation was found between profesdideaelopment and frequent
employment of interactive whiteboards in the clasar, especially with regards to
training to aid educators in combining the usehefltoards with the school pedagogy
(Coqill, 2003; European Schoolnet, 2010; Miller 8o&er, 2010). Researchers found
that within two to three years, teachers began dulibg the use of the interactive
whiteboard in their lessons, resulting in new dnarced curricular practices (Lewin,
Scrimshaw, Somekh, & Haldane, 2009; Marzano, 2809cer et al., 2010; Mohon,
2008).Thus, professional development aided in teachees’all interactive whiteboards
for instruction.

Branscombe, Castle, Dorsey, Surbeck, and Tayld@3RMeaney, et al. (2009),

and Duncan (2010) recommended incorporating tedigiel tools into the curriculum
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to enhance understanding and authenticity of thenieg experience. Using an
interactive whiteboard, educators could embed abmuraf different technologies into a
lesson, such as a blog, a wiki, a video, a PowetPand present and past interactive
whiteboard lessons, for whole group or small grmgtruction (Deaney et al., 2009;
Marzano, 2009). Wood and Ashfield (2008) insisteat by “fusing technology with
pedagogy” (p. 95), educators obtained an enhaneeerstanding of what their students
were learning. Embedding technology within pedagalgijoals enabled teachers to
provide a wider range of instructional materials.

Palfrey and Glasser (2008) argued that, “Digitalgavill find their place in
schools and libraries...The hard part, during thediteon, will be to discern what to
preserve about traditional education and whatptaoe with new, digitally mediated
processes and tools” (p. 253). Teacher librariaeghadically reviewed and selected
technologies to be purchased by their schools ($tret al., 2010), and instructed
teachers with the use of the technologies (As€eldoiron, 2008; Loertscher & Diggs,
2009; Zmuda & Harada, 2008). In their role of instronal technology leaders, teacher
librarians worked collaboratively with teachersetobed these technologies into
pedagogical classroom practices

Implications

The findings of this study may be used to promdfectve use of interactive
whiteboards by teacher librarians and classroogheza. The successful employment of
the technology might promote literacy through is@d student motivation for and

engagement in learningffective use of interactive whiteboards would amege the
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acquisition of multiple literacy skills in student&his, in turn, would prepare students to
be informed, literate citizens who contribute teisty and to the world.

The results of this study may indicate the needfstronger role for
administrators in the promotion and support ofrextéve whiteboard technology in the
school and an increased need for site-based prof@ssievelopment (Lewin, et al.,
2009; Shattuck, 2010). A necessity for a commuaiigractice might exist, wherein
educators met to share assessments, lesson pldrstudent-centered curricular goals
(Earl, as cited in Hawley, 2007). The teacher lifarzs might indicate a need for a shared
database of interactive whiteboard lesson plansaasdssments, available to all of the
educators in the school system.

Summary

By exploring the perceptions and challenges fagetthé teacher librarians, |
gathered data on whether the interactive whitelmaodtributed to the instructional
process when used by effective educators in classemvironments. Several factors
could aid or detract from the effective use of iatdive whiteboards. Researchers found
that administrative support and professional dgwalent aided in the acceptance and
effective use of interactive whiteboards (Armstren@l, 2005; Dana & Yendol-Silva,
2003; Glover & Miller, 2010; Hall & Higgins, 20053hattuck, 2009). The level of
interest educators had towards using interactiviégelvbards was another factor that
could aid or detract from effective use of techggléMathews-Aydinl & Elaziz, 2010).
Although teacher librarians functioned as techniclalgand instructional leaders in

schools (Asselin & Doiron, 2008; Everhart, MardsJohnston, 2010; Johns, 2008;
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Stroup et al. 2010), school administrators couldih@wvare of the work that teacher
librarians performed (Zmuda & Harada, 2008). Sdeffelopment workshops and
collaboration with teachers by the teacher librasiaould increase the expertise of the
teaching staff (Zmuda & Harada, 2008).

In Section 2, | specify the research methodology tlused and the results of the
study concerning the perceptions and experiencésioteacher librarians in the Laurel
Falls School District using interactive whiteboafdsinstruction. In Section 3, | provide
a review of the project, integrating the reseamnctihgs consistent with the case study.
The design of the project was determined by thaiffigs and the results of the study as it
was conducted. Finally, in Section 4, | explorerdgults of the study, my reflections and
conclusions, and implications for social change.

In this study, | examined how the teacher librasiperceived the teaching and
learning potential of interactive whiteboards asdtdo increase student motivation and
engagement in learning (Beauchamp & Parkinson, ;2006newell & Beauchamp,
2007; Liles, 2005; Marzano, 2009; Rivers, 2009;t8mat al., 2005). A positive social
impact of this study may be heightened readingtedslin students, especially in print,
digital, information, and media literacies (Ass&lirboiron, 2008). Other implications
included increased student engagement in classaotimities and in student motivation
for learning, and the recognition of teacher litmas as technological and instructional
leaders in schools. At a time when school systémmighout the United States have
reduced the number of teacher librarians in th&hpsels, another positive social change

may be increased visibility of the role of teachierarians in the school system (Johns,
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2008, pp.30-31) to provide collaborative, instrantl leadership for the educational

community.
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Section 2: The Methodology

Introduction

The school board of the Laurel Falls School Disttacated in the United States,
purchased Promethean ActivBoards interactive whdeds for use in the library media
centers and classroomsafht schools. Their aim was to help alleviate tced
decrease in students’ motivation and engagemedaaining. | used a descriptive case
study methodology to explore the perceptions aqereances of teacher librarians
teaching students with interactive whiteboards.c8ially, (a) what were the
perceptions of the teacher librarians about usitgractive whiteboards to encourage
students’ engagement in library classroom actwiied student motivation for learning;
(b) how and in what ways were, or were not, theltealibrarians incorporating
interactive whiteboards into their multiple litereg curricular goals; and (c) what did
teacher librarians perceive to be their greates¢tits and challenges teaching with
interactive whiteboards?

As the technology resource within both their sch@slid their school systems,
teacher librarians taught students'2éntury literacy skills using technology (American
Library Association, 2008.; Asselin & Doiron, 20GBihnson, 2011; Marcoux &
Loertscher, 2009; Martin, 2008; Small, Shanahat&sak, 2010; Small, Snyder, &
Parker, 2009; Socol, 2010). They enlivened studentssity with research-based
problem solving and technology (Small et al., 200®acher librarians taught media,
information, digital, and print literacies, as wadl technological skills to students and

fellow teachers.
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Cervetti et al. (2006) argued for the recognitiébthe different literacies with

differences between cultures and time periodsdtitan, they recommended an
acknowledgement of literacy as “a social practigeérvetti et al., 2006, p.380), and
more than just the ability to read and write. Otlessearchers highlighted the necessity
for students to learn how to recognize not only twhanportant in a written text, but
also in a complex multimodal text, a static imag¢he modal elements in an animation
(AASL, 2010; Cope & Kalantzis, 2007; Jewitt, 2068gss, 2003; Martin, 2008).
Teacher librarians provide instructional suppontiulti-literacies for both teachers and
pupils (Brewer & Milam, 2006; Morris, 2004; Zmudakgarada, 2008).

Teacher librarians evaluate and select materialgeshnologies to support the
educational philosophy and curriculum of schoolsq® et al., 2010). Researchers have
found that teacher librarians consider their priymate to be teaching students and
teachers how to use a variety of electronic ressuta locate, analyze, evaluate, and
synthesize information (ALA, 2008; Brewer & Milar2Q06; Socol, 2010; Stroup et al.,
2010; Urquhart et al., 2005). Teacher librariares/te leadership roles in the adoption
of technology, facilities management, and instaed and collaborative pedagogical
design and implementation (Hay & Todd, 2010).

Design Selection

| selected a qualitative research design for thgecstudy. According to Merriam
(2002), qualitative research is predicated on treept of reality as a social construct
created by individuals to bring order and meanmtheir worldview. These “multiple

constructions and interpretations of reality” (Mam, 2002, pp. 3-4) do not remain
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constant but rather changed over time. Creswel{20ommented that researchers
brought their own assumptions and world views @rtresearch, making it imperative
that they remain cognizant of possible effectsabsumptions might have on how they
conduct their research and their writings.

| might have been biased in that the experiencasdl thave had teaching with an
interactive whiteboard have been positive. Merr{@002) emphasized the importance of
acknowledging and monitoring biases. For this reabkept a journal of the research
process to record my thoughts about the resporishe teacher librarians. This enabled
me to separate my experiences with interactiveeklord technology from those of the
teacher librarians who participated in the study.

This study was unique as it was the first wheresaarcher asked teacher
librarians for their experiences and observatian®ahe teaching effectiveness and the
learning support potential of interactive whitelatsarin this qualitative research, | gave
teacher librarians a voice about the benefits hadthallenges they observed and
experienced. The results from this case study naghble them to discover the best
ways to incorporate interactive whiteboards in® ¢hrriculum. It might provide the
teacher librarians with opportunities to sharertdescoveries and lessons learned with
other educators, through their roles of technoleggers in the schools.

| considered several qualitative research designihis study. Yin (2009)
emphasized that the research design should praviaigical progression that links the
data to the study’s research questions and thuts, amalysis and conclusion. Possible

gualitative research design selections includeshpimenology, ethnography, case study,
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grounded theory, and narrative, before narrowingchuices to three. The narrative,
ethnographical, and case study research desigeweecserious review.

Hatch (2002) defined the narrative design as renglaround the stories that
people use to define their lives. | consideredrttweative design as two of the teacher
librarians had previous experience teaching witmgeractive whiteboard as classroom
teachers for several years. | rejected this appraadeing possibly too limiting in its
depiction of the role of teacher librarians, asstaom teachers and teacher librarians
often perform different functions within the scheetting.

| considered the ethnographic methodology as \Meltch (2002) stated that this
design required personal interviews, artifact atiten, and observations of the
participants. In order to protect the confidentyatif the participants, the research
committee for the Laurel Falls School District wdulot allow observations and personal
interviews. Therefore, | rejected the ethnograplasign.

Merriam (2002) defined a case study as the exammaft a particular individual,
locale, community, or program. As this methodolegyuld provide rich, textural
descriptions of a bounded system (Creswell, 20@icl 2002; Merriam, 2002), | chose
the case study design. Using a questionnaire d&ackao face focus group interview
enabled the teacher librarians to share their expegs with interactive whiteboards as
educational tools to teach literacy. The descrgtase study research design provided an

avenue to describe the differences and commorsabfigheir experiences (Yin, 2009).
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Selection of Participants

| selected ten teacher librarians of a school systethe United States as possible
participants in this case study. These teachearidgims had two to ten years’ experience
in teaching with interactive whiteboards, as wslfaur to twenty years’ experience as
educators. Each of these individuals had a mastespecialist degree in library media
technology, library science, or instructional tealogy with school library emphasis. All
individuals who acted as the teacher librariangHeir schools were invited to participate
in this study. Four of the ten teacher librarianokimteered to participate in the case
study.

These teacher librarians were the literacy andnilolgy leaders at their schools
for students, teachers, and administrators (Srhall,e2009; Stroup et al., 2010). Each of
the teacher librarians was a member of a scho@ebteshnology support team,
providing technology training at their schoolsheit fellow educators. They were
representative of the entire school system, as é&qtlerienced and less experienced ones
from both large and small schools were includethestudy. Some of the teacher
librarians used interactive whiteboards to teaodestts, as well as to train teachers in
best practices for the interactive whiteboards.

Justification for Number of Participants

Although I anticipated that 10 teacher librariarmud be available for the
guestionnaire and the focus group, only four teatthearians participated in the study.
Creswell (2007) recommended four to five particigdor case study research (p. 128).

These participants provided an accurate view obtrezall skill levels of the teacher
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librarians, as there were varying degrees of iotera whiteboard usage and different
grade levels at their schools (i.e., three elenmgraizhools, and one middle school).
Merriam (2002) recommended case study researdtsfability to possibly “improve
practice” (p. 179). Through the collection of dhtesed upon the common experiences
and perceptions (Walker, 2013), the descriptive ctisdy design enabled me to explore
the experiences of the participants in teachin wteractive whiteboards.
Procedures for Gaining Access

| sought permission for this study from the Waldiémversity Institutional
Review Board (IRB) before seeking permission frtwa assistant superintendent and the
research committee of the school system. Upon mibtapermission from both the
school system and from the Walden University (IRBraval number 0122508), | asked
the director of library media services for assis&am approaching the teacher librarians
in order to ask them to respond to a questionraaicZor to participate in a focus group
interview. All questionnaire respondents and fogumip participants were asked to sign
consent forms for the focus group and/or the gaestire. All information which could
identify the participants was excluded from thisecatudy in order to protect the
confidentiality of the educators, their schools] #imeir school system.
Relationship to Participants

Although I am a teacher librarian, | did not wodt the Laurel Falls School
District, nor did | perform a supervisory role imaduating the performance or job

continuation of the participants in the study. lwdeered in the libraries of two of the
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elementary schools, checking out books to studsrdgeachers, and helping with the
library inventory prior to this case study.
Ethical Protection

To ensure confidentiality, | used pseudonyms ferritames of the participants,
their schools, and the name and location of theddystem. All participants signed
letters of consent, informing them of their righted the measures taken to ensure the
protection of their privacy and protect them froarrh. These letters of consent
explained that they were not required to parti@patthe study. No incentives were
given to the participants. Their administrators Wdawot know who participated in the
study. At any time the teacher librarians couldhdraw from the study. A letter
describing the study (see Appendix C) and consenid (see Appendix D and Appendix
E) were e-mailed to each potential participant gisireir school email address by the
director of media services. The director copiedan¢he email and provided the school
email addresses of all of the teacher librariainthdre was no response within one week,
| sent another e-mail to those individuals.

Data Collection

Using an online questionnaire and a face to facedgroup interview, | explored
the teacher librarians’ perceptions of student gageent in classroom activities and in
student motivation. All data collected for this Gtaive case study were analyzed to
identify commonalities and differences of expereshamongst the teacher librarians

regarding their use of interactive whiteboards.
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Focus Group

Four teacher librarians participated in the focumig interviews. All participants
received informed consent forms (Merriam, 2002)enaail 2 months prior to completing
the questionnaire and participating in the focumigrinterview. The participants
electronically signed the consent forms for thestjo@naire and e-mailed them to me
using their home email accounts.

Per the instructions of the school system, thedaroup was 60 minutes in
length. Rubin and Rubin (2005) and Creswell (268%phasized the importance of
preparing protocols and questions ahead of timandJsemi structured questions enabled
me to follow new threads to explore during the ®gwup (Hatch, 2002; Stark, 2010;
Yin, 2009). A copy of the focus group questions barfound in Appendix F. These nine
guestions concerned the perceptions and experientes four teacher librarians.
Janesick (2004) argued that one of the strengtad@fus group was the interactions
among the participants, rather than with the ingsver, as it could enable “a greater
understanding of participants’ points of view” §1). | audiotaped the face-to-face focus
group using a Sony microrecorder and the Speak&gslycation on my cell phone (e.g.,
Hatch, 2002, p. 100). In order to ensure the pyivadhe teacher librarians, no video
cameras were used. All data were saved on two padgwotected flash drives and will
remain stored in a locked safe at my home for $syea

| used Adobe Audition 3.0 to aid in separating dadiphering the four voices of
the teacher librarians. The focus group intervieas Wwanscribed within 1 week and

returned to the four participants to be checkeditmuracy before coding (e.g., Creswell,
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2007; Petzke, 2009). Stark (2010) recommended daapthe precise wording of the

participants, as well as laughter, pauses, andgesain pitch of their voices (p. 181). By
watching and listening closely, | was able to mtimspoken communications, as well as
softly spoken conversations among the participdriis.transcription was e-mailed to the
four participants via their home e-mail addressbkiwthey provided upon signing the
consent form.
Member Checking

| discussed initial themes developed from the fagasip with two of the
participants for member checking (e.g., Hatch, 20D®llowed the focus group
protocols recommended by Hatch (2002), CreswelD320Rubin and Rubin (2005), and
Dilshad and Latif (2013). As the other two teadit@arians did not return my e-mails, |
was unable to confirm these themes with them.
Questionnaire

Three of the four teacher librarians who partiagolain the focus group completed
a questionnaire consisting of 12 Likert responsestjans and four multiple choice
guestions. A copy of the questionnaire is attadbefppendix E. The fourth focus group
participant did not return the questionnaire altjfftou was requested twice. | emailed the
guestionnaire to each of the participants’ homead-atcounts that they had provided
upon signing the consent form to participate ingtely. The three teacher librarians
who returned the completed questionnaire eithea#ehtheir completed questionnaires

to my personal e-mail account or mailed them tohmye address. | saved their
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responses to the questionnaire on two passworegieat flash drives and deleted their e-
mails, in order to protect their confidentiality.
Data Analysis

Focus Group

| analyzed the comments of the focus group pasditie for common words,
themes, concepts, elements, and phrases, befeterahg the data (Patton, 2002; Petzke,
2009; Rubin & Rubin, 2004), using Microsoft OffiEscel to create tables. Patton (2002)
emphasized the importance of “identifying signifit@atterns, and constructing a
framework for communicating [to reveal] the esseoicethe data” (p.432). The themes
developed from the focus group included:

e visual learning

e perceived effect on students

e perceived value of interactive whiteboard

e teaching of multi-literacies

e use of interactive whiteboards

e collaboration

e teacher librarians as instructional leaders

e teacher librarians as technological leaders

e self-efficacy

e perceived challenges of the roles of teacher lignar

Creswell (2007) and Petzke (2009) recommended Umsancketing when

describing participant commonalities. Petzke (2@#5cribed bracketing as “set [ting]
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aside personal knowledge [to ensure that]... it didinfluence” (p.42) the phenomenon
under investigation. Using journal notes, | braekletny own knowledge and experience
of teaching with interactive whiteboards in thedity classroom.

Member Checking

| verified the themes that developed from the fagusip interview via e-mails
and telephone conversations with two of the tealtbarians who participated in the
focus group. The other two participants did nosimetmy emails. The peer reviewer and |
discussed and verified these themes via email$aaecto face interactions.
Questionnaire

| used Survey Monkey to create the questionnaine. 2 Likert response
guestions and the 4 multiple choice questions Wwased upon the information gleamed
from the literature review.

Following the advice of Miles and Huberman (19949lentified and developed
themes by correlating the participants’ responBes$zke, 2009) to the three research
guestions, the themes developed from the focuspgrdarview, and the information
gathered from an internal school system reportiferLaurel Falls School System
(pseudonym). These themes included:

e use of interactive whiteboards by teacher librarian

e resources used with interactive whiteboards

e perceived value of interactive whiteboards as urcstonal tools

e perceived effect of interactive whiteboards on shid

e teaching of multi-literacies
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o self-efficacy

e roles of teacher librarians as technological astiutctional leaders

Using phone conversations, emails, and face-toifgeeactions, the peer
reviewer and | discussed and verified these comtimemes and the coding of these
themes (Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 2002; Petzke, 2008 peer reviewer has an Ed.S.
in the field of instructional technology, add-omtdecation in library media, and ten
years of experience as an educator. A copy of ¢ee eviewer’s signed confidentiality
agreement can be found in Appendix G.

Internal documents for the Laurel Falls School &ys{pseudonym) provided
additional details regarding the role of the teadibearians in implementing the 2013-
2016 Technology Plan for the state’s departmeetofcation. These duties included:

¢ monthly meetings with the director of library medexvices, technology staff

members, and fellow teacher librarians;

e consultations with experts in instructional tectogyl from local universities

and colleges;

e presentation of professional development in thegrations of the National
Educational Technology Standards for Students (LETS.S) to classroom
teachers

e participation in the development of a plan for sisge technology for special
needs students

e creation of staff development based upon profeasiearning workshops

they attended
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e development of documents for additional referenegenmals for all faculty
members (Laurel Falls School District, 2012).
| cross referenced the data gathered from thenatelocuments with the data from the
focus group interview, the responses to the quasdime, and journal entries. | color
coded the themes before entering them into a Midt@&xcel spreadsheet.
Evidence of Quality and Procedure

Miles and Huberman (1994) described the processdihg as an initial but
ongoing exercise that usually forces researcherthdage their perspectives, and uncover
possible biases and incomplete data (p.65). | diglddhe recording of the focus group
interview to Adobe Audition 3.0, and listened te tiecording twenty times, so that |
could capture all pauses, hesitations, laughtetcamments (e.g., Merriam, 2002). After
transcribing the focus group interview, | readfiefen times to determine common
themes (e.g., Creswell, 2007; Lawrence-Lightfodd&vis, 1997). | identified and
defined significant themes, and found the commdtiealof these themes. The data
collected from the focus group, the responsesdajtlestionnaire, my journal entries, the
information gained through member checking with tfohe participants, and the Laurel
Falls School System’s public documents from theibsite were used for triangulation
(Creswell, 2007; Dilshad & Latif, 2013; Lawrenceghifoot & Davis, 1997; Merriam,
2001).

| conducted member checking through discussingtiadyzed data from the
focus group and from the questionnaire with twehefteacher librarians who

participated in the interview. The other two papants did not return my emails. As
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previously stated, the peer reviewer and | revieamd discussed the results of the
analysis of the data from the questionnaire anddbes group.
Findings

In this case study, | described the experiencehadrvations of four teacher
librarians using interactive whiteboards in libratgssrooms to teach information, media,
digital, and print literacies. Four of the teachierarians participated in the focus group.
Three of these participants answered and retulmeduestionnaire, but the fourth
teacher librarian declined to answer the questioanbtriangulated the findings from the
guestionnaire, public documents from the LaurelsFathool District, the findings from
the focus group interview, my journal entries, #mel literature review to code, and

analyze the data (Hatch, 2002; Rubin & Rubin, 2(&&rk, 2010).

The teacher librarians explained how they usedants/e whiteboards for
instruction. They described the value of the visasgdect provided by the electronic
whiteboard, and their perceptions that interactWeboards were effective instructional
tools in maintaining students’ engagement in less®he teacher librarians discussed the
collaborative, instructional, and technological goih and training they provided to
classroom teachers. They related how they incotpdiateractive whiteboards and other
digital resources into their pedagogical goalsaded tthese findings to the three research

guestions, listed below.

Research Question 1: What did the teacher libranmnceive as to whether the
use of the interactive whiteboard in encouragimglent motivation for learning

and student engagement in the classroom?
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Research Question 2: How and in what ways were/eoe not, the teacher
librarians incorporating interactive whiteboardwitheir multiple literacies

curricular goals for teaching media and informatiteracy?

Research Question 3: What were the greatest bgaeiit challenges that the

teacher librarians found in teaching with interaetivhiteboards?

Using these three research questions as the faandatcreate the questions for the
guestionnaire and the focus group interview enatrledo explore the experiences and

perceptions of the teacher librarians using intaraavhiteboards for instruction.

Teacher Librarians’ Perceptions of Student Response

Using the first research question, | asked thehterakibrarians for their
perceptions of whether, or not, the use of intévaavhiteboards encouraged students’
engagement in library classroom activities andaased students’ motivation for
learning.
Visual Literacy

The teacher librarians observed several aspectt®ohteractive whiteboards that
appealed to children, particularly the aspect stal literacy. Riesland (2003) defined
visual literacy as the ability to communicate anderstand through visual images.
During the focus group, Anna observed, “Kids love They can all see. The benefit is -
they can’t always see a book” (i.e., a book hetdtddy the teacher librarian while
reading to students during story time). Interactiteteboards enabled teachers to “easily
create enlarged texts and text manipulation ams/it{Gill & Islam, 2011, p.225).

Cuthell (2010), Reedy (2010), Schwartz and Thorm@0d0), and Winzenried et al.
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(2010) described interactive whiteboards as effeatistructional tools for visual
learners, as well as aural and kinesthetic leatiMecQuillan et al., 2012).

During the focus group, Toby stated, “I prefer tige it all the time...even if | [do
not]...have anything interactive to do.” Toby partanly enjoyed the visual aspect of the
interactive whiteboard when teaching. Toby noted the interactive whiteboard helped
with children who were “visual learners especidlly]...just having something for them
to associate with, like...a picture of the book amel dauthor.” The interactive whiteboard
helped the students to focus, providing additis&hal clues to enhance their literacy
instruction (Chen & Tsai, 2013; Morgan, 2008).

Perceived Effect of Interactive Whiteboard on Shide

In the focus group interview, Anna commented, fidfithe children are really
excited about [the interactive whiteboard]. Theya}s want to use it”. Mercer et al.
(2010) and Sweeney (2013) found the interactiveefloiard to be effective in
encouraging classroom dialogue. Two of the respatsde the questionnaire indicated
that the students participated more when taugltht antinteractive whiteboard, while the
third teacher librarian discerned no change ineattdngagement. Wood and Ashfield
(2008), Liang, Huang, and Tsai (2012), Livingst¢2@12), and Hillier, Beauchamp, and
Whyte (2013) found interactive whiteboards mairgdistudents’ concentration and
motivation to learn, thus enhancing literacy instien (Gill & Islam, 2011; Lisenbee,
2009).

In their study of primary school studen¥&n’lez and Coyle (2011) observed the

interaction of theyoung students with an interactive whiteboard during classroom
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activities. The children were aware that they were playing and learning at the same time
“and considered this to be very useful” (Yan ez & Coyle, 2011, p.448). Other
researchers found students more engaged in classnasing interactive whiteboards for
instruction (Jewitt et al., 2007; Marzano, 2009;rlyemn, 2008; Mullamaa, 2011; Rivers,
2009; Schwartz & Thormann, 2010).

Perceived Value of Interactive Whiteboards

During the focus group interview, Toby commentddhink the benefits are [that
there are] things you can do on it that you couldo’ before with teaching.” Leah
described providing students with opportunitiesd@monstrate...whatever we're
doing.” Terreni (2010) and Hillier et al. (2013)s®rved students eagerly demonstrating
the affordances, or tools, of the interactive wihitard during classroom instruction.
Lisenbee (2009) reported kindergarten teachergustaractive whiteboards to display
the texts of fairy tales as they read the worde@lo the students. The interactive
whiteboard’s large screen enabled students toheetext as it was read to them by the
teacher (Lisenbee, 2009). Afterwards, the studenetsted their own fairy tale storylines,
using the software of the electronic whiteboardsdhbee, 2009).

Two respondents to the questionnaire indicatedubatof the interactive
whiteboard encouraged their students to read. Beadh a study by Chen and Tsai
(2013) observed primary school students havingeatgr interest in reading when
interactive whiteboards were used for instructibime researchers described how
afterwards the students wanted to read more baodies) sharing picture books they

enjoyed with their friends (Chen & Tsai, 2013, 0).9
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Solvie (2004), Liang et al. (2012), and Hill (20bYserved students actively

participating in learning and utilizing the toolstbe interactive whiteboard to answer
guestions. Hill (2014) described students who exctatvocabulary web to help in
comparing two different books (p. 30). Researchauad that manipulating the text
helped students to understand the meaning of #eated obtain a better understanding
of sentence structure (Gill & Islam, 2011; Soh2807;Yan[lez & Coyle, 2011). Cooper
(as cited by Smart Technologies, 2005, para. &edlhow deaf students utilized the
interactive whiteboard software to color-code seo#s and words, thus helping them in
comprehending the roles words played within ser@gm@s well as in sentence structure.
Other researchers noted that the tools of interaethiteboard enabled teachers to
increase the font size or magnify images for sttlesith vision disabilities (Kelly, 2012;
Salend, 2009). Educators used the affordancesahtaractive whiteboard to provide
different ways for students to learn.

During the focus group, Alex related utilizing sh@oup discussions for
students to talk about a lesson problem. After ognio a consensus within their groups,
Alex explained, “One representative from [each]jugraomes up and writes on the
board,” to post their group’s work for the entitass. In this way, the interactive
whiteboard became a vehicle whereby the studenisl share their findings with their
classmates (Gillen et al., 2007; McQuillan et2012; Mercer et al., 2010). This
Vygotskian approach enabled the students to leem bne another in a social
constructivist context (Bay et al., 2012; Livings&p 2012; Maher, 2012; Pritchard &

Woollard, 2010).
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Resources Used With Interactive Whiteboards

The three respondents to the questionnaire indidhte they used Promethean
Planet to find their interactive whiteboards lesptans (i.e., flipcharts). During the focus
group interview Leah commented, “I usually try tarsthere, because of just the time it
takes to create [flipcharts].” Researchers contdrdat creative lessons could be
fashioned for the interactive whiteboard by effeeteducators (Cogill, 2003; Hur & Sug,
2012; Kennewell & Beauchamp, 2007; Miller & GlovQ10).

In the focus group interview, Leah asserted thainkeractive whiteboard “just
lends itself well for introducing technology.” Tkeacher librarians in the focus group
and on the questionnaire reported the interactiveelvoards aided in the teaching of
media and information literacy, such as demonsigadiatabases, online encyclopedias,
websites, e-books, and software packages suchasddit Office. In a study of 21
foreign language teachers, Kitchenham (2013) olesetivat 71% of the teachers found
the interactive whiteboard to be effective in taaghstudents how to locate resources on
the Internet for second language acquisition. Terlthrarians found interactive
whiteboards helped in introducing technology taletis.

During the focus group, Toby remarked, “\8&[use] BrainPomuite a bit”

Anna stated, “I love PBS Kids.” Anna described asagg online educational videos, and
webcasts of books being read for children. Sandf2008) asserted that teacher
librarians “support learning through a range of rigpes of texts and modes of learning”
(as cited in Asselin & Doiron, 2008, p. 12). Hudg®uh (2012) and Emanuel (2013)

recommended utilizing a variety of resources farméng, particularly ones with the
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“richest multimedia formats [for] new learners [jimulti-modal...learning styles”
(Asselin & Doiron, 2008, p. 12). Researchers emipledsthat teacher librarians used
technology to increase students’ digital, medial iaformation literacy skills (Hamilton,
2011; Lamb & Johnson, 2011; Perez, 2010; Yudt &@dda, 2011).

To summarize, the teacher librarians found techgyglsuch as interactive
whiteboards, provided the aspect of visual literatych tended to motivate students to
learn. The interactive whiteboard technology endlthe teacher librarians to teach
students multiple literacies by using multimodahfats aligned to students’ digital
media and video culture, and to their interesechhology.

Incorporating Interactive Whiteboards into Pedagogcal Goals

Using the second research question, | inquiredhot@ and in what ways were
the teacher librarians were, or were not, incorfpoganteractive whiteboards into their
multi-literacies curricular goals to teach informatand media literacy.

Use of Interactive Whiteboards

During the focus group interview, both Alex and Yaated that they enjoyed
teaching with interactive whiteboards, findingaisg to incorporate them into their
pedagogical goals. Toby related,

There are a lot of tools in [the software], likertainers,’...where you can just

do...quick formative assessments, or make a fliptdbado... a new learner

response type system, which before would just Inegpel paper...So, it's given
us a tool to..enrich what we’re doing, and make our jobs a Istezaprep-wise, |

think, if you'reusedto it.
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Salend (2009) recommended the use of technologgsEgssments, as the different
formats available for use made tests more accesgibktudents with disabilities.

Hur and Suh (2012) found that students who werdi§intanguage learners
preferred the interactive assessment systems bleada interactive whiteboards for the
ability to receive immediate feedback whether tl@swers were correct or not.
Moreover, the “active engagement” (Hur & Suh, 201.2333) provided by the
interactive assessment enabled the students te Bigirer grades on posttests. In a study
of a primary school in Singapore, teachers desgribedents taking the online interactive
whiteboard quizzes and enjoying the “instantandeedback on their responses” (Tay,
Lim, S., Lim, C., & Koh, 2012, p. 746). The teachepinted out how their students
wanted to retake the assessments over and ovieatsthéy could correct their mistakes
(Tay et al., 2012, p. 746). In summary, the assestsravailable through interactive
whiteboard technology encouraged student learning.

The three respondents to the questionnaire iretidhiat they used Promethean
Planet to find their interactive whiteboards lesptans (i.e., flipcharts). During the focus
group interview, Eve recommended downloading legdans from Promethean Planet.
Toby noted, "When I'm going through the thoughtqass of writing a lesson plan and
deciding what | want to do, | have found specifipdharts from Promethean that | really
like...They are fully editable and you can changerttad make them your own.”
Researchers contended that when used correctyaative whiteboards supported
desired learning outcomes (Mercer et al., 2010teM& Glover, 2010; Tirel & Johnson,

2012) and readily engaged students in their owmieg (Lacina, 2009; Murcia, 2013;
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Rosen, 2011). In conclusion, interactive whitebedehded to motivate and engage
students in learning.
Collaboration

During the focus group, when asked if they colla®mwith teachers on lesson
plans and to teach students, Toby, Leah, and Aanirmed that they collaborated with
the classroom teachers. Leah stated, “For me,d oty lessons are collaborative
lessons.” This collaboration also included techinsrell pedagogical support for the use
of interactive whiteboards and other technologfe&SL, 2010; Donham, 2011;
Johnston, 2012b; Lance, Rodney, & Schwarz, 2010ntMI-Overall (2005) defined
collaboration as a relationship among trustingipgants who proposed, planned, and
designed lessons together, integrating informdtieracy with the subject content (as
cited by Montiel-Overall, 2008, p. 150).

In the focus group, Leah insisted, “I feel...cobiadition is the most important
part.” Purcell (2010) argued that teacher librasipartnered in instruction with teachers
“to provide the best learning environment...richlyegrated with 21st century skills”
(2010, p. 32). Researchers noted that collaborabomprised a major part of what
teacher librarians believed their role entailedriPam, 2011; Heider, 2009; Lance et al.,
2010; Montiel-Overall & Jones, 2011; Wolf et al003).

One focus group participant found collaboration enmroblematic, as the school
policy had created a partially fixed schedule fa library media center. Van Duesen
(1996), Heider (2009), and Francis and Lance (20b%grved that flexible schedules

gave teacher librarians more opportunities to dekEgsons collaboratively with
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classroom teachers. Researchers found greatenstac@evement when teachers and
librarians worked collaboratively to create lessf@irence et al., 2010; Montiel-Overall,
2008; Morris, 2004).

Leah and Toby described collaborating with teacbarsesearch units, and using
Eisenberg and Berkowitz’s Big 6 Skills to teachdstnts’ research skills (Heider, 2009;
Wolf, Brush, & Saye, 2003). Toby taught a unit aadaberg and Berkowitz’s Super 3
research skills to both teachers and students kslwah related, “I keep going back to
the Big 6...1 went back and revisited it this yeacdngse I'm trying to do a...scope and
sequence for research skills in K-3...1 think [thg Bi...still captures the essence of
what research is.” (See Appendix L for more infotimaon the Big 6 and the Super 3).
Leah opined, “They teach writing and they teacldireg but connecting it all together? |
think the Big 6...gives theeachersa framework for understanding the whole process [0
research].” By using the metacognitive scaffoldimgvided by the Big 6, teacher
librarians helped students to perform researchiefftly and successfully complete their
projects (Heider, 2009; Wolf et al., 2003). Usdhsd Big 6 and the Super 3 may facilitate
the research for students.

Heider cautioned that elementary school teachatsatiandency to “under or
overestimate the kind of research assignments"9200513) that their pupils could
complete. Working collaboratively, teacher librasaand teachers could design
meaningful projects for student research activjitiess increasing student knowledge and

student achievement (AASL, 2008; Cooper & Bray,@Meider, 2009; Kuhlthau, 1987,
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Loertscher & Diggs, 2009; Zmuda & Harada, 2008)dnclusion, teachers and teacher

librarians could collaborate to help students sssftdly complete their research projects.
Teacher Librarians as Technological Leaders

Toby, Alex, and Leah described providing technoltpsons to classroom
teachers. According to internal documents for tharkl Falls School District, the teacher
librarians attended professional development Wwithunderstanding that they would
share what they learned with other teachers at ssbools (Laurel Falls School district,
2012). After attending professional development, @teaching it to teachers in the
district, Alex observed, “I.ownedit at that point.” Toby commented, “I agree...I'vach
to co-teach, and then I've had to redeliver it onawn for a class.” Leah and Toby
described teaching monthly technology lessonsaohters. Researchers found teacher
librarians provided technology training to teachamnd students (Kenney, 2011; Zmuda &
Harada, 2008). To summarize, teacher librarianghtatheir fellow educators how to
utilize school technologies effectively.
Teacher Librarians as Instructional Leaders

During the focus group discussion, the teacheatibns described their efforts in
mentoring and coaching their fellow teachers, paldirly the ones who rarely used their
interactive whiteboards. Leah cautioned that lemytiow to use an interactive
whiteboard “..is time-consuming...You really have to...consciously make féorieto
do [it].” Toby agreed, but noted that it “[is] leBme-consuming when you get more
proficient. And that's what teachers don’'t wanbtgy into.” Researchers argued that

professional development for teachers should irchamth technical skills and
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pedagogical skills to help incorporate the intava&ctvhiteboard and other technologies
into the curriculum (Kitchenham, 2006; Perez, 2(Rdnie, Zinnbauer, & Cabrera, 2006;
Sundberg, Spante, & Stenlund, 2012). As the instmial and technological leaders in
school, teacher librarians provided instruction angport to their fellow teachers.

During the focus group interview Alex noted, “Whién teaching the [interactive
whiteboard] software... | use the board totally, &gét the teachers up there touching
it.” AASL (2010), Everhart et al. (2010), Loertsel{g010), and Stroup et al. (2010)
contended that teacher librarians provided théliovieteachers with both technological
and instructional support, including the use oéiattive whiteboards and other
technologies. Researchers found that studentstegpfareling more engaged in
classroom activities when the teachers utilizedaffi@rdances, or tools, of the interactive
whiteboard well (Beauchamp et al, 2010a; Isman. e2@12; Murcia & Sheffield, 2010).
This instructional and technological support faatkd improved classroom instruction
and student learning.

In the focus group, Alex described advising teasheinstruct students in how to
use the tools of the interactive whiteboard. Alegaated, “The kids can show teachers
stuff as well. Once they learn a few tools, theyshowing us how to do things.”
Researchers found that students enjoyed multingedigechnology, and looked for
opportunities to teach their peers and their teacivbat they knew (Hill, 2014; Hockley,
2013; Terreni, 2010yanJez & Coyle, 2011). Solvie (2007), Winzenreid et(2aD10),
Mullamaa (2011), and Hockley (2013) recommendedlinmg students in the

production of interactive whiteboard lessons bypalimg them with opportunities to
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actively contribute to their own construction ofokviedge and learning (Northcote,
Mildenhall, Marshall, & Swan, 2010; Underwood &llbn, 2011). During the focus
group interview, Alex suggested that the five—yg@al for all teachers should be
teaching students how to create flipcharts fornnieractive whiteboard. Northcote, et al,
(2010) found students tended to be more respotsissons taught with interactive
whiteboards, as they felt challenged by the tagk5@7). In summary, using technology
during classroom activities could engage studemksarning.

Sweeney (2013) argued that “technical difficultigseling] professionally
isolated from supportive colleagues...and constrainedgid timetabling” (p. 227)
could result in a negative impact on teachers’ em@ntation of interactive whiteboards
into classroom pedagogies. Researchers recommeagidr professional development
in the use of interactive whiteboards (DeSanti4,2®Hockly, 2013; Miller & Glover,
2010; Sweeney, 2013). Everhart et al. (2010), P@@¥x1), and Steck and Padget (2012)
found that teacher librarians worked with teachernglan lessons, learning strategies, and
assessments for all subjects and grade levelsghroailaborative conferencing. Teacher
librarians provided the technological and instrocéil support needed for effective
employment of interactive whiteboards in the clasar.
Teaching Multi-literacies

On the questionnaire, only one of the teacheriiiang reported doing teaching
information and media literacy to students. Duting focus group interview, however,
three of the teacher librarians described teacimfogmation and media literacy to

students, using Internet sources and technolog@s as laptops and interactive
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whiteboards. Leah described collaborating wittheasroom teacher to help students to
create original PSAs (i.e., public service annoumets) using laptops. The teacher
librarian stated, “It was really in the context.. yheere introducind®SAs and | thought
that would be a good chance to do that.” Leah skdatve students how to critically
analyze old televised advertisements using interaegthiteboard technology
advertisements, displaying the ads on the interaethiteboard for everyone to see.
Researchers asserted that effective teaching dfpieuliteracies enabled students to
think critically, to draw conclusions, and to cee#teir own productions (Hill, 2014;
Jewitt & Kress, 2010; Wilson, 2012). Teacher libeas taught information and multi-
literacies skills to students using different tealogies, such as interactive whiteboards
and laptop computers.

Teacher librarians promoted student literacy thhoagative use of technology
(AASL, 2010; Asselin & Doiron, 2009; Bell, 2001; Wu& Columba, 2011). In the
focus group interview, Toby described using therattive whiteboard to teach map
skills as “it just helps so much in that way [forfhings like doing Google Earth and
trying to find something together. They can all.$ddill (2014) observed second grade
students utilizing interactive whiteboard templatesreate reading logs and vocabulary
webs for class discussions. Teaching these mtdtiakies skills enabled students to
analyze images and data (Cuthell, 2010; Hobbs, ;2#18on, 2012)

On the questionnaire, two teacher librarians indiddhat the interactive
whiteboard helped students with their digital By, in their use of search engines; the

other respondent disagreed. Wilson asserted thettitegy multiple literacy skills gave
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students the ability to “understand the word onghage and the image on the screen”
(2012, p.16). In the focus group interview, Leamagked, “Sometimes | use [the
interactive whiteboard] to interact with websit&hat’'s probably what | do the most.”
Sweeney (2013) argued that using websites prowdkable resources for teachers for
instruction (p. 223). Teacher librarians taughtstus digital, information, and media
literacy skills, including how to use the Intern@inavigate websites.

In summary, the teacher librarians utilized techgglto teach literacy. They
collaborated with classroom teachers to teach Hitdtacies, including information,
digital, and media literacy (AASL, 2010). They pmed instructional and technological
leadership to teachers to encourage studentstipation in classroom instruction,
including instructional assistance with the intéikgcwhiteboards. The teacher librarians
taught students and teachers technological and-hteftacies skills.

Benefits and Challenges of Teaching with Interactie Whiteboards

Using the third research question, | asked thehddorarians as to what they
perceived to be the benefits and challenges ohtegavith an interactive whiteboard.
Beauchamp and Kennewell (2010), Jewitt and Kre8%(p and Gadbois and Haverstock
(2012) found benefits to the use of interactivetelhwards including interactivity,
multimodal presentation, flexibility, and efficigndKalantzis, Cope, & Harvey (2003)
insisted, “Texts are now designed in a highly visgmse, and meaning is carried as
much visually as it is by words and sentences28). Interactive whiteboard technology

can be used to teach with a variety of modalities.
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Benefits of Teaching with Interactive Whiteboards

The teacher librarians related several benefitsdohing with interactive
whiteboards. For example, Leah found the electraiteboards to be effective for
teaching media and information literacy, particiyiam demonstrating software packages.
Northcote et al. (2010) concurred that interactiveteboards were effective for
conducting Internet searches and demonstratingradt During the focus group
interview Toby observed, “They can all see. | mdzaiore [interactive whiteboards], you
would...have to...look at a computer smmething likethat. So there are a lot of ways
that it's helped make teaching better by whatavptes.” Gatlin (2004), Mercer et al.
(2010), and Hennessey (2011) noted that the udesohteractive whiteboard was
effective in encouraging classroom dialogue.

Gadbois and Haverstock (2012) observed that tlemseiteachers in their study
found the interactive whiteboard enable them téeb@rganize stored information
(p-128). During the focus group, Toby describeditiveractive whiteboard as effective
for “materials management [including]...hundreds #rausands of flash cards and
pictures.” De Jong, Kourtzi, & Ee (2012) asserteat trepeated activation of [the
brain’s] visual networks” (p. 3731) stimulated reaation when presented with a similar
visual image. In a study of 33 foreign languageleas in a secondary school in Italy,
Ghislandi and Facci (2013) found that over 40%thefteachers used the interactive
whiteboard to show videos, photos, software, ahdradbnline materials in the teaching of

Italian, Greek, and Latin. Researchers found tisgtlaying digital images and moving



53

print on the interactive whiteboard tended to emage classroom discussion and student
participation in classroom activities (Hennesséji 2 Wood & Ashfield, 2008).

Three of the teacher librarians indicated on thestjannaire that students were
more motivated to learn when the interactive whoteld was used during instruction.
The multimodal approach for instruction affordeditgractive whiteboards engaged
students’ interests and motivated them to learngl&di & Facci, 2013; Hall &
Higgins, 2005; Hodge & Anderson, 2007; Jang & T28i.2; Sweeney, 2013). In
conclusion, the teacher librarians found the irgva whiteboards to be effective for
multimodal instruction.

Challenges of Teaching with Interactive Whiteboards

During the focus group interview, the teacher litanas identified several
technical issues with interactive whiteboards, sagimteractive whiteboard pens that
ceased to work, or the interactive whiteboards edéd be recalibrated (Reedy, 2008;
Yan(lez & Coyle, 2011). Leah related, “I've really tribdrd to make the hardware
reliable and maintained.” Anna recommended teaching tra@hioleting to classroom
teachers. Toby emphasized the ongoing problemtivitlineed to recalibrate” the
interactive whiteboards. Researchers observedthdénts found the need to recalibrate
the interactive whiteboard frequently during instranal time to be especially annoying
(Gatlin, 2007; Hall & Higgins, 2007). Bir6 (2011hé Serow and Callingham (2011)
argued for providing teachers with training in toteshooting technical issues, before
such problems became an issue in the classroonte@bker librarians provided

technological assistance to the classroom teachers.
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On the questionnaire, two teacher librarians requbthat they found the
interactive whiteboard not to be appropriate fotemsons. One respondent to the
guestionnaire reported that teaching with the adve whiteboard enabled that teacher
librarian to meet students’ multiple learning ne€ldse other two teacher librarians
indicated on the questionnaire that they were na g the interactive whiteboard helped
in that way. In responding to the questionnaine,teacher librarians were unsure of the
appropriateness of interactive whiteboard technofogall lessons.

During the focus group, Leah noted, “I do think Aativboards are great, but |
don’t think, ultimately, that's what boards andréiies will look like. | think they’ll look
like touch-screens, and...will be a more fluid pdraoy classroom.” Leah envisioned a
big touch screen just inside the entrance to thrady and could be available for use
continuously. The teacher librarian mused, “Thesladuld interact with it...look up a
book on it or...do a lesson.” Levy (2002) argued thedractive whiteboards encouraged
student interaction through the visual appeal, @l as the ability to manipulate data and
objects on the board (Celik, 2012).

During the focus group interview Leah stated, “Enare still too many barriers
[such as] the calibrating...as opposed to [sometthiagis] just more fluid [and]...
always available for interaction.” Yelas and Eng@B10) warned that teachers could
become frustrated with interactive whiteboard fiowlity that failed to provide easy
access (p. 443). Hsu (2010) and Ghislandi and Ka6&i3) recommended ongoing
technological and pedagogical professional devetoyrso as to create a “culture, or the

set of behaviours, actions, initiatives, and atesithat lead to good use of technology”
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(Ghislandi & Facci, 2013, p.11). Effective traininguld enable teachers to incorporate
technology into pedagogical goals, and to handletieshooting issues (Bird, 2011; Hsu,
2010; Yelas &Engels, 2010). The teacher librari@mt®mmended teaching classroom
teachers how to troubleshoot technical problems.

Self-Efficacy

When asked about the learning curve that they kRpdreenced in using the
interactive whiteboards, Toby felt “fluent” withetaffordance within a few months.
Toby cautioned, If you'’re using it every day...that’s what [l try] tdlteeachers. Just like
other areas of teaching [and] technology, kiaue to practice it."Yudt and Columba
(2011) noted the crucial need for teachers to pm@te the interactive whiteboard into
whole-class instruction. They emphasized the négesfsteachers having “a solid
understanding of how the technology works” (YudC&lumba, 2011, p.19). Jang and
Tsai (2012) argued for continuous professional bgment so that teachers could obtain
maximum benefit from teaching with interactive vetibard technology (p.1460).

Alex related, “I'll have to admit... It's...taken me..rde years of teaching the
class to [be able to]...just say, ‘Here’s my badjucthart which has several tools | want
to show you,” and | give the pen [to a teacher]ddge and Anderson (2007), Marzano
(2009), Rivers (2009), and Sweeny (2010) descritmed teachers evolved through time
in their use of interactive whiteboards and ICTgéneral (Crook, Harrison, Farrington-
Flint, Tomas, & Underwood, 2010; Orlando, 2013)t Example, in a longitudinal study
of ICT use in New South Wales, Australia, Orlan8013) described a teacher who

allowed one of the 12 Year students to teach aamihe use of a certain animation
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software program to fellow students (p.237). Ovwmet teachers gradually released more
and more control of the electronic whiteboard &rtlstudents (Shattuck, 2009; Sweeney,
2010). Educators needed time to incorporate inteeawhiteboard technology into their
pedagogy.

Leah related how many of the teachers at MooregeCElementary took
ownership of the interactive whiteboard: “they hawbeir remote ‘Velcro-ed’ [so that]
they know where it is...It's obvious that [these teas]...know thenechanics.When
they go to use it, it's not stressful. They...havatoal over it.” Researchers found that
teachers believed they were more effective afteractive whiteboards were installed, as
their students were more collaborative, motivasett engaged in learning (Harlow,
Cowie, & Heazlewood, 2010; Turel & Johnson, 20121itlWy et al., 2012). Sharma
(2012) argued that effective use of technologyhadlassroom contributed to a deep
understanding by students of the lessons taugB6(p.Thus, effective training in the use
of interactive whiteboards helped students to learn

Leah described mentoring a fellow teacher to regeahe classroom, thus
making the interactive whiteboard “the center & tbaching area.” Gruber (2011)
described an initiative to install Promethean ABtards in all of the middle schools in a
school district. Each interactive whiteboard wastafied at the front of the classroom,
making it “a centerpiece to teachers’ instructicshaivery [and failure to use
it]...conspicuous” (Gruber, 2011, p. 252). The paositng of an interactive whiteboard

may affect how much a teacher may integrate it ihéoclassroom pedagogy.
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Leah commented that another teacher resisted tisngteractive whiteboard.
The teacher librarian noted that the teacher hastit in the wrong... Well, it's not that
it's in the wrong place, but [the] classroom isrraaged to...” Alex finished the
sentence, “To block it, to not make it the cent&esearchers asserted that when a
classroom was not designed for optimal use ofritexactive whiteboard, visibility by all
the students in a classroom became problematia{sug et al., 2012; Wong, Goh, &
Osman, 2013). The teacher librarians felt the adtve whiteboard should be at the front
of the classroom.

Toby, however, portrayed an entirely different pretof interactive whiteboard
use. Toby described teachers who had become “sndept on [the interactive
whiteboard]. | have teachers whose projectord@dor something has happened.

... That's the whole other end — that [they] ...don’blirnwhat to daif they don’t have
their Activboard’ Winzenried et al. (2010) described teachers Vifbth positive, even
invigorated” (p. 546) by the use of interactive tgboards as instructional tools.
Mathews-Aydinl and Elaziz (2010) found a strongretation between the number of
hours of use and the degree to which the teacihgrgezl teaching with interactive
whiteboards (p. 247Regular use enabled teachers to use interactiviedard
technology effectively.

Toby described using the interactive whiteboardeday “...for every lesson,
every class, very interactive, so | [am] used tmeihg a big component of what | was
doing...I find it easy to incorporate it and use @i the questionnaire, one teacher

librarian indicated that the interactive whiteboarded in matching the curricular goals.
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Another respondent disagreed, while the third teatthrarian was not sure. In a study of
1441 literacy teachers using technology in thesctamm, Hutchison (2012) found that
81% of the teachers felt their professional devalept did not prepare them sufficiently
to integrate technology into their pedagogical pcas (p. 43). Training in the use of
technology in the classroom pedagogy encourageti¢esito use the technology.

Maher (2012) and Murcia (2013) argued that for twesivist teachers acting in
facilitative roles with their students, the interae whiteboards functioned as creative
tools for students to interact with each other aitt their teachers (Hockly, 2013). Toby
warned, “The challenge for most of us is for ibtruly interactive, and not just a poster
[e.q., digital signage].” Swan et al. (2008, asdaiin Luca and Weippl, 2008) and Turel
and Johnson (2012) found frequency of use to beiyely correlated to increased
student achievement. Swan et al. (2008) discouvdradhe scores among students who
used an interactive whiteboard almost daily indlassroom were above the mean in both
language arts and mathematics. In a study of laghess in grades 6-12 in Turkey, 77%
of the teachers stated that the interactive whaathaided in their students understanding
and retention of knowledge gained during instructioth the technology (Turel &
Johnson, 2012). Frequent employment of interastiviteboards in classroom pedagogy
was found to be correlated to enhanced studentifegr

During the focus group, both Alex and Toby recomdezhdaily use of the
interactive whiteboard. Toby noted, “Just find stimmgg to do, just a little bit every day.”
Alex suggested that teachers adopt “one tool me.'t Toby added, “I think when you

have to redeliver it and you have teach it yourskHt's when you really pick it up.”
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With regards to self-efficacy Alex observed, “Thdyreason that | feedomewhatjuick
with it is that I'vetaughtit so much.” Reedy (2008) argued that teachersiéshmore
about the affordances of interactive whiteboardsrdiyning other teachers how to use the
electronic whiteboards. The teacher librarians sstggl that teachers should use the
interactive whiteboards regularly.

Alex noted, “There arsomany tools, and...different levels of interactiomhe
teacher librarian cautioned teachers to allow tledwves time to learn all of the tools, or
affordances, of the interactive whiteboard. Twahaf three questionnaire respondents
indicated that they had received sufficient intév&cwhiteboard training. Researchers
found that ongoing training and support for teastaded in the effective utilization of
interactive whiteboards (Hsu, 2010; Shattuck, 2@)8y, Sieborger, & Hodgkinson-
Williams, 2008; Winzenreid et al., 2010).

Koh and Divaharan (2013) found that by modelingttéag with interactive
whiteboards enabled teachers to integrate the tdatpyn more effectively into the
pedagogy. Girlando (2013) argued that, “Teacherdeaing lessons plans for one
another is essential in encouraging a positive ghieaching methods” (p. 57).
Somyurek et al. (2009)iscovered regular use of interactive whiteboaodset directly
proportional to the amount to time allowed for gsgional development, especially with
regards to training to aid educators in combinmguse of the electronic whiteboards
with the school pedagogyMostteachers needed three to five years to transitam f
being novice users of technology to users who cakeneffective use of technology and

their applications (Brinkerhoff, as cited by Shaku2009). Training and mentoring
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encouraged teachers to incorporate interactivealwbérd technology into their
pedagogical goals.

On the questionnaire, two of the three teachealins indicated that they were
able to find sufficient resources for the intereetwhiteboard and were comfortable
creating flipcharts for instruction. Teachers indsés by Crook et al. (2010) and Gadbois
and Haverstock (2012) appreciated the varietydtditional online resources could
bring to their lessons. British Educational Comneations and Technology Agency
(BECTA, 2003) described the interactive whiteboasda technology that “encourage(s]
more varied, creative and seamless use of teachaterials” (as cited in Ishtaiwa &
Shana, 2012, p. 4). Teachers in a study by Croak,g010) enjoyed the variety that
additional online resources could bring to techggtenriched lessons (p. 22).

In the focus group interview Leah remarked, “Cregitnore flipcharts [is] my
on-going professional goal.” Lewin et al. (2009)r&pean Schoolnet (2010), and
Gadbois and Haverstock (2012) recommended thatéahscbe allowed sufficient time
to prepare lessons for successful integrationtefattive whiteboards into their
pedagogy. Planning time for lessons helped tea¢barse interactive whiteboards in
their classroom activities.

During the focus group, Toby insisted, “I find thiat me personally, it's better if
| create it myself; because | am able to teaclktite.” Shenton and Padgett (2007) noted
the interactive whiteboard provided a wider arr@§opportunities for [classroom]
interaction and discussion” (p. 130). Researchmrad the use of interactive whiteboard

technology to be effective for developing and ahading students’ thinking (Cuthell,
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2010; Hennessey et al., 2007; Murcia, 2013; Swe2@)3). In conclusion, training in

the use of interactive whiteboard technology cdp tesachers to incorporate it into their
pedagogy to improve student learning.
Perceived Challenges of the Roles of Teacher Lidomar

The role of the teacher librarian can have a sehpeofessional isolation, as
often there may be only one teacher librarian scteool (Nelson, 2011, p. 72). Anna,
who sat by quietly listening to the other teaclhianarians, leaned forward in her chair
and mused, “The role of the [teacher librariarljke being aroutsider.[You have] to
force your wayin...but...expectedo be an insider.” Leah and Toby agreed. Toby
commented that teacher librarians needed strongntomeation skills. Van Duesen
(1996) argued that the teacher librarian broughs tienefit of a very knowledgeable
‘insider’ who at the same time is an ‘outsider™. @#3). A teacher in that study described
the school teacher librarian as a collaboratoraaodordinator who was able to
understand the pedagogical needs for the entil@oamot just those of a single teacher
or grade level (Van Duesen, 1996, p.240). Teadberlans collaborate with classroom
teachers to provide instruction based upon thedqrexlagogy.

Whiting (2011) asserted that the school libraryustidoe the center for the
development of curriculum, as librarians helpethtwease student achievement through
teaching the information and media literacy of “grewing demands of [the]
curriculum” (p.9). Van Duesen (1996) recommended the school principal set the
expectation that the teacher librarian would bes@néand welcome at team level

meetings across all grade levels and subject §pe@46). Researchers argued that
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school administrators failed to have an understandf the impact teacher librarians had
on student achievement (Lance et al., 2010; Pu2@1l0). Van Duesen recommended
using a flexible schedule in the school library mezenters (1996). Flexible scheduling
would provide teacher librarians with the time regktb collaborate with classroom
teachers at team level meetings, and to collab@igtieach students with classroom
teachers in the library.

Repository of Lesson Plans

When asked if a repository of interactive whitelgbl@sson plans would be of
benefit to them, Leah answered, “...we could totdtythat in First Class...It would just
be a matter of usdecidingthat was a focus, and...a professional goal and gaol
resources.” In a study of an elementary schoolaiwa@n, teachers felt that by sharing
lessons and resources, they increased their ownartessgowith the interactive whiteboards
(Chen & Tsai 2013, p.89). Teacher librarians caltale with classroom teachers to
provide instruction based upon the school pedagogy.

To summarize, the teacher librarians found se\mratfits to teaching with
interactive whiteboards as instructional toolshie ibrary classroom. The teacher
librarians emphasized that self-efficacy with aefactive whiteboard necessitated
frequent use of all of its affordances. They predadnstruction in technological and
multi-literacies skills to the students and teasha#rthe school system.

Conclusion
Using a case study methodology, | explored the conaities and differences of

the experiences of teacher librarians using intemevhiteboards as tools to promote
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multi-literacies in school library media centersaismall school system in the United
States. Four teacher librarians participated iocas group exploring their viewpoints,
while a subset of three of the teacher librari@sponded to a questionnaire. During the
focus group, three of the four teacher librariaiasesl that students were more motivated
and engaged in classroom activities when tauglit antinteractive whiteboard. Three of
the teacher librarians emphasized the visual tieedforded by interactive whiteboards.
Reedy (2008), Schwartz and Thormann (2010), antdiiga and Shana (2012) described
how interactive whiteboard technology helped teexkeaddress the needs of students
as visual and multimodal learners (Alvermann, 2011)

Researchers showed how teacher librarians provetsuhological and
instructional support as well as collaborative sarppo teachers (Asselin & Doiron,
2009; Hamilton, 2012; Yudt & Columba, 2011). Duritng focus group interview, two
of the teacher librarians emphasized the importahdaily practice with the tools of the
interactive whiteboard. Shattuck (2009) cautioriet full fluency with all of the
interactive whiteboard affordances might take upue years to acquire. Researchers
emphasized the importance of time and trainingeftective use of the interactive
whiteboards and other technologies (Crook et lL02 Ghislandi & Facci, 2013;
Girlando, 2013; Hutchison, 2012; Mathews-Aydinl &aFiz, 2010; Somyurek et al.,
2009).

During the focus group, three of the teacher lilares reported that their primary
source for interactive whiteboard lessons was #relar provided subscription based

resource, Promethean Planet. A better long teraotisalmight be a school system based
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repository of lesson plans related to the missimhgoals of each of the schools of the
school system (Chen & Tsai, 2013). the creatioa sthool based community of practice
that provided mentoring and coaching to less skiéachers might aid in increasing
technological skills for less skilled teachers (@ladn, Schenk, & White, 2008; Gadbois
& Haverstock, 2012; Lewin et al., 2009).

These findings led to the development of a collabee professional
development project to increase the technologiedliastructional skills of teachers and
teacher librarians using interactive whiteboarasti®n three described the project,
including the possible development of technologytoes to provide mentoring and the
creation of a repository of technology rich lesslimsed to the pedagogical goals of the
school system. This project might enable educatousilize interactive whiteboards

more effectively in their classroom pedagogy.
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Section 3: The Project

Introduction

The purpose of this project was to provide a thi@ecollaborative professional
development project to enhance the technologialimstructional skills for the teachers
of the school system using interactive whiteboéodsnhance instruction. My analysis of
the data gathered indicated that the four teadmerians used the tools of the interactive
whiteboards to teach multi-literacies, includinépmnation, digital, media, and print
literacies. The teacher librarians expressed aaraags to collaborate more often with
classroom teachers within their schools. In thddisa, | will describe a collaborative
professional development plan to increase teacir&ssuctional and technological skill
in using interactive whiteboards to enhance insimac A review of the literature
encapsulating current thought on best practiceprimiessional development for
collaborative and instructional skills will be dissed. The goals and objectives of the
project, as well as the rationale and the impleatért plan will be explored.

Description and Goals

The theoretical foundation for this study is cotiedttive technical professional
development (Jones & Vincent, 2010). Through tleggasional development activities,
the teacher librarians and teachers will share theertise and experiences of teaching
with interactive whiteboards with one another. Goals of the project include enhanced
use of interactive whiteboards and increased cotktipn to increase student literacy as
well as student motivation for learning and studargagement (Hammond et al., 2009;

Sheppard, 2010; Warwick et al., 2010; Winzenriedlt2010). The project would give
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teachers the opportunity to create reusable inigeawhiteboard flipcharts to use in their
own pedagogical endeavors. Furthermore, the priofessdevelopment would explore
ways to create technology advocates (Lewis, 20D@ygt as coaches and mentors.

Jacobs (2013) observed the necessity for both srontand long term goals for
professional development. This project will haveethimmediate goals: (a) creating a
database of lesson plans for the teachers tohisestablishing mentoring groups for
teachers wanting to improve their skills with theteractive whiteboards, and (c)
creating a formal schedule for teachers and teditirarians to collaborate to develop
lesson plans that teach multiple literacies skilid technological skills. Long term goals
include (a) increasing skills in the use of intéireecwhiteboard activities, measured by
an annual survey of skill and comfort level witkhaology, and (b) a recommended 20%
growth in lesson plans added to the repository alyurhese goals might enable
educators to improve their technological and pedegd skills in the use of interactive
whiteboards.

Objectives

The objectives of the professional developmentgatogre to provide a better
technical understanding and enhanced pedagogieaifusteractive whiteboards. Using
small and large group discussions, input from ettusavould be utilized in the creation
of a repository of reviewed interactive whiteboagahtric lesson plans. A preliminary
draft of best practices for the use of this repogitvould be created to include
stewardship, governance, and content lifecycle gamant (Lewis, 2007; Thiry, 2010).

Lifecycle management of the lesson plans wouldisbo$ creating, reviewing and
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revising, and removing lessons as needed, jugixéisaoks need to be reviewed, revised,
and/or possibly discarded. The teacher librariamsthe teachers would explore ways to
facilitate collaborative efforts to improve effectiintegration of interactive whiteboards
into their pedagogical goals.
Rationale
| based the professional development project desigthe teacher librarians’
perceptions of themselves as collaborative anducisbnal leaders in the Laurel Falls
School District. They described their work as instional leaders, teaching their fellow
educators how to incorporate interactive whitebsantb their pedagogical goals. The
teacher librarians related their experiences imga@sy lessons collaboratively with some
teachers in their schools, as well as their desresllaborate with more teachers. Using
the data collected and analyzed, | examined thereqces of the teacher librarians as to
best practices for the successful use of interaatiiteboards within classroom
activities. This profession development project lddue staffed by the teacher librarians
of the school system, who have the knowledge ofritssion and goals of the schools.
The goals of the project would be enhanced teclyidband pedagogical skills,
increased collaboration, and the creation of asiépy of reviewed technological lesson
plans for the Activboards currently installed ihsadhools in the Laurel Falls School
District.
Literature Review
Collaborative professional development formed hHemtetical foundation for the

project study. The Walden University Library prosttaccess to the following databases
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that | used for the research for this professioeakelopment project: Academic Search
Complete; Education, a Sage full-text database;EB3roQuest Central; and Thoreau.
| found additional resources at the library of edlouniversity. Boolean search terms
included:collaboration, ICT, technology, professional deysl@nt, mentoring, adult
learning,andandragogy

Mercer et al. (2010) and Dhindsa and Shahrizal-Br{2811) stressed that the
effective use of interactive whiteboards hingededncators’ comprehension of ways to
motivate students by engaging them in their owmieg (Mercer et al., 2010, p. 207).
Dees, Mayer, Morin, and Willis (2010) and Shatt(@810) contended that school based
professional development enhanced teachers’ agiliti use the affordances of the
interactive whiteboard, as well as other techn@sgihrough professional development,
teachers would learn how to use interactive whigeti® effectively by integrating them
into their classroom pedagogy.

Jewitt and Kress (2010) and Dhindsa and Shahrimakk (2011) argued that
effective use of whiteboard technology combinedhwitsocial constructivist approach
formed “a classroom environment in which all studdwere] actively engaged
[through] out the lesson” (Dhindsa & Shahrizal-Emr2011, p. 406). Isman et al. (2012)
found that students felt more engaged and motiviatethssrooms where the instructors
utilized a majority of the tools of the interactiwditeboard. Bird (2011) described
students who reported finding lessons taught witéractive whiteboards as “more
enjoyable, more exciting, [and] more useful” (p.35man et al. (2012), Jones et al.

(2011), and Serow and Callingham (2011) observadesits who stated that they felt that
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they had gained a better grasp of the subjectsltadystudied through the use of

interactive whiteboards. Successful integratiomtdractive whiteboard technology into
pedagogical goals can have a positive effect atestiulearning and student engagement
in the classroom.

Dana and Yendol-Silva (2003), Andrew and Lewis @00/organ (2008),
Winzenreid et al. (2010), and Gruber (2011) denratest how professional learning
communities within schools aided in the successfiaption of interactive whiteboards.
The motivation of teachers increased when they wereided with sufficient training on
interactive whiteboards (DiGregorio & Sobel-Lojeskd10; Mathews-Aydinl & Elaziz,
2010; Rosen, 2011). More effective use of the adve whiteboards led to greater self-
efficacy as well (Hammond et al., 2009; Serow &lidgham, 2011; Winzenried et al.,
2010).

Shattuck (2010) found eight strategies that adrratisrs needed to employ to
become “not only transformational leaders but alsechnology transformational
leaders” (p. 25). These strategies included (aturg the vision to transform the school
culture, (b) modeling that vision, (c) articulatitige expectations to meet that vision, (d)
providing the necessary technology resourcesn@&uwaging their staff in their efforts
to integrate technology into the classroom, (fhgdiuman capital by providing staff
members who help to implement the vision, (g) ugirafessional learning to sustain and
build the technical skills of staff members, arstilg (h) encouraging capacity building,
wherein a core of staff members who are early aectively promote and encourage

the utilization of technology in teaching (Shattu2R09, p. 145). Utilizing these
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strategies encouraged the successful implementatitathnology into the school
pedagogy.

Researchers have indicated that ongoing supportraimihg facilitated the best
use of interactive whiteboards and other technel@umar Bahadur & Oogarah, 2013;
Lewin et al., 2009; Shattuck, 2010; Sipild, 20Mg¢Loughlin (2012) advised, “Shared
teaching and other forms of coaching can be usedreerse strategies into other content
area classes... [thus, supporting] ongoing, job-eméegrofessional learning” (p. 57).
Dixon (as cited in Walker, 2013) found fellow calfpies to be the best people to help in
improving pedagogical practice. Other researchensended that collegial mentoring
and individualized coaching often resulted in pee@rowth and improved integration
of technology in to pedagogical goals (Abuhmaidi£Qacobs, 2013; Jones & Vincent,
2010; Koh & Divaharan, 2013; Kopkowski, 2008; Lar2b11). Through ongoing
mentoring and coaching, teachers can improve tiseirof technology in their classroom
pedagogy.
Repository of Lesson Plans

Desai, Freeland, & Frierson (2007), Manny-lkan, &aglikochinski, & Zorman
(2011), and Kumar Bahadur and Oogarah (2013) stegyésat educators collaborate to
share lesson plans with one another to save timsed&chers recommended the creation
of technology rich lessons (Bir6, 2012, Dhindsal&Brizal-Emran, 2011; Jewitt &
Kress, 2010; Lamb & Johnson, 2012). Using differantalities and resources helped
students to develop a broader understanding afubgects studied (Gadbois &

Haverstock, 2012; Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Roser], Y0Somyiurek et al. (2009)
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emphasized the sharing of what they termed “digitaicational material” (p. 372), such
as presentations, images, websites, sounds, aadsviResearchers recommended the
use of print and digital resources for visual leasn videos for auditory and kinesthetic
learners, and interactive activities or kinesthktarners (Chau, 2008; November, 2009;
Rosen, 2011; Socol, 2010). Alternative multimedisessments, such as slideshows,
digital film, collages, and flash animations, iresed students’ technological knowledge
(Murray, Sheets, & Baldwin, 2009, pp. 5-6). Reskars noted that repositories of
interactive lesson plans provided teachers witklgappropriate interactive activities
that engaged students in learning (Kumar Bahad@o§arah, 2013; Manny-lkan et al.,
2011; Somyurek et al., 2009)ith shared lesson plans, teachers could have aiteces
wide range of modalities for instruction, thus emtiag classroom pedagogy.

Working together, the teacher librarians and ctamsrteachers would create
technology-based lesson plans for multi-literasialis (Liang et al., 2012), based upon
the subjects that they teach and suited to thesnefettheir students (Oremland, 2013).
These lesson plans would be uploaded to a shapeditery (Gadbois & Haverstock,
2012; Lamb, 2011; Meyer, 2010). The repositoryeshnology based lesson plans would
teach multi-literacies skills related to the cuutar goals of every grade level in the
school system (Ferriter, 2011; Lamb, 2011). Thesedn plans would be available to the
teachers in the school system, enabling them taigaa wider breath of instruction.
Collaboration

Ash-Argyle and Shoham (2012) defined collaboratisra partnership of trust and

of common goals, with all individuals sharing resgibility for the success of the project
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(p-2). Bhargava (2010), Senteni and Tamim (201g, $teck and Padget (2012)

recommended collaborative learning for its abildyencourage the participants to
appreciate and utilize the “competencies, skilld tatents available in the group”

(Senteni & Tamin, 2011, p. 984). Researchers fauntidboration between teachers and a
teacher librarian increased student learning (Co&déray, 2011; Lamb & Johnson,
2011). Through collaboration, educators could enbame another’s skills and improve
classroom pedagogy.

Purcell (2010) described the collaborative workeafcher librarians with
classroom teachers as being “a vital element nefedecrtical integration (i.e. between
grade levels) of curriculum as well as horizontéégration (i.e., between subjects) of
learning experiences” (p. 32). Collaboration betwtsachers and teacher librarians was
valued by teachers for its ability to enhance lewyior students (Bhargava, 2010;
Cooper & Bray, 2011; Kramer and Diekman (2010),tsEher & Diggs, 2009; Montiel-
Overall and Jones, 2011). Through collaboratiomchier librarians and teachers provided
effective instruction for students.

Regularly scheduled collaborative sessions of tealdbrarians and classroom
teachers enhanced student learning (Ash-Argyle &dm, 2012; Brown, Dotson, &
Yontz, 2011; Lance et al., 2010; Loertscher & Dig2f309). Reporting on the 2009 Idaho
School Library Impact Study, Lance et al. (20100eddahat in elementary and middle
schools where classroom teachers initiated at feasthly collaborations with the
teacher librarians, scores in language arts artingavere “3 to 7% higher--proportional

differences of 14% to 21% over schools where liarex report[ed] less frequent teacher-
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initiated collaboration” (2010, para. 19). Researshrecommended that school principals
facilitate the presence of teacher librarians atigrevel or subject level meetings
(Bhargava, 2010; Montiel-Overall & Jones, 2011; \Laresen, 1996). Administrative
support would enable effective collaboration amteaghers and teacher librarians,
leading to enhanced student learning.

Ghislandi and Facci (2013) and Jwaifell and Gasdwy(2613) contended that
teachers wanted help in using the electronic wbaedb technology as part of their lesson
plans. Hammond et al. (2013), Johnston (2012a)Pamdz (2010) asserted that teachers
needed the support that teacher librarians proviodelp “weave technology, literacy,
and research skills” (Steck & Padget, 2012, p.i8#) curricular goals. Montiel-Overall
(2008) stressed the “iterative nature of collaborat. The more evident the effect on
students, the greater the motivation [is] to callabe” (p. 151). The collaborative work
of the teachers and the teacher librarian would heintegrating technology into the
classroom pedagogy.

Jacobs (2013) insisted that planning time for dmtative endeavors should be
scheduled into the weekly schedules of the teacretshe teacher librarians.
Researchers found that a collaborative environdailitated a sharing of resources and
lessons among educators in ways that eased wosk(@Gatlbois & Haverstock, 2012;
Jwaifell & Gasaymeh, 2013; Lewin et al., 2009; ¢hérd & Woollard, 2010). Montiel-
Overall (2008) described teachers who believedadbléboration not only fostered
students’ learning, but also improved those teaipedagogical skills. DeMonte (2013)

asserted that ongoing and school based collaberptofessional development (para. 2)
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would better prepare teachers to teach@itury multi-literacies skills to their students
(Girlando, 2013). Using collaborative learning base resources would enable teacher
librarians and other educators to teach the mitdtidcies needed by students.
Implementation of the Project

Using the data collected and analyzed from thée caudy, | observed that some
of the teacher librarians did not use interactivet@boards to maximum advantage. This
professional development project might teach mbtbeskills the educators of Laurel
Falls School District need with interactive whitalds, thus aiding in development of
improved technological skills and multi-literacidlls in students and teachers.
Working collaboratively, the classroom teachers @nedteacher librarians would create a
database of peer-reviewed interactive whiteboassbles, aligned to the goals and
missions of the schools and the school system. rEpissitory of lesson plans could
increase teachers’ use of interactive whiteboardeach technological and multi-
literacies skills, and reduce the time needed ¢épanre for lessons.
Project Timeline

The professional development project would be cargmf six half day sessions
that would meet during the course of a three-dapg@eat each school in the Laurel Falls
School District. There would be two sessions eagh @ith activities and large and
small group discussions. Copies of the agendaaaltiouts, and the PowerPoint
presentation related to the professional developmenect are attached to Appendix A.
Each session would last for three and a half htuadlow time for lunch in between the

morning and afternoon sessions. The teacher ldoravould present the project at the
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school where that individual teaches. If the schma@rd prefers, | could be the presenter,
or copresenter for the first day at one of the sthdhat is, assuming the professional
development occurs at all of the schools on theesdate.

To encourage attendance, Matteson (2013) recomrdgardeiding refreshments.
Pastries and coffee, juice, and tea, could beahaileach morning to ensure prompt
arrival of the participants. By offering sandwiclerssalads for lunch, as well as water
and snacks, the attendees would be persuaded &nrémoughout the sessions (e.g.,
Matteson, 2013).

First Day

The presenter would begin Session one with andnttion of the topics to be
addressed, including objectives of the workshopdvancing interactive whiteboard
technology skills of the participants. Each pgoaat would take a formative assessment
of five multiple choice questions (Handout 1). Aogaf handout A is attached to
Appendix A. This will enable the presenter to benahk the skills of the attendees.
Based on the results of the assessment, trainingtvib@ provided, at a beginner or
intermediate level, on the affordances, or todishe interactive whiteboard. Handout 2
(Basic / Intermediate Interactive Whiteboard TragnMaterials) would be given to the
participants. (See Appendix A for a copy of Hand®ut

Using small and large group discussions, the attemigvould explore best
practices with teaching with interactive whitebagrthhe positive aspects of using
interactive whiteboards, and how the technologpsi&achers, or could help them, to

teach more effectively. Other topics would inclibev to enhance multiple literacy
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instruction, how to provide differentiated instrioct, and how to encourage interactive
whiteboard use throughout the school. Participatsid discuss what additional
interactive whiteboard applications they recommendebrief summative assessment
(Handout 3) would be completed by the attendeesrédireaking for lunch. A copy of
Handout 3 is attached to Appendix A.

During session two, the participants would focusating technology rich
lesson plans for interactive whiteboards. The priesavould provide each participant
with copies of Handout 4 (Resources for Interactaiteboards), Handout 5 (Lesson
Plan Websites), Handout 6 (Lesson Plan Template) Handout 7 (Sample Lesson
Plan. Copies of Handouts 4-7 are attached to Appendix A

The elements of an interactive whiteboard lessan plould be discussed by the
attendees, including Common Core and other stasdBepending upon the needs of
each school, these standards may include Expeditidrearning or International
Baccalaureate standards as well. The elements chéadihe lesson plan, as well as an
estimate of the length of time needed to teachets®on, would be listed by the
participants. These elements would include theatives, a lesson abstract, the standards
addressed, key words, audience, lesson plan, ataefiaia

The teachers would divide into groups by eithedgrigvel or subject level.
Using a sample social studies lesson plan (Handodihey would create a grade
appropriate lesson plan, using Handouts 4 and &dditional online resources. The
teachers would decide upon the projects their sitgde@ould produce and how the

projects would be assessed. Then in a large grsgpssion, the teachers would share
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their lesson plans. The attendees will take thensative assessment (Handout 3). The
teacher librarian will present a session wrap upaquestion and answer period.
Second Day

Sessions 3 and 4 would focus on the creation efactive whiteboard lesson
plans. Before beginning session 3, all attendeeddimake the formative assessment
(Handout 1). The teacher librarian and a fellowchea would model how they
collaboratively develop a lesson. Preferably, Wilsbe a recapitulation of a
collaboration the two individuals had done in tlastp Using Handout 6 (the
Collaborative Lesson Plan Template), they woulduls the roles that each of them
would play and how best to present the lessondatidents. Kramer and Diekman
(2010) found that when the teacher librarian amdi@facher collaborated, the standards
were met, and the lesson matched the pedagogiald gbthe school.

In small group discussions, the teachers wouldestiagir ideas as to ways to
create opportunities for collaboration with othesichers and with teacher librarians. The
benefits of collaboration would be discussed aadliers could relate their own
examples of successful collaborations. Using Hah@dBasic and Intermediate
ActivBoard Training Materials), Handout 4 (PossiBlesources for Interactive
Whiteboards), and Handout 5 (Lesson Plan Websites}eacher librarian and fellow
teachers would create a tentative timetable, asgjgrach grade or subject level a
different month in which to collaborate. A copyténdout 5 is attached to Appendix A.

The benefits of these collaborative processes doelldocumented. Along with the
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tentative timetable, they could be used as a partdeliverable from the workshop to the
administration (Berkun, 2005).

Utilizing the interactive whiteboard lesson plannfat the participants created in
Session 3, each grade level or subject level wdefthe a topic to be co-taught with the
teacher librarian for that assigned month. Possibéessments to be used would be
discussed, as well as potential products for stisddermake. These products would be
based on the differentiated learning needs oftildests. All participants will take the
summative assessment (Handout 3) before breakirigrioh.

Session 4 would begin after lunch. In a large grdispussion, the participants
will discuss ways to help in the adoption and inatign of technology into pedagogical
goals. The teachers would consider how to deveolpriology advocates to be mentors
and coaches to fellow teachers. In small groupudisions, they would discuss the
characteristics and skills needed to mentor colleagn how to incorporate interactive
whiteboards in their pedagogical goals. The padicts would recommend the best
individuals at their grade or subject level to éehinology mentors for their grade or
subject level. These mentors would act as the subjatter experts for technologies,
such as interactive whiteboards, and for the ayaaif technology rich lesson plans. The
presenter would give the recommendations for mentothe administrators for
consideration. The participants will take the surmivesassessment (Handout 3). The

presenter will provide a session wrap up, includinguestion and answer period.
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Third Day

During Sessions 5 and 6 the participants will depel repository of technology
based lesson plans to promote reuse throughosttiool system. At the start of Session
5, all participants would take the formative assess® (Handout 1). In a large group
discussion, participants will brainstorm as to wivatuld constitute a repository of lesson
plans for the Laurel Falls School District, baspdmuthe mission and goals of the school
system. This definition would define what conteatd., lesson plans, standards, goals,
and support material) would be provided in the sgpoy and how teachers could use the
content.

For example, a teacher might want additional leggans and resources for
teaching the history of the Civil Rights movemanthe United States. An ELL teacher
needing additional resources on poetry might waueixplore a variety of lessons on
different grade levels for differentiated instrocti The presenter would display all
suggestions from the participants on the interactihiteboard, so they could be used in
both sessions.

In order for the lessons plans to be incorporatéalthe repository, the
participants will explore what elements, or metagdahould be present in all lesson plans
for use by the teachers of Laurel Falls SchoolrigistMarco & Jennings (2004)
recommended that all metadata be defined for anieab published in the lesson plan
repository. The metadata might include such comaptmas author, title, date content
was created, summary, objective(s), standards, &edaytechnology used, and grade

levels. Using Handout 6 (Lesson Plan Template)teheher librarian and the classroom
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teachers would discuss what metadata should betadesdp in creating, storing, and
accessing the lesson plans. These suggestions Wweu&torded on the interactive
whiteboard to be used for Session 6. The partitgpaould take the summative
assessment (Handout 3) before breaking for lunch.

For Session 6, each participant would receive g obplandout 7 (Sample
Lesson Plan) and Handout 8 (Samples of LessonNddadata). Copies of Handout 7
and Handout 8 are attached to Appendix A. The dées would explore the
characteristics of well-designed lesson plans. &lobsracteristics could be used to
formulate the metadata needed to create technalolgyessons plans for the repository,
available for all educators in the Laurel Falls @iDistrict.

Governance of the repository would ensure thatabson plans submitted meet
the standards of the Laurel Falls School Distiiitie participants in the professional
development could explore the responsibilitieshef governance committee (PMI, 2013),
such as determining which lesson plans would bengtdd to the repository for reuse
throughout the school system. Some of the topitetaddressed would be content
review (with governance) of the lesson plans aedptliblishing of the lesson plans in the
repository.

The Project Management Institute (PMI, 2013) recemded lifecycle
governance to provide content review, to determihih lesson plans to keep; and
content deletion, to determine which lesson planemove. For example, some topics
for Expeditionary Learning, used in lower elemewntanay not be used again by the

school system and would need to be deleted atth@feeach year. The development of
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this process to follow the content lifecycle of taseson plans could be explored by the
participants.

Another area of discussion could be the creatioa dfarter of the repository
(PMI, 2013). This document would define the scopthe repository, as well as staffing
and management (PMI, 2013). The teachers couldisBsseveral components of the
charter, such as the mission statement and théfidation of key sponsors and
stakeholders (PMI, 2013, p. 67). For example, gansors might include the directors of
elementary and secondary education, as well adithetors of special education,
instructional technology, and library media sersice

The participants could discuss the duties of tlkevidual or individuals working
with technology support to create and maintainrédp®sitory. Other duties could include
those for individuals working with teachers prowgilesson plans, to create and publish
content. These items could be used to constitptejact charter for the development of
the repository of lesson plans. All recommendatioos the participants could be used
for a deliverable to the administration of the salgystem.

At the end of the session, all participants wikedhe summative assessment
(Handout 3). All data collected from the formatmed summative assessments could be
used for the preparation of future workshops.

Potential Resources and Existing Supports
Potential resources would include the use of aarentce room or the media

center of each school for the three days of pradaas development. The use of an
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interactive whiteboard and laptops for the pregesmte attendees will be required for the
professional development project.

The school system’s technical support is providgthle teacher librarians, school
technicians, and support purchased through the\nggompany of the interactive
whiteboards. The most effective use of interactweboards requires sufficient
training and a variety of resources. The schodiesydas a subscription to Promethean
Planet, which provides flipcharts and lesson ptama large number of subjects. The
schools may have additional resources, includidmematabases such as EBSCO,
Discovery Education, BrainPop, ProQuest SIRS, aridh® digital libraries, including
TeachingBooks.net and TumbleBooks.com. Other suppueiude the school board for
the Laurel Falls School District and the administirg as well as local learning
communities within the school district, such asshpport system that the director of
instructional media and teacher librarians maingamongst themselves and in their
monthly meetings.

Potential Barriers

Potential barriers might include insufficient tidoe the collaborative professional
development for the teacher librarians, as welhagfficient time for collaboration
among teacher librarians and teachers (Lamb, 28ddggins, 2010). Researchers
asserted that professional development often tetalbd too short and divorced from the
participants’ needs (Harris, 2011; Kenney, 201lentscher, 2010; Meyer, 2013).
Shattuck (2009), Manny-lkan et al. (2011) and Yar Columba (2011) argued that

teachers needed pedagogical and technologicaliati&m in how to incorporate
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technologies effectively into classroom practi¢d&sviding time for collaboration and
long term professional development would help makdoption of interactive whiteboard
technology by teachers.

Gregg (2007) found that teachers collaborated rfreggiently with those teacher
librarians who regularly attended departmentalradg-level meetings (pp.26-27). This
collaboration could provide “an understanding & tdhanges in pedagogy that [were]
possible” (Jones & Vincent, 2010, pp.489-490). Redwers argued for support by the
school principals for technology adoption and fasfpssional development (Abuhmaid,
2014; Cooper & Bray, 2011; McLoughlin, 2012; Shekti2010). This administrative
support would ensure the active participation bfeschers in professional development
activities (Kemp, 2010, p. 144). Allowing teachiérarians to attend grade level
meetings, as well as flexible scheduling in theostiibrary media center, would enable
teachers and the teacher librarian to collaborkiés o

Roles of the Student and the Participants

During this professional development project, teastwill have collegial and
individualized collaborative time with the teaclibrarians (Lambert, 2002,
McLoughlin, 2012; Reeve & Church, 2013) and withitHellow teachers. This will
afford teachers time to develop the collaborativatsgies needed for their students
(LaBombard, 2009, p. 164). | created the profesdidevelopment plan for the project,
the formative and summative evaluations, and thiemads to be used in the project. |
will act as a presenter of the project if the sdisystem will allow. The teacher librarians

will set up and lead the professional developmetiteir individual schools. This
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professional development may increase the techralogkills of the educators of the
Laurel Falls School District.
Project Evaluation

| chose technological and collaborative profesdidieaelopment for this project
to aid the classroom teachers and teacher libsaimadeveloping the skills they need as
educators in the school system (Girlando, 2013;dkap2010; Polly & Hannafin, 2010;
Reeve & Church, 2013; Troutner, 2012; Walker, 20B8pne (2013) insisted that
professional development should involve a constristtapproach, allowing participants
to learn through interaction with others. Browrakt(2011) and McLoughlin (2012)
argued for professional development that provideteVant, point-of-need instruction”
(McLoughlin, 2012, p. 57), as it encouraged theipg@ants to practice what they had
learned. Gadbois & Haverstock (2012) and Abuhm2id 4) contended that profession
development should be related to the subjects¢laahers taught. | used these
recommendations in creating this professional agraknt project to enhance the
technological and collaborative skill of the teashef the school system.

Using the recommendations of Davidson (2012), etddke evaluation plan for
the project on the “intended goals and outcomes7%p. The results from the formative
assessment can be used to provide the groundwotleaechnological professional
development offered in the workshop on either arbresg or an intermediate level. The
responses to the summative assessment can beehtdydetermine the effectiveness
and perceived value of each session by the paahtspand to provide an opportunity for

teachers to make recommendations for changes.
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Goals of the Project

| based the goals of this project upon the neechpoove technological and
collaborative skills in the teacher librarians a@dchers in the school system. Jacobs
(2013) observed the necessity for both short tardhlang term goals. This project will
have two immediate goals: (a) improving the techgigial and collaborative skills of
teachers; and (b) creating a repository of lessamspfor all teachers and teacher
librarians to use to teach students’ the technoldgnd multi-literacies skills they will
need for future employment. Long term goals incl(adencreasing skills of the
educators in the school system in the use of iateeawhiteboard activities, measured
by an annual survey of skill and comfort level wigichnology; and (b) a recommended
20% growth in lesson plans added to the reposa@anually.

Brown et al. (2011), Essig (2011) and Abuhmaid @0&commended
technological professional development for theaife use of interactive whiteboards in
classrooms. Turel and Johnson (2012) insistecetthatators needed to improve their
“technology skills and positive attitudes througimtinued collaborative training and
practice” (p. 392), thus increasing student leaynifacobs (2013) argued that well
executed professional development had the “potdotiereate an environment of
meaningful learning that foster[ed] collaboratiomdgromote[d] the sharing of
knowledge and teaching strategies” (p. 101). Collative professional development
among teacher librarians and teachers might impstyaent literacy and achievement, as

well as the self-efficacy of teachers in the usentdractive whiteboard technology.
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Formative and Summative Evaluations

Formative evaluation measures would be based @valnation of the
participants’ interactive whiteboard skills. Thiggey would be used to address the
needs of the teacher librarians and the teachgnoinding the technological training
needed for the interactive whiteboard. Summatiauation measures would be used to
evaluate the effectiveness of each session in girgytraining that the participants might
use in teaching. The data gathered from the surv@ylsl be used to improve future
professional development workshops..
Presentation to the Stakeholders

| will present the findings of my research, ashasla description of my
professional development project, to the LaurelsFathool Board during one of their
monthly meetings. | will have 5-7 minutes to prasey case study and resulting project.
The stakeholders might include the superintendkatschool board members, the
director of media services, educators of the schgstiem, the students and their parents,
and members of the community (Machin, et al., 200@s, 2010; Perez, 2010; Turel &
Johnson, 2012).

Implications for Social Change

Local implications

Locally, the professional development for traininghe use of interactive
whiteboards for teachers in pedagogical goals nrigghlt in increased use of this
technology to teach the 2Tentury skills in media, information, print, anigical

literacies. Increased collaboration among teachearians and teachers might result in
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greater use of interactive whiteboards in all scigeeas (Northcote et al., 2010, p.502).

The project may highlight the contributions of tkeacher librarians to increased student
literacy, in their roles as the instructional aadhnological leaders in the school system.
Far-Reaching Implications

More effective use of interactive whiteboard tedbgy may increase digital,
print, media, and information literacy in studems.interactive whiteboards presented
excellent formats for the teaching of these mitiracies, students may be better
prepared with 2%t Century skills for college and for global markei careers
(Matteson, 2013). The vital work of teacher libasus as collaborative, instructional, and
technological leaders working with their classrooolieagues may be recognized by
more school systems throughout the world.

Conclusion

This professional development project may incréhsdgechnological,
pedagogical, and collaborative skills of teach&sough collaboration, teacher
librarians instruct students and teachers in melliperacy skills, including information,
print, media, and digital literacies. During thisl&8y collaborative and technological
professional development project, teachers wiltaase their collaborative skills and
their interactive whiteboard skills to integratelteology effectively into their pedagogy.
They will collaborate to create a repository oftealogy-rich lesson plans, available to
all teachers in the school system. The participailtsievelop the characteristics, or

metadata, that all repository lesson plans wouidain. This metadata would enable
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teachers to find needed materials easily from ¢jpesitory. This metadata could be used
in the creation of a charter for the lesson plgroséory.

The participants would discuss the attributes nedyetechnology advocates. At
their grade or subject level, these individuals ldaoach and mentor their fellow
teachers, aiding them to improve their integrabbtechnology into the classroom
pedagogy. This professional development project mergase the technological and

multi-literacies skills of the teachers and studentthe school system.
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Section 4: My Reflections
Introduction

Researchers (e.g., Chapman et al., 2011; Slama) 28%erted that students with
insufficient skills in literacy often struggle iclsool, and may fail to graduate from high
school. The use of interactive whiteboard in classr pedagogy increased student
achievement (Yang, Wang, & Kao, 2012) and engagemeaatassroom activities (Xu &
Moloney, 2011). | used a case study methodologgvestigate the experiences and
perceptions of teacher librarians teaching witkrattive whiteboards in library
classrooms to determine the effectiveness of inteawhiteboards in the teaching of
literacy. My analysis of the data indicated thectea librarians believed the interactive
whiteboards positively impacted students’ engagenmetime classroom and students’
motivation to learn. They felt the interactive velibards aided in the teaching of multi-
literacies. The teacher librarians taught felloacteers how to use interactive whiteboard
technology. The teacher librarians collaboratedhwiassroom teachers to provide
technological and pedagogical support in teachingjipte literacies, including print,
digital, media, and information literacy.

Use of the interactive whiteboards enabled edusdtoprovide students with an
interface for interaction with computers and thieetnet, allowing students to manipulate
objects, to research topics, and to create digitadia. Northcote et al. (2010),
Winzenreid (2010), Jones et al. (2011), and Isr284 %) described the interactive
whiteboard as an easy technology for pupils tanlekteractive whiteboards are

participative for large and small groups (Mannyrlet al., 2011; Somyurek et al., 2009),
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unlike computers which tend to be more for indingtuse. Interactive whiteboard
technology can allow educators to enhance theiagegical goals (Hutchison, 2012),
extending their reach to bring the world to thesstaom environment. Teachers may
need assistance with incorporating interactive @doards into the curriculum (Gadbois
& Haverstock, 2012). Teacher librarians, by tragnicollaborate with fellow teachers to
provide the assistance needed for effective instmic

Using a case study design enabled me to underatahdrticulate the unique
skills and contributions that teacher librarianséto schools, including cross-curricular,
technological, and multi-literacies skills. As tinstructional and collaborative leaders in
schools, teacher librarians provide professionaétigment and coaching to their
colleagues. They contribute to the educationalgohstudents, teachers, and
administrators. Teacher librarians work to advaheegoals and missions of their
schools and school systems for the benefit of dtwmmunities. The findings of this case
study aided me in the creation of a professionatéigment project designed to increase
the technological and multi-literacies skills oétteachers using interactive whiteboards
to enhance instruction.

Strengths of the Project

The goal of this project was to increase teacherdinological and multiple
literacies skills through enhanced use of intevacivhiteboards in classroom pedagogy,
thus increasing students’ multi-literacies and textbgical skills. | designed a
professional development workshop to expand thent@ogical and collaborative skills

of classroom teachers. The strengths of this prajetude the opportunities for
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constructivist interaction among the participanfgimum use of the expertise of teacher
librarians, and increased incorporation of techggland multi-literacies into the
curriculum (Bhargava, 2010; Gadbois & Haversto€kl 2). Another strength is the
creation of a repository of technology rich lesptans for reuse (Bir6, 2011; Dhindsa &
Shahrizal-Emran, 2011; Lamb & Johnson, 2012; KuBaradur & Oogarah, 2013;
Manny-lkan, et al., 2011) throughout the schoadlritis Having access to these resources
in a shared repository will enable teacher libr@siand classroom teachers to incorporate
interactive whiteboard technology more effectivielyp their pedagogical goals.
Recommendations for Remediation of Limitations

One of the limitations of the project could be iffiient time for the teacher
librarians and other educators to meet for protesdidevelopment (Hutchison, 2012;
Sundberg et al., 2012). Another limitation couldaback of administrative support
(Shattuck, 2010). If teacher librarians do not hswiicient opportunities for scheduled
collaborative activities with teachers, they may e able to provide the technological
and instructive support needed to make effectiweafisnteractive whiteboards
throughout the school system (Polly & Hannafin, Z0Reeve & Church, 2013). These
limitations could adversely affect effective useéa@thnology by teachers in classroom
pedagogy.

The interactive whiteboard is only one of a nunidifeiechnologies now in used in
the Laurel Falls School District. A series of ormgprollaborative professional
development workshops would provide opportunit@stéacher librarians and other

educators to explore how to incorporate these tdolgres into the multi-literacies
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curriculum that students will need for future enypl@nt. Neuman (2012) argued that
students “must know how to use ever-changing diggtzhnologies of all kinds to find
and combine information in myriad and still-evolgiways” (pp. 26-27). These
workshops would enable the educators in the schystém to learn new ICT skills to
teach to their students. Matteson (2013) recomntrginding the timetable for the
professional development to 2 months or more, mgetiter school (p. 84). This would
give the participants the time to incorporate tlagning into their curricular plans, and
provide them opportunities to collaboratively dissuheir pedagogical goals with their
colleagues.
Scholarship

| have learned to critically analyze and synthesie data retrieved through my
research for this case study. | have learned tetourethe validity of resources
discovered through the research, able to discgmfgiant findings rather than opinions.
| have endeavored to create a well-informed bodgséarch to support the findings of
my research and to create a project to help inereahnological skills and multi-
literacies skills for students and teachers.

| discovered the value of organization, storingeegsh articles in files in cloud
applications like Dropbox and Google Docs. With Mgoft OneNote, | separated my
analysis of data gleamed from studies and disgantainto folders, with topical headings
such as collaboration and multi-literacies. | leato schedule my time wisely, taking

advantage of the times when I felt most productiMatil | began this process, | did not
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appreciate fully the scholarship and effort thagégymto a dissertation. | have learned
much in the past four years.
Project Development and Evaluation

| based the project upon the findings from my aesle. Information gleamed
from the questionnaire and the focus group intevwigade me realized that although all
of the participants were using the interactive eitards, only one of the teacher
librarians regularly created flipcharts to be usethe library classroom. Two of the four
felt comfortable using all of the tools providedhwihe interactive whiteboard software.
Three of the teacher librarians reported collalogavith some of their fellow teachers.
They expressed regret that time restraints madiéittult for them to collaborate more
often with their fellow teachers. As researcheseded that the use of interactive
whiteboards for instruction increased studentditgr(Chen & Tsai, 2013; Tay et al.,
2012; Yang et al., 2012), | chose a collaborative &chnological professional
development project to help teachers use this tdofg effectively in the classroom

Using a constructivist environment, the teachealians and classroom teachers
could work together to increase their interactivetaboard skills and create a repository
of technology based lesson plans to be reusedghout the school system. Summative
assessments could be delivered after each sessilmtermine how successful that
session had been in teaching needed skills. Tesessments could be used to guide

future professional development workshops for ettusa
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Growth in Leadership

At the beginning of my second year at Walden Ursiitg, the director of
information and media services in my school sysésked me to head the committee for
all teacher librarian training programs and monthbetings. Prior to this, our meetings
frequently overran the time allotted and felt urgurctive to the attendees. | created
schedules for every program, and kept everyonasin t requested feedback as to the
types of training they wished to obtain, and usedinformation to schedule workshops.
Using large and small group discussions, | formathborative endeavors to address
issues, including the effective use of the Accetet&Reader program, and the training of
students to participate in the state-wide readmgllzompetition.

On one occasion, a grant writer from the schooldoéeducation came to help
us write a grant. The teacher librarians wantetdltte the process for another time. |
quickly organized everyone into four small groupach group was asked to brainstorm
three different questions. Fifteen minutes lates,grant writer left, with all the
information needed to secure the grant for us. ¥¢eived the grant, thanks to
everyone’s hard work. Until that time, | had nadlireed how the training in leadership
that | received at Walden University had helped me.

Analysis of Self as Scholar

As a teacher librarian, | have always enjoyed goesearch. | have learned the
skills to analyze and synthesize that researcmdJdgiicrosoft OneNote, | formulated
categories to compare and contrast the studiesafegsional development, interactive

whiteboards, collaboration, and academic langukigegan to see the connection



95

between effective uses of interactive whiteboandsadrease student literacy and student
success on state mandated testing, especiallyregtrds to the acquisition of academic
language.

A year ago, an opportunity opened up to write @tér for a book on
collaboration between teachers and librarians. bbek,Collaborative Models for
Teacher and Librarian Partnershipedited by K. Kennedy and L. S. Green, was
published in 2014, by IGI Global Publishers, andens the fourth chapter. | hope this
will be the beginning of many more research endesavo

Analysis of Self as Practitioner

During my first year at Walden University, | recamgd that | collaborated more
frequently with classroom teachers. | could quicdcess what was needed to facilitate
the learning process for students. | began a joureiéecting upon my daily experiences
teaching students multiple literacies skills in libeary classroom. My lesson plans
became more creative so that | could meet the pieiliearning needs of my students.

| met more frequently with fellow teachers andditi@ns to develop new
understandings of teaching with interactive whitablatechnology. For example, | used a
flipchart that | had downloaded from Prometheam®@ido teach map skills. From my
research on the effective use of interactive wioiéet) technology in the classroom, |
recognized my students’ need for different pergpest | incorporated Google Maps into
the lesson to show the students a bird’s eye vietwair school and the surrounding area.
That interactive exercise with the pen naturaltytie the second segment of that lesson,

using maps and atlases.
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Many of these students had never traveled beydoceatown. They had never
been to a shopping mall, much less another stdter the lesson where they saw a
satellite view of their school and local neighbastis, | laid out paper maps of their city
and of their state on the library tables, and wedichs they gleefully traced where their
homes were in relation to the school, the statéalapnd even our nation’s capital. |
watched them use atlases, helping each other tongtude and latitude to find cities
around the world. The students enjoyed the majptess much that they asked to repeat
it. The research needed for this case study hetpetb make this and other pedagogical
changes.

Analysis of Self as Project Developer

A key lesson that | learned from my Walden Uniugrsixperience was how to
pull together people’s insights, creativity, energyd enthusiasm to provide unique and
powerful approaches to dealing with the challerajebe educational process. | learned
that a project developer must respect the curnatggses in place at the school system
in order to provide opportunities for professiogedwth. In a successfully executed
project, Zepeda (2008) insisted that “all stakebrddare valued, collaboration is the
norm, learning occurs naturally, and reflectiofostered through collegial
conversations” (as cited in LaBombard, 2009, p. 8¢ project developer needs to
encourage these trusting relationships with thieettalders for effective change to occur.

Educators need opportunities to create their ownnsonities of practice within
their grade level or subject areas, providing amalzer with the support needed to

change pedagogical approaches (Cox, 2005; Grubgt, Hammond et al., 2013;
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Hutchison, 2012). Boone (2013) asserted that tbp@rmust provide hands-on learning

that is meaningful and beneficial (p. 30). McLougl{R012) insisted that “teachers need
and want to have a voice in what is presented dyinfessional development and need
to learn and share activities that increase stsdsdrning” (p. 64). Too often outside
resources are brought in to provide project devakamt, without incorporating the valued
insights and knowledge of the educators in the @csystem (Jacobs, 2013; Kemp, 2010;
LaBombard, 2009). Professional development workststyould provide collaborative,
technical, and pedagogical training that is mednirend beneficial (Boone, 2013;
Hutchison, 2012; McLoughlin, 2012). Having collaltive opportunities to investigate
new pedagogical practices with fellow teachers arages teachers to adopt these
changes into their classroom instruction.

DeMonte (2013) recommended that professional dewedmt to be a minimum
of 14 hours in length, as “it takes sustained itmesit of time into teacher training to
change instruction and improve classroom outcor(ea. 2). For effective
improvement in student learning, professional dewelent programs should to be long
term and integral to the curricular calendar (Dekp2013; Hutchison, 2012). The
programs should include scheduled opportunitiesdachers to observe and mentor one
another as they explore and institute new prac{Geslbois & Haverstock, 2012;
Hutchison, 2012; Jacobs, 2013; Meyer, 2013). Tawsiccessful project should be
ongoing and long term, to allow teachers time tegrate what they have learned into

their pedagogical goals.
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As a project developer, | have learned how to ipomate democratic, functional,
and engaging design elements into a team oriemtddgsional development model
(DeMonte, 2013; McLoughlin, 2012; Meyer, 2013). $aalesign elements included
participant-led small and large group discussioitb fellow up assessments to find
opportunities for professional growth (Lewin, 200N, 2013; Shattuck, 2010). | have
learned to schedule time for active learning bygasicipants (Boone, 2013). My
research has helped me to become a better pr@eetaper, incorporating necessary
changes into my designs.

The Project’s Potential Impact on Social Change

| envision this project would enable students, ptrgteachers, administrators and
other stakeholders to view the library classroora pkace of equitable access and
democratic learning. As defined by the Center f@dM Literacy, "Media Literacy is a
21st century approach to education...[that]...buildsiagderstanding of the role of media
in society as well as essential skills of inquingaelf-expression necessary for citizens
of a democracy" (2001, para. 3). Through the teachf multiple literacies, teacher
librarians work to provide their students with “@able opportunities to learn, participate
in society, and further social change” (TrujilloRRenée, 2013, p.56). They are the leaders
in schools, both instructionally and technologigéKachel & Lance, 2013).

The current trend in education toward greater fiseabnology in instruction,
collaborative global learning, and worldwide comagepinpoint the need for equitable

instruction so that students will be prepared har global technological workplace. It is
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our role, as scholar-practitioners, to create $atiange in our schools, our communities,
and our world.

This case study examined the experiences and piencepf four teacher
librarians using interactive whiteboard technolégyeach information, digital, and
media literacy to both students and teachers. Tteesher librarians in this case study
were “child-centered” (Montiel-Overall, 2008, p.)30ith their focus on the successes of
their students (Kitchenham, 2006, p. 215). At aetiwhen school districts are eliminating
positions, the role of the teacher librarian isigk (Nelson, 2011). Like administrators,
teacher librarians see the totality of their scepahd all the components and resources
that are needed for students and teachers to sucbeacher librarians view themselves
as “a self-reflective school library community ahptice motivated by self-improvement
as well as the improvement of society” (Gordon,@Qqd1). Teacher librarians are the
ones best positioned to help their fellow educatom@chieve equitable learning for
students.

November (2012) and Wilson (2012) argued that stisdeeeded print, digital,
and media literacy to be “able to analyze and as$esinformation and representations
about our world” (Wilson, 2012, para. 6). Purc@lD10) affirmed that school libraries
function as “the hub of the learning community” 80), providing teachers with the tools
and resources they need and helping studentsro(l€achel & Lance, 2013; Wilson,
2012). Teacher librarians instruct students anchiea in the use of technologies and
software (Wilson, 2012). They teach print, digitaformation, and media literacy,

including how to locate, organize, and analyze ttafaroduce information in different
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formats (Hamilton, 2012; Wilson, 2012). My reseaochthe use of interactive

whiteboard technology by teacher librarians denrates the vital role the teacher
librarians play in teaching literacy to studenitsptigh the effective use of technology in
classroom pedagogy.

Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research

An implication of the professional development ksirop may be that the
teachers will incorporate interactive whiteboarcht@logy into their pedagogical goals
more often. This technology would enable them &zltethe multi-literacies needed by
students in higher education and in the global econ Through collaboration, teacher
librarians and teachers could integrate these tdobital skills more effectively into
their classroom pedagogies. The repository of teldyy rich lesson plans could be
shared with fellow educators in the school distfieiping teachers to embed®™21
Century multi-literacies skills into classroom aittes.

This professional development workshop could EElws any school system
wanting to incorporate interactive whiteboard tealbgy into the curriculum. Through
constructivist collaboration, the educators woelarh how to use the tools of the
interactive whiteboard, and of other technologidsese skills would help to engage
students in classroom activities, and aid in insirggliteracy in students. This workshop
could be offered over throughout the year, usingtors and communities of practice to
reinforce skills learned.

Directions for future research could include ddwlup study on teachers to

determine the effectiveness of the repository séd@ plans. Research could be
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conducted to determine whether teaching with ictera whiteboards improved
students’ abilities to use interactive whiteboaadd other technologies, particularly in
terms of using technology to share and display kedge learned with others (AASL,
2010). Researchers could examine the effect of fnegeient collaborations among
teacher librarians and their fellow teachers imtepof student academic achievement.
Future research may be focused on how teacheriibgintegrate other technologies
with interactive whiteboards, and how they useaauiedia to collaborate and to teach
multi-literacies (Kenney, 2011; Hamilton, 2012).
Conclusion

| used the case study methodology to examine te@uisiteractive whiteboard
technology by the teacher librarians of a schostey in the United States to teach
literacy. Using a questionnaire and a focus growgrview, | explored how the four
participants utilized interactive whiteboard teclogy, including their perceptions of the
benefits and limitations of teaching with interaetwhiteboards in the library classroom.
The teacher librarians described collaborating watchers. They taught multi-literacies
and technological skills to students and teactResearchers highlighted the critical role
that teacher librarians played in student motivatiad academic achievement (Francis &
Lance, 2011; Latham, Gross, & Witte, 2013; Morai|l@013; Small et al., 2010). As
technological and instructional leaders, they ptevieachers technological and
pedagogical support for the integration of intexectvhiteboards in classroom activities

throughout the school system. Teacher librariaméribute to student literacy, thus
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enhancing the work of schools in preparing studtantfuture employment with 21

Century skills in multi-literacies and technologies
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Appendix A: Professional Development Project
Audience:

- This project is designed first for librarians artier teachers who will then share
information with other teachers, instructional does, instructional technologists
and other teacher librarians.

Objectives:

1. The professional development would provide a moreglex understanding of
the interactive whiteboards for all attendees,udtig how best to incorporate it
into pedagogical goals and classroom teaching expmEs. This training would
include technology fundamentals and their applicato lesson plans, as well as
basic troubleshooting for interactive whiteboards.

2. The participants would discuss how to provide eckdruse of technology in
pedagogical goals for promoting student learningirtiple literacies.

3. The participants would discuss ways to create dppiies for collaboration at
all levels, including formalizing opportunities meeet regularly with teacher
librarians during their grade level meetings tanptallaborative lessons. With the
demands placed on teachers’ schedules and theémesidforce or learn new
skills, a framework for ongoing collaboration iscessary for successful
implementation of technology.

4. The teacher, teacher librarians, instructional beacand instructional
technologists would develop the structure, usemirements, and technologies for

a repository of interactive whiteboard-based legdans.



143

5. The participants would discuss the creation ofratteve whiteboard technology
mentors for all grade levels or subject levels.SEhmentors would provide
mentoring and coaching to fellow teachers on hobetst use interactive
whiteboards to support the curriculum. The mentavald act as the subject
matter experts for both the technology and lessanspassociated with the

technology.
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Agenda

Breakfast, lunch, and snacks will be provided to ezburage attendees to arrive early

and stay for the entire workshop Matteson, 2013, p. 66)

Day 1

Participants will focus on objectives 1 and 2, undstanding the use of application of
interactive whiteboards into classroom lesson plans
Session 1 —

7:30-7:55: Participants will be provided with a piebreakfast of pastries, fruit,
coffee, tea, juice, and water to encourage earlyadr

7:55: Participants would take the formative assesdgrfHandout 1). This will be
used to benchmark their level of knowledge of ABbards.

8:00-8:30: The presenter would introduce the psiteml development workshop
using the provided PowerPoint presentation.

8:30-9:30: In a large group discussion, participamtl be provided basic /
intermediate training on the interactive whitebod&drticipants will demonstrate favorite
tools, tips, tricks, and techniques (Handout 2JeAdees will recommend their preferred
interactive whiteboard applications.

9:30-9:45 Break (refreshments, restroom).

10:00-10:45: Participants will divide into smalbgips to discuss best practices of
interactive whiteboard lessons, such as differeadianstruction and the incorporation of

other technological resources.
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10:45-11:30: In a large group discussion, participavill discuss how to enhance
literacy instruction, including digital, informatio media, and print literacy. The
attendees will brainstorm ways to encourage theotisgeractive whiteboards
throughout the school.

11:30-11:45; Participants will take the summatigsessment (Handout 3),
followed by the session wrap up and a questionaaisever period.

11:45-12:30: Break for lunch.

Session 1 Materials

Handout 1 — Formative Assessment
Handout 2 — Basic/Intermediate ActivBoard TrainMgterials

Handout 3 — Summative Assessment

Session 2

12:30-1:30: The presenter will describe the scstiadlies lesson plan. In small
group discussions, teachers create an interactiMe®oard lesson using Handout 4
(Possible Resources for Interactive Whiteboardapdeut 5 (Lesson Plan Websites), and
Handout 7 (Social Studies Lesson Plan).

1:30-1:45: Break (restroom, refreshments).

1:45-3:15: In a large group discussion, the atteadall present the lesson plans
they created in their small group discussions.

3:15-3:30: Participants will take the summativeeassnent (Handout 3). This will

be followed by the session wrap up and a questdraaswer period.



Session 2 Materials

Handout 4 — Possible Resources for Interactive &boiards
Handout 5 — Lesson Plan Websites

Handout 6 — Lesson Plan Template

Handout 7 — Social Studies Lesson Plan

Handout 3 — Summative Assessment
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Day 2

Participants will focus on objectives 3 and 4 (caboration and technology mentors).
Session 3

7:30-8:00: Participants will be provided with a pimbreakfast of pastries, fruit,
coffee, tea, juice, and water. Copies of the foiveaissessment (Handout 1) will be
completed by the attendees and returned to themes

8:00-9:45: The teacher librarian will discuss tigeatives for the day of creating
and locating interactive whiteboard lessons. Thetter librarian and a teacher will
model a collaborative effort to teach a topic tbget Using Handout 6 Lesson Plan
Template). The

9:45-10:00: Break (restroom, refreshments).

10:00-11:30: The teacher librarians and the tegcheuld create a tentative
timetable, assigning each grade or subject leddfe@rent month in which to collaborate.
Utilizing the interactive whiteboard lesson plannfat created in Session 3, each grade
level or subject level would define a topic to leetaught with the teacher librarian for
that assigned month. The teacher librarian would gicopy of the timetable to the
administrators for consideration.

11:30-11:45: Participants will take a summativeeasment, followed by the
session wrap up and a question and answer period.

11:45-12:30: Break for lunch.

Session 3 Materials

Handout 6 — Collaborative Lesson Plan Template

Handout 3 — Summative Assessment
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Session 4
The participants will focus on objective 5 (cregtiechnology mentors for each grade or
subject level).

12:30-1:30: In large group discussion, participantsdiscuss the creation of
interactive whiteboard technology advocates at gaate level. Topics will include best
practices for technology adoption, and pedagogntagration.

1:30-1:45: Break (restroom, refreshments).

1:45-3:00: In small group discussions, teacherkdistuss the characteristics
needed for technology mentors. They will recommigredbest persons to be the
technology mentors for coaching and mentoringHteirtgrade or subject level. The
mentors would act as the subject matter expertsdtr technology and technology-
integrated lesson plans. The recommendations éomintors would be given to the
administrators for consideration.

3:00-3:30: Participants will take the summativeeasment (Handout 3) before

the session wrap up and a question and answeidperio

Session 4 Materials

Handout 3 — Summative Assessment
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Day 3

The patrticipants will focus on objective 5 (lessoplan repository).
Session 5

7:30-8:00: Participants will be provided with a pimbreakfast of pastries, fruit,
coffee, tea, juice, and water. Each attendee womhdplete the formative assessment
(Handout 1)

8:00-8:30: The presenter will discuss the besdita repository of technology-
based lesson plans, available to all teachersiis¢hool system. Each participant would
receive a copy of Handout 6 (Collaborative Lesskam Femplate), Handout 7 (Sample
Lesson Plan), and Handout 8 (Samples of LessonNrégadata).

8:30-9:30: In large group discussion, the partictpavill explore what elements
or metadata the lesson plans should have, sonénatcould be located easily within the
repository. All suggestions would be recorded amittieractive whiteboard for re-use...

9:30-9:45: Break (restroom, refreshments).

9:45-11:30: Using Handout 6 (Collaborative LesstanA'emplate), Handout 7
(Sample Lesson Plan), and Handout 8 (SamplesssdrePlan Metadata), teachers
would divide into small groups to discuss the regmients for each lesson plan to be
submitted, such as author, title, date, objectigese level(s), keywords, standards
addressed, technologies used, author(s), andfadeseription of the lesson. These
suggestions would be recorded on the interactiviéeelwbard by a representative of each

group. These metadata will be used in Session 6.
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11:30-11:45: Participants will take the summatigsessment (Handout 3)
followed by the session wrap up and a questionaaisever period.

11:45-12:30: Break for lunch.

Session 5 Materials

Handout 6 — Collaborative Lesson Plan Template
Handout 7 — Sample Lesson Plan
Handout 8 — Samples of Lesson Plan Metadata

Handout 3 - Summative Assessment
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Session 6

The participants will focus on objective 5 (creatmf lesson plan repository).
12:30-1:45: The participants will discuss and @eapreliminary draft of the

metadata to be used for the technology-rich lesptars in the repository, using the

information created on the interactive whiteboaundrh Session 5.

1:45-2:00: Break (restroom, refreshments).

2:00-3:15: Participants will examine what would stitute best practices for the
use of the repository (i.e., content lifecycle ngaraent, governance, and stewardship).
For example, the lifecycle governance could proveleew by determining what lessons
to publish, to retain, and what lessons to revi$e governance could determine which
lessons to delete, such as lessons used for Expeiy Learning, which might not be
used by the school system again.

Other topics to discuss might be the creation mfediminary draft of a charter for
the repository, which would define the scope andagament, as well as the mission and
goals. The participants could discuss what suppartdd be needed from stakeholders
(administrators, parents, and members of the sdimanid). The participants could
explore how the repository could be used to in@etisdent literacy and student
achievement. The draft(s) created by the parti¢gas well as their suggestions, could
be used by the presenter for a deliverable to din@irastration of the school system.

3:15-3:30: Participants will take the summativeeassnent (Handout 3) followed

by the session wrap up and a question and answiedpe

Session 6 Materials

Handout 3 — Summative Assessment
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Handout 1: Formative Assessment Handout for Sessierl and 5

ActivBoard Quiz - Formative Assessment

1. A computer and a projector are required for an ActivBoard.

i
True

False
. You use an USB cable to connect your ActivBoard to the projector.

True

=3

False
. You can re-calibrate your ActivBoard at any time.

True

“y G

False
4. What are the correct steps to do the initial calibration for your
ActivBoard?

Click on Promethean character, hover stylus over top left icon, click on 4 X's, set display
resolution.

Set display resolution, click on Promethean character, hover stylus over top left icon, click
on 4 X's.

Set display resolution, click on Promethean character, hover stylus over top left icon,
follow instructions.

Set display resolution, hover stylus over top left icon, click on board, follow instructions.

5. If your cursor doesn’t move, you would first perform this task.

- Unplug and re-plug the USB cable.

" Unplug and re-plug the VGA cable.

" Verify the Promethean character is normal.

Try another stylus.



Handout 2 for Session 1 and 5: Training on the ActiBoard
Promethean Activboard basic features

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h72kvLKkQLWE

Making quizzes

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bHX55VkUkow

Creating Action objects - Hide & reveal texts

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iGIVaZ4ScWs

TeacherTube — How to create a flipchart in five uhés

http://www.teachertube.com/viewVideo.php?video 69210

TeacherTube — Using magic Ink

http://www.teachertube.com/viewVideo.php?video 63263

TeacherTube - Using Revealer

http://www.teachertube.com/viewVideo.php?video_ 63258

TeacherTube — Embedding HTML

http://www.teachertube.com/viewVideo.php?video_ 64252
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Handout 3: Summative Assessment Handout for All Segns

Survey - Summative assessment

How do you rate the workshop content?
1 - Poor
2 - Fair
3 - Neutral
4 - Good

D - Excellent
. How do you rate the workshop materials?

1 - Poor

2 - Fair

3 - Neutral
4 - Good

D - Excellent
. Did this workshop provide you with new information or ideas?

Yes

No
. Is this workshop something you would recommend to others?

Yes

1.
-~
~
-~
~
-
2
-
~
"
~
A
3
.
~
4
~
“ No

What do you recommend to improve this workshop?




Handout 4 for Session 2: Resources for Interactivé/hiteboards
Multidisciplinary Resources
http://teacher.scholastic.com/whiteboards/languesddm
http://thinkquest.org/pls/html/think.library
http://spaceplace.nasa.gov/menu/do/
http://www.teacherled.com/
http://eduscapes.com/sessions/smartboard/+
http://teacher.scholastic.com/activities/governrhent
http://amhistory.si.edu/onthemove/learning/
http://www.discoveryeducation.com/teachers/
http://think-bank.com/iwb/primary.html#science
https://www.google.com/maps/

http://www.whiteboardblog.co.uk/iwb-files/

http://www.edutopia.org/ [click on Browse by Gradevel in the top tool bar]

http://www.tumblebooks.com/ [eBooks — sign up fieef trial]
http://www.globalschoolnet.org/ [linking kids aradithe world]

http://resources.woodlands-junior.kent.sch.uk/

http://www.readwritethink.org/files/resources/irgetives/lit-elements/

[Literary elements mapping]

http://edheads.org/

http://www.booksshouldbefree.com/ [free public domeudio & eBooks]

http://pbskids.org/
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Handout 4 — page 2

Tools and Guides

http://www.whiteboardblog.co.uk/guides/
http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/word_maps/

http://www.wordle.net/

http://www.readingquest.org/strat/home.htm| [iegccomprehension strategies]
http://www.algodoo.com

https://bubbl.us/
http://www.readwritethink.org/files/resources/irgetives/compcontrast/
[compare/contrast guide]
http://www.readwritethink.org/files/resources/irdetives/cube_creator/
[biographies, mysteries, key elements of a story]
http://eduscapes.com/electronic/12.htm [electromaterials for children & adults]
http://eduscapes.com/sessions/power/2.htm [differed learning techniques]
http://www.carnegielibrary.org/kids/storymaker/ [NBgoryMaker — from the
Pittsburgh Carnegie Public Library]

Games

http://www.sheppardsoftware.com/web_games_menu.htm

http://pbskids.org/
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Handout 5 for Session 2: Lesson Plan Websites

DiscoveryEducation - http://www.discoveryeducateam//teachers/
Internet4Classrooms - http://www.internet4classre@mm/

Digital Learning Day - http://www.digitallearninggarg/learn-and-explore/
lesson-portals/

Scholastic Interactive Whiteboard Lesson Activities
http://teacher.scholastic.com/whiteboards/languidgédim

Teachers Helping Teachers - http://www.pacificretf+mandel/
TeachersFirst - http://www.teachersfirst.com/indéx.

Thinkfinity - http://www.thinkfinity.org.lesson-plas

My StoryMaker - http://www.carnegielibrary.org/kidsorymaker/
eThemes from Univ. of Missouri - http://ethemessuigi.edu/grades?locale=en
Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh:

Blast. School Outreach Program: Early Learning aed3lans -
http://www.carnegielibrary.amggearch/parentseducators/educators/blast/
earlylearning/programs/LessanBAlphabetical.html

K-5 Thematic Program — theme based booklists
http://www.carnegielibrary.aesearch/parentseducators/educators/blast/
elementary/K5Thematic/abcintiéx)

Webquests.org — Creating webquests - http://welgugBndex-create.php

Whiteboard Blog — IWB files http://www.whiteboardigj.co.uk/iwb-files/
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Handout 6 for Session2, 3, 4, and 5: Lesson Plan Template

Title of Interactive Whiteboard Lesson Plan
Author(s):

Library Objectives and Topic:

Resources Needed:

Standards Addressed:

Common Core:

ISTE:

Time Frame:

Abstract of Interactive Whiteboard Lesson:

Activity:

Assessment(s):

Possible Links to Use
for Lesson Plan

Promethean Planet

hitp:/fwww. prometheanpla
net.com

Common Core Standards

hitp://www.corestandards.o
rg/ELA-Literacy

ISTE Standards - .NETS

http.//iste.org/standards/st
andards-for-students
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Handout 7 for Session — Sample Lesson Plan

Native Americans — A Visit to Six Native American Tibes
Summary:
Students will compare and contrast the lifestyle® Native American tribes, describing
how the environment affected their styles of clotfithe shelters they built, and the food
they ate.

Introduction for students:

“You and your classmates will take an imaginarp ta visit six Native American tribes.
For each tribe that you meet, you will need to te@n a map where they settled.
Describe how they found food, and made their owthahg and shelters using their
environments. First, you will fly to the Arctic gpend time with members of the Aleut.
In the Northwest, you will meet with the Chinook.the Southwest, you will talk with
the Diné. In the Plains, you will visit with the kata. In the Northwest, you will meet the
Abenaki, and in the Southeast, you will visit wille Chickasaw.

Author(s):Dr. Alix Livingston (pseudonym for Judith Stanton)

Date:April 11, 2009

Standards Addressell A History/SSCC Standards 3, 4, and 7

Possible Resources:

Library resources: Print or online encyclopedias
Books on Native Americans
Online Resources: www.chinooknation.org;

www.learner.org/interactives/historymap/indians.htm
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Other resources: Museums, History Centers

Activities:

Students will work in small groups to complete aj@ct to present on the ActivBoard to
show their work. The project may be a podcast, lacast, a video, an interactive
whiteboard flipchart, or other types of presentatio

Assessment(sPowerPoint, webcast, podcast, digital collagecfiart, or other types of

presentations.

Rubric: (see next page for rubric)



Rubric for Social Studies Lesson Plan on Six Native American Tribes

Understanding

Analysis & Synthesis

Project

Key themes are
identified and
described.

All data organized,
analyzed, and
synthesized.

Demonstrated knowledge
learned in visual, digital,
video, podcast or webcast
format.

Supporting facts
provided with few

or no inaccuracies.

Demonstrated critical
thinking skills to reach
logical conclusions.

Presentation showed
attention to detail with
well-defined organization

Key themes are
identified and
described.

Most data organized,
analyzed, and
synthesized.

Demonstrated most of
knowledge learned in
visual, digital, video,

podcast or webcast format.

Supporting facts
provided. Some
inaccuracies, but
most information
correct

Demonstrated some
critical thinking skills to
reach logical conclusions.

Presentation showed
attention to detail with
well-defined organization
with some mistakes

Some key themes
are identified and
described.

Some data organized,
analyzed, and
synthesized.

Demonstrated little
knowledge learned in
visual, print, digital, video,
podcast or webcast format.

Most information

Demonstrated little
critical thinking skills to

Presentation showed little
attention to detail and
poorly defined organization

incorrect reach logical conclusions. with many mistakes
Few to no key Demonstrated no
themes are Little to no data knowledge learned in
identified and organized, analyzed, and visual, digital, video,
described. synthesized. podcast or webcast format.
Information Demonstrated no critical Presentation showed no

incomplete or
lacking.

thinking skills. Reached no
logical conclusions.

organization and numerous
mistakes

161



162

Handout 8 for Sessions 5 and 6: Samples of Lessola® Metadata

Dr. Laura Chin (Pseudonym for J. Stanton)
Civil Rights and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
April 11, 2009

April 19, 2009

Tech history of Civil Rights in US

Civil Rights

History

ELA Literacy/ Social Studies Common
Core.RH.6-8.6

King, Martin Luther
Marches
Alabama

Dr. King's contributions to civil rights in the
us.

Integrating photos, maps, charts, videos,
and graphs with information from print and
digital texts, students will research and
discuss the contributions of Dr. King.

PowerPoint, webcast, flipchart, or digital
quilt presentation

Books, websites, videos, maps, e-books




Dr. Alix Livingston (Pseudonym for J.
Stanton)

Native Americans - A visit to Six Tribes of Six
Cultures

May 2, 2011

August 18, 2011

Teach awareness of Native American
culture

Native Americans

Social studies

ELA History/Social Studies Common Core
Standards 3, 4, and 7

Shelter

Food

Clothing

Aleut

Chinook

Diné

Lakota

Abenaki

Chickasaw

Compare/contrast lifestyles of six Native
American tribes.

Students will determine how environment
affected clothing, shelter, and food for
Native American tribes.

PowerPoint, Podcast, webcast, digital
collage, or flipchart

Books, websites, online encyclopedias,
videos, maps
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PowerPoint Presentation of tCollaborative Professional Developm

TEACHING 215"
CENTURY MULTIPLE
LITERACIES

Embedding ActivBoards into pedagogical goals

Day 1 —Sessions 1 &2
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Day 1

00 Participants should be provided simple refreshmenis,

. Formative assessment (Handout 1}

Workshop iniroduction
] intermediate training on the ActivBoard (Handout2)
Small group discussion of best practices of ActivBoards.

5: Braak
:Large group dizcussion - Differentiated instruction/best apps
: Summative assessment (Handout 3}/ session wrapup / Q&4

rLunch

Day 1

:In small group discussion, the teachers create an ActivBoard lesson using Handouts 4, 5, and 7.

:45: Break (refreshments, restroom).
15 In large group discussion, the attendses will prezent their legson plans they created in their small group
s, using the ActivBoand and other resourcesor technologies.
: Participants willtake the summative assessment followed by the session wrap up and a brief guestion and

—End ofday.




erwilmodela borative effort to teach a topic ether using Handout
il'be a recap of a collaborationthe two individuals have done in the past,

130: Using Handout &, participants will divide into small group discussions to share their ideas on w to
ate opportuniti laboration with teachersandteacher librarians. They would create a preliminary eduls for
ollaboration. This resented as a de able to the administration.

11:30 — 11:45: Participants willtake the summative assezzment followed by the =ession wrap up and a briefquestion
and answerperiod.
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and pedag ntegration.

1:30 - 1:45: Break
00: In small group discussions, teacherswill discuss the best personsto be the technology
ates for coachingand mentoring. The advocates would act as the subject matter experts for both
nology and technology-integrated leszon plans.
— 3:30: Padlicipants willtake the summative azsezsment followed by the ses=ion wrap upanda
question and answerperiod
0 —End ofday.




of technology-based lesson plans, available
eacopy ofHandouis & 7, 8.

Break
Ils.lnl:- Hannuu'tsb 7,8, te

il create a preliminary draft of the metadata to be used for the technology-ric
pans fnrt e repository. Parti nt | use information saved on the intera whiteboard during sessi

1:45 I0: Break

Participants will examine what would shitute best pra forthe useofthe erl:l:sI‘t
tent lifecyde management, including review of lesson hattok :
ate a preliminary draft of a charter for the repositc Juding mission, ope,
management, and stakeholders.

Participants will take the summative aszessment followed by the session wrap up and a briefqueston and
feT peTiod.
130 — End ofday.
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Appendix B: Letter Describing Study

November 7, 2012

Dear )

You are invited to take part in a research studgxalore the benefits and
limitations of using interactive whiteboards andatvthe teacher-librarian/ school/
district could do to promote literacy. You were shp for the study because you are a
teacher-librarian for the xxxxxxxxxxxx School Distr As of the writing of this letter,
there have been no studies at the doctoral lete@hiow teacher librarians incorporate
interactive whiteboards into their curriculum t@prote literacy.

If you agree to be in this study, you will be askegarticipate in a focus group
that will last 45-60 minutes. The date for the ®guoup will be decided by the
participating teacher librarians, and will takeqaat a time and place that is convenient
for you.

You will also be asked to respond to a questioendiat will take 5-10 minutes of
your time. With your signed agreement, the questhine will be emailed to your private
email account (such as Google Mail or Hotmail) sdcaprotect your confidentiality.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. Amformation you provide will be kept
anonymous. Your name or anything else that cowddtity you will not be included in

any reports of the study.

Sincerely,

Judith C. Stanton, LMS
Walden University doctoral candidate
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Appendix C: Consent Form for Questionnaire

You are invited to take part in a research studgxjalore the benefits and
limitations of using interactive whiteboards andaivthe teacher-librarian/ school/
district could do to promote multiple literaciesotywere chosen for the study because
you are a member of the faculty of the xxxxxxxxxx&&hool District. Please read this
form

and ask any questions you have before agreeing path of the study.

This study is being conducted by a researcher nameith Stanton, who is a doctoral
student at Walden University.

Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to discuss how thehterlibrarians of the XXXXXXXXXXXx
School District use interactive whiteboards to sarpgheir curricular goals.

Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked
e Participate in a questionnaire that will take 5riidutes to complete. The
guestionnaire will be emailed to you, at a persemadil address of your choice,
such as Google mail or Hotmail, so as to ensure gonfidentiality.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Thiseans that everyone will respect your
decision of whether or not you want to be in thalgt No one in the XXXXXXXXXXXX
School District will treat you differently if youettide not to be in the study. If you decide
to join the study now, you can still change youndiater. If you feel stressed during the
study you may stop at any time. You may skip amgstjons that you feel are too
personal.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:

There are no risks associated with this study. Béwefit will be learning more about
how teacher librarians incorporate interactive eftards into their curriculum to
promote literacy.

Compensation:
There is no compensation for being a participaniis study.
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Confidentiality:

Any information you provide will be kept anonymodse researcher will not use your
information for any purposes outside of this resegroject. Also, the researcher will not
include your name or anything else that could idgybu in any reports of the study.

Contacts and Questions:

The researcher’s name is Judith Stanton. The &ds&@s faculty advisor is Dr. Edith
Louise Jorgensen. You may ask any questions yoe hew. Or if you have questions
later, you may contact the researcher via xxx-X00xor XXx.XxXxx@xxx.xxx. If you want
to talk privately about your rights as a participaou can call Dr. Leilani Endicott. She
is the Director of the Research Center at Waldeivdysity. Her phone number is 1-800-
XXX-XXXX, extension Xxxx.

The researcher will give you a copy of this fornmkezp.
Statement of Consent:

[ ] I have read the above information. | have reakeswers to any questions | have at
this time. | am 18 years of age or older, andnsemt to participate in the study.
Printed Name of

Participant

Participant’s Written or
Electronic* Signature

Researcher’s Written or Judith Carroll Stanton

Electronic* Signature

Electronic signatures are regulated by the Unif&tectronic Transactions Act. Legally,
an "electronic signature” can be the person’s typmde, their email address, or any
other identifying marker. An electronic signatusgust as valid as a written signature as
long as both parties have agreed to conduct thedcdion electronically.
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Appendix D: Questionnaire

Use of Interactive Whiteboards byTeacher Librarians

The purpose of thiguestionnair is to examine the benefits and limitations of us
interactive whiteboaland what the media specialist/school/districtd@to promote
literacy.

1. How do you use the interactive whitebog

& To teach the use of an online encyclop

™ To teach tk use of an online dictionary and/or thesa

& To demonstrate how to use the OPAC (library ca)

2 To demonstrate how to use an online date

™ To demonstrate how to use a Microsoft Office paekaigother software packas

2. Where do you findgur lesson plans for the interactive whiteboe
& Promethean Planet

™ Scholastic's SMART Exchange web:s
(http://www.scholastic.com/smarttech/teachers.

& BrainPOP (http://www.brainpop.com/educators/intévac whiteboard_resource
PBSKids Interative Whiteboard Games (http://pbskids.org/whiteldd)
Other online resourc

Flipcharts provided by the school sys

[ .

Other resources provided by the school sy

3. Have you found an interactive whiteboard to jyerapriate for all lesson:
e Yes

e Sometimes
E No
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4. | believe he interactive whiteboard encourages an interegtading in my studen
E Strongly agree

E Agree

e Not sure

E Disagree

E Strongly disagree

5. | feel he interactive whiteboard hes my students with their digital literacy in the
use of search engines and brow:

Strongly Agree
E Agree

> Not Sure
E Disagree
-

Strongly Disagree

6. | help teachers incorporate the interactive @ldotard into their teaching curricult
E Always

L Often

e Sometimes
> Rarely
Never

7. The interactive whiteboard hs my students' media literacy in identifying poteh
bias in news reports and websit

@

Strongly Agree
Agree

Not Sure
Disagree

Oon0nn

Strongly Disagree
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8. If you were to rate your ability to create yawvn flipchart fortheinteractive
whiteboard, on a scale of 1 to 5, how would yoe satur ability?Please circle yoL
answer.

5- Expert

4-Excellent

3-Good

2-Needs Improvement
1-Poor

9. The interadte whiteboard enables me to match my curriculumlgand standarc
E Strongly Agree

E Agree

e Not Sure

-

Disagree

E Strongly Disagree

10. Theinteractive whiteboard hes my students with their use of online databases
the Destiny OPAC (Online Public AcceComputer) and GALILEO.

E Strongly Agree
E Agree

e Not Sure

E Disagree

E Strongly Disagree

11. Do you believe yowstudents armore orless motivated to learn wn youteach witt
an interactive whiteboa?

o0 More motivated

0 Less motivated

No difference in levels of motivati
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. When | teach with the interactive whiteboaha $tudents

Participate more im the lessol
Participateabout as much as they usually particif

Participate less ithe lessor

Teaching with the interactive whiteboard enslnte to meet the multiple learni

needs of all students.

e

00 n

e

Strongly Agree
Agree

Not Sure
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14.Do you have sufficiel resources to use with interactive whitebdassons

e
e
E

15.

Always
Sometimes

Never

The students show evidence of extended leafhengasking for more info or doir

research on the lessons taug

e

Oon0nan

16.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Not Sure
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

| have had the training | need to take maxinawivantage of the interacti

whiteboard.

e

Oon0nn

Strongly Agree
Agree

Not Sure
Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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Appendix E: Focus Group Consent Form

You are invited to take part in a research studgxjalore the benefits and
limitations of using interactive whiteboards andaivthe teacher-librarian/ school/
district could do to promote multiple literaciesotywere chosen for the study because
you are a member of the faculty of the xxxxxxxxxx&&hool District. Please read this
form and ask any questions you have before agreeibg part of the study.

This study is being conducted by a researcher nameith Stanton, who is a doctoral
student at Walden University.

Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to discuss how thehialibrarians of the XXXXXXXXXXXX
School District use interactive whiteboards to supfheir curricular goals.

Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked
Participate in a focus group that will last 45-6hates. The date for the focus

group will be determined by the participating teaclibrarians and will take place at a
time and place that is convenient to you. The fapasip will be audio-taped by the
researcher. All responses to the focus group aqurestill be transcribed and emailed to
the participants so that they can verify and/orifgldheir responses. The researcher will
store all information collected on password-praddtash drives that will be stored in a

locked safe at the researcher’'s home.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Thiseans that everyone will respect your
decision of whether or not you want to be in thalgt No one in the XXXXXXXXXXXX
School District will treat you differently if youettide not to be in the study. If you decide
to join the study now, you can still change youndiater. If you feel stressed during the
study you may stop at any time. You may skip amgstjons that you feel are too
personal.
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Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:

There are no risks associated with this study. Béwefit will be learning more about
how teacher librarians incorporate interactive eftards into their curriculum to
promote literacy.

Compensation:
There is no compensation for being a participatiis study.

Confidentiality:

Any information you provide will be kept anonymodse researcher will not use your
information for any purposes outside of this researoject. Also, the researcher will not
include your name or anything else that could idgybu in any reports of the study.

Contacts and Questions:

The researcher’s name is Judith Stanton. The &ds&és faculty advisor is Dr. Edith
Louise Jorgensen. You may ask any questions yoe hew. Or if you have questions
later, you may contact the researcher via xxx-xoo0cor judith.stanton@waldenu.edu.
If you want to talk privately about your rightsagarticipant, you can call Dr. Leilani
Endicott. She is the Director of the Research Ceatté&/alden University. Her phone
number is 1-800-XXX-XXXX, extension Xxxx.

The researcher will give you a copy of this fornmkezp.
Statement of Consent:

[ ] I have read the above information. | have reakmeswers to any questions | have at
this time. | am 18 years of age or older, andnsemt to participate in the study.
Printed Name of

Participant

Participant’s Written or
Electronic* Signature

Researcher’s Written or Judith Carroll Stanton

Electronic* Signature

Electronic signatures are regulated by the Unif&tectronic Transactions Act. Legally,
an "electronic signature” can be the person’s typmde, their email address, or any
other identifying marker. An electronic signatusgust as valid as a written signature as
long as both parties have agreed to conduct thedcdion electronically.
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Appendix F: Focus Group Questions
Do you prefer to teach with an interactive whitetobar without one?
Describe benefits you have had in your usage ointieeactive whiteboard.
Describe challenges you have had in your usageeohteractive whiteboard.
What percentage of the time are the students wgkinhe interactive
whiteboard, as compared to the percentage thaagoteaching in front of it?
What balance of teacher-driven to student-driveyaloprefer? Why do you
prefer that ratio?
Please describe the training that you have hadanigteractive whiteboard.
Describe the benefits and challenges you have htadhe training.
Tell me about your interactive whiteboard lessaanpl How do you write them?
How do you incorporate your curricular goals anel skandards in your lessons?
How do you share them with other educators? Ifgouwot share, why do you not
choose to do that?
What would help you to be more successful in teaghiith an interactive
whiteboard? What would you like to see happen, lnaitvdo you feel that you

need?
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Appendix G: Confidentiality Agreement for Peer Revewer

Name of Signer:xxXXXXXXXXXXX

During the course of my activity as the peer redefor this research: “The Use of
Interactive whiteboards by Teacher librarians Catseely” | will have access to
information, which is confidential and should netdisclosed. | acknowledge that the
information must remain confidential, and that ioger disclosure of confidential

information can be damaging to the participant.
By signing this Confidentiality Agreement | ackn@abe and agree that:

1. I will not disclose or discuss any confidential arhation with others, including
friends or family.

2. 1 will not in any way divulge copy, release, selban, alter or destroy any
confidential information except as properly authed.

3. I will not discuss confidential information wherethers can overhear the
conversation. | understand that it is not acceptaldiscuss confidential information
even if the participant’'s name is not used.

4. 1 will not make any unauthorized transmissionsyings, modification or purging of
confidential information.

5. | agree that my obligations under this agreemelfitasntinue after termination of
the job that | will perform.

6. | understand that violation of this agreement Wale legal implications.
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7. 1 will only access or use systems or devices I'ficflly authorized to access and |
will not demonstrate the operation or function gétems or devices to unauthorized
individuals.

Signing this document, | acknowledge that | haaelrlhe agreement and | agree to

comply with all the terms and conditions statedvabo

Signature:__ xxxxxxxxxxxx Date: 11-2-12

http://researchcenter.waldenu.edu/Office-of-Redeartegrity-and-Compliance.htm
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Appendix H: NIH Certificate of Completion

Certificate of Completion

# The National Institutes of Health (NIH) Office oktEamural Researc
5 certifies thatiudith Stanton successfully completed the NIH Web-
based training course “Protecting Human Researdicipants”.

Date of completion: 06/10/2011

Certification Number: 212524

\"-..-3"’..\,,11‘ -"CL\L
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Appendix I: Comparison of the Big 6 and the Super 3

Information Solving Models

Bigh model Super? model
L. Tusk definition L. Plen

* Define the informatien problem. # What do | need to do?

o [dentify the information needed. « What information do 1 need 1o do it?
2. Information secking strategies o Write a list ol questions,

# Determine all possible sources.
* Select the best sources.
3. Location and aceess 2. Do
o Locate sources (mtellectually and o Organize vour mlormition.

physically). « Make something to show what vou learned.

* Find information within sources. * Cite your sources—tell where you got your
4. Use of mnformation nformation.
* Fngage (e, read, hear, view, touch).

o [Exiract relevant information.

3. Svnihesis 3. Review

e Organize from muliiple sources e Did 1 do what T was supposed to do?

o Present the information. s Should 1 do something else before T turn it m?
6. Evalpation « Do | feel good about what I did?

» Judee the product leffectiveness)

* Judge the process (elficiency),

Figure 1.Generic model of a comparison of the Big 6 andStper 3 Information
Solving Models by Berkowitz, R. E., & Eisenberg, Adapted from “Information
literacy: The missing link in early childhood edtioa” by K.L. Heider, 2009Early
Childhood Education, 38), 513-518. Copyright 2009 by Springer

Used with permission from the author.
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Dr. Heider,

May | use your chart comparing the Big 6 and the Big 3 from your article, Information
Literacy: The Missing link in Early Childhood Education (Early Childhood Education
Journal, April, 2009)?

The teacher librarians in my focus group discussed them during my research for my
dissertation on the use of interactive whiteboards by librarians. Your chart would be of
great benefit.

Thank you for reading this.

Judith Stanton, LMS
Walden University doctoral candidate

Original E-mail
From :Kelly Heider
Date : 09/27/2013 12:02 PM
To : Judith Stanton
Subject :Re: Requesting permission to use your research

Absolutely, Judith. Good luck with your dissertation research.

Sincerely,

Dr. Kelly Heider

Education Librarian/Associate Professor
Indiana University of Pennsylvania
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Curriculum Vitae

Judith Carroll Stanton

Objective:

Adjunct Professor or Assistant Professor in Edoecadir Instructional Technology
Education: Ed.D, Teacher Leadership Targeted graduation FeprR@15
Walden University, Minneapolis, MN.

Dissertation topic: An Investigation of Teacheriabans’ Use of Interactive Whiteboard
Technology for Literacy Instruction

M.L.T. Library Media Technology, Georgia State Universislanta, GA, 1998

B.A. Anthropology, Georgia State University, Atlan&, 1986

Work Experience:

Taught multi-literacies and research skills to etud in K-grade 12. Provided
professional development to teachers and librawansest practices for incorporating
technology into the curriculum. Demonstrated howreate engaging lessons using
Promethean Planet, podcasts, videos, e-books, stsbaad various websites.

Newton County School System

Library media specialist responsible for trainimglanentoring students and faculty in
skills in technology and multi-literacies. Teamdeafor all county-wide media specialist
training programs for one year. Created library pages with resources for both faculty

and students. Managed student produced morning sieovs.
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DeKalb County School System

Instructed students and faculty in multiple liteezcand technology skills. Library media
specialist responsible for creation of school wefgpand student-produced morning news
show.

Jefferson City Schools

Library media specialist in charge of instructidnrdormation literacy skills to students.

Updated library management procedures and libraisl@g. Evaluated, analyzed,

and weeded collection. Purchased and catalogeticadd resources for media

center.

Publications

Stanton, J.C. (2014). Teaching multiple litera¢iesugh collaboration. In K. Kennedy
& L. S. Green (Eds.Collaborative Models for Librarian and Teacher
PartnershipsHershey, PA: Information Science Reference.

Organization Memberships

American Library Association

American Association of School Librarians
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