
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Power Tools: A Study in Technology Integration 

Trey Eubanks 

Pepperdine University 

June 2012 

Thesis Advisor: Dr. Riel 

Discussants: Martine Jago and Melissa Loble 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Power Tools  2 

 

Power Tools: A Study in Technology Integration 

 

INTRODUCTION:  
Background: 

Technology tools permeate every corner of our world today. Whether it is waking up to the 
alarm on a digital phone or being awakened by the alert on the same phone from a text 
message from a coworker complaining about email being “down”, technology greets us at the 
beginning of every day. These tools are in our homes, in our cars, at our workplace, in our 
appliances, and in our pockets. They have become fused into our daily routines. One teacher I 
know spent two days of her precious holiday break at a local tech store because of an issue 
with her phone. When I asked her why, she said, “Because I can’t operate without it!” The 
technology is with us and it makes our lives easier. So why do many teachers still work in the 
same traditional ways as their predecessors from fifty years ago instead of incorporating these 
tools into their work flow? Despite having new technological tools in their hands, many do not 
do much more than simply turn them on and perform a few simple tasks. Where is the 
disconnect? Why does integration of technology in the classroom seem so far behind the 
integration in other areas of life?  

Statement of the problem: 

Although I was not involved in the initial implementation and training, I witnessed the use of 
the technology since its inception. After 5 years of hands on use by the faculty and staff, it has 
been observed that many of the teachers have not moved passed the basic skills they learned 
during the initial summer training sessions. Many of the teachers work in less efficient ways 
because their skills with the tools they possess have not improved. In fact, many work with the 
new technology tools as if they were the old tools that they were meant to replace. This makes 
as much sense as purchasing a nail gun and then hitting nails with the body of the tool as if it 
were an actual hammer!  Every year since the implementation, the technology team has looked 
for ways to help improve the skill level of the teachers. After-school training was offered once a 
week for those who were interested. Unfortunately no one was interested and a total of zero 
attendees came for training that year. A few select teachers were selected for specialized 
technical training during the summer in order to have technical teachers on each hall that 
would help facilitate learning among peers but this method was also ineffective. Job-embedded 
days were offered for training by grade level if needed but none of the teachers took advantage 
of this offer.   

Since the initial implementation of laptops and interactive white boards, the school has added a 
broadcast studio, a 1:1 laptop program for the upper grades and a virtual computer lab in each 
2nd grade classroom. The technical support team of the school includes the director with 17 
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years of professional IT experience and 3 teachers with very little technical background. Despite 
the low skill level of the teachers with the technology, the overall technology program is viewed 
as a success and is being studied and mimicked by other local schools. Still it remains my overall 
concern that the technology is not being used to its full potential and the teachers and students 
are not receiving the maximum benefit of the technology.  The overall question that I am 
concerned about within this context is how can I lead the teachers to integrate new and 
existing technology into classrooms thereby enabling teachers to engage student learning? The 
following is a review of the related literature and the results of the action research cycles in an 
effort to better understand the implementation of technology in the classroom and how 
teachers can learn to use it more effectively and efficiently.  

 

Literature Review 

Change is inevitable in a progressive country. Change is constant.  

– Benjamin Disraeli (1st Earl of Beaconsfield) 

Continuity of life means continual change and adaptation to the world (Dewey, 1926). As 
learners, our understanding of the world around us also changes as we learn. As human beings 
we are constantly learning about the world and ourselves. Learning occurs even when people 
are less consciously directing the process. Sometimes we learn things that may not be true and 
can even hinder our abilities. When people say they are not good at something, it usually 
means that they have, at some point, learned to accept this characterization about themselves 
and their ability to learn. These negative characteristics learned somewhere in the past can 
often be challenged and overcome (Smith, 1998). This phenomenon happens to teachers as 
well. Many seasoned veterans in the teaching world have learned to fear technology and the 
new tools that can actually help them do their job better and more efficiently. This 
apprehension creates a barrier to technology integration in the classroom. 

 

“If you want to make enemies, try to change something” – Woodrow Wilson. 

To keep up with the evolving world, adjustments in the classroom are needed as knowledge 
passes from teacher to student. To this end, new teaching techniques are tools to be developed 
to meet this need. In the 1970s, the teaching improvement strategies took more of a behavioral 
approach. Then, in the 1980’s, cognitive theories began to emerge and improvement focused 
on teacher reasoning and practical knowledge. As social learning theories gained support, the 
teacher improvement strategies began to focus on “collaborative learning and direct 
engagement with peers” (Wilkerson, 1998, p. 389). All of these strategies helped teachers 
adapt and change but as students are affected by their environment, this in turn also affects 
their learning style (Prensky, 2001).  
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Even with all of these improvement strategies, barriers to change continue to create challenges 
for integrators.  Technology tools are now available for classroom use to help meet these 
challenges. Yet, according to Hadley and Sheingold (1993), “For the most part, 
computers…provide either an add-on activity or are simply technological versions of the 
workbook approaches that are already prevalent in the nation’s classrooms” (p. 265).  In my 
experience as a Director of Technology for a private elementary school, this holds true even in 
2012. Teachers mainly conduct their teaching activities in the same manner as their 
predecessors and the technology in their classroom is mostly used as a substitute for previously 
used tools. It’s as if the teachers today have been given a Swiss Army knife with all of the 
wonderful options that it comes with but the teacher only recognizes and uses the “toothpick”. 
Resistance to change in the classroom is not a new issue but one that was relevant even 15 
years ago (Ertmer, 1999). This resistance is still seen in the integration of new technology. 
 

  
“People who resist change will be confronted by the growing number of people who see that better 
ways…are available thanks to technology” – Bill Gates  
 

Technology has always played a role in the classroom.  Sticks in dirt, chalk tablets, pencil and 
paper, the blackboard, books, an overhead projector; these are all examples of technology tools 
that have been used in the classroom (Cuban, 1993). In fact, it is hard to imagine having a 
classroom without these tools. Through the years, technology tools have become more 
advanced. Students went from using a manual typewriter to using an electric typewriter to 
using a word processor to using a computer and the journey continues. Today some may even 
use a digital tablet or small handheld device to participate in classroom activities. As technology 
advances, and becomes more affordable, it is eventually added to the classroom toolbox. These 
technology tools help organize and facilitate learning in a way that is familiar to modern 
students. In the 21st century, technology is developing very quickly, but along with it comes an 
even more challenging skill set that the facilitator will have to deal with. A carpenter should not 
only recognize a hammer, a screwdriver, a wrench, and an awe, but he should also know what 
job each of these is best suited for. A teacher also should recognize and know how to use all the 
tools in their technology toolbox. In addition, the comfort level of the educator in charge of the 
classroom with these tools is an important consideration if the implementation of technology is 
to be successful.  

Advances in technology coupled with increase familiarity with technical tools have paved the 
way for new paradigms in teaching and learning...however, while these tools are readily 
available, using them in a coherent manner is still a challenge (Rollins, 2004:169-170).  
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 “Technology doesn’t drive change – it enables change” – Author Unknown 

Technology is a very advanced and powerful tool, but its presence alone does not facilitate 
change and engagement in a classroom. It does however offer the potential for change. A 
computer’s function in the classroom has previously been seen as predominantly an 
instructional one where it provides a more engaging learning space (Duffy and Cunningham, 
1996). However, “by focusing on the learner, the role of technology can support new 
understandings and capacities, thus, offering a cognitive tool to support cognitive and 
metacognitive processes” (Nanjoppa and Grant, 2003: 41). The technology tools of today are 
very versatile and can purposed in many different ways much as the multi-faceted Swiss Army 
knife. 

Across much of the literature that was reviewed, there was a common observation that 
although new technologies are more affordable and more readily available to students, changes 
in how these tools are used in the classroom have been minimal (Ertmer, 1999; Wetzel, 2001; 
Rollins, 2004; Barnes, 2005; Rosenfeld, 2008). As an example, it took nearly 30 years to adapt 
the overhead projector into a university classroom (West, 1999). The reasons for this are vast 
and broad: lack of access, limited funds, personal fears of failure, lack of confidence in the 
equipment, organizational questions, and pedagogical concerns. Any one of these can impede 
significant classroom use (Ertmer, 1999). Early studies into integration implied that if the 
teachers received training and had adequate access, then adaptation would follow (Fischer, 
Dwyer, & Yocam, 1996). This may have been true for earlier technology, but today’s tools are 
more advanced than ever, thereby making simple training and adequate access an incomplete 
solution to integration. If those using the tools do not understand what they can do, then the 
full benefit of the tool is wasted as the teacher continues to use them in only the old familiar 
ways. 

The challenge of integration technology tools into the classroom is not new and there have 
been many inquiries into meeting this challenge. Professional teacher development, peer 
coaching, and professional learning communities are possible solutions. Professional 
development works to improve student learning when teachers become skilled in technology 
use (Coughlin and Lemke, 2000).  Yet, some of these barriers continue even after increased 
training because teachers continue to feel ill prepared to use the technology. Another solution 
is peer coaching. Having beginners paired with experienced users, teachers can improve their 
ability to adopt and implement new teaching strategies supported by technology (Barnes, 
2005). Having teachers form learning teams or learning communities is another way to support 
technology integration.  One model of a learning community approach is called “learning 
circles” which involve teachers in distributive leadership for creating change (Riel, 2011). 
Technology users help support each other while sharing ideas and reflecting on their actions 
(Fulton & Riel, 1999).  Wetzel (2001) used the his own strategy while providing support for 
teachers as well as development opportunities in an attempt to change the teacher’s beliefs 
and values regarding change that were incompatible with the technology integration.  
Rosenfeld (2008) identified the problem as one of focus. Professional development programs 
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often focus on how to use the technology instead of how to teach with technology so she 
developed a training course that included this focus.  

Yet, with all of these studies and strategies, the technology toolbox remains a mystery and 
barriers seem to persist today with little change in the classroom. Could there be something 
further that is missing?  Cradler, Freeman, Cradler and McNabb (2002) found that in preparing 
new teachers to use and integrate technology, college faculty should infuse technology into 
their courses as learning and teaching tools, as well as demonstrate the integration into 
teaching methods. They also found that using mentors, giving time for collaborative technology 
learning and using computers at home were the best strategies for building teacher confidence 
and interest in technology. In spite of all this, integrating instructional technology strategies 
remains a complex process and is further hindered when a bureaucratic culture typically found 
in many schools which inhibits collaboration and innovative practice is encountered (Becker 
and Riel, 1999). As technology continues to advance at an ever increasing pace, the gap 
between teacher’s tech skills and student’s tech skills grows ever wider. This is even more 
pronounced in the advanced teacher with 20 or more years of service behind them. When 
observing the Electronic Entertainment Expo in L.A. and the American Society of Trainers and 
Developers (ASTD)’s annual convention in Dallas, a glaring difference in the two is noted. The 
trainers of today and the current trainees are seemingly from two different worlds. The 
trainers’ convention was stoic and stale while the trainees’ convention was exciting and 
energetic. The technology tools that are readily available and those yet to be created are fun, 
engaging, and complex but currently, teachers appear to be missing the point (Prensky, 2001). 
While the students are ready to build something exciting using all of today’s tools, the teachers 
are trying to placate their enthusiasm with a hammer and a few tacks. But, the gap between 
teacher and student can be bridged when teachers utilize the tools that they have to their full 
potential to connect and reconnect with students in engaging and meaningful ways. This means 
that teachers need to put on their creative construction hard hats and begin to embrace 
technology the way their students have and it is up to those in charge of providing the 
technology to help them bridge that gap. 

 

My Workplace Context: 

St James EDS is a PreK – 5th grade day school in downtown Baton Rouge, LA., which consists of 
approximately 300 students and 50 faculty and staff members.  Before the researcher came to 
the school, the institution was behind technology wise. A few donors had a vision to help the 
school catch up. After an initial pilot year of a few technology tools, a campaign raised enough 
money for a major technology implementation. A Director of Technology was also hired to 
implement and manage the new technology. This implementation was a key factor in 
determining the future success of the school. Whereas before the teachers and students shared 
one computer in each classroom, every teacher was given their own laptop, interactive white 
board and a projector. Teachers were given some basic training over the summer and were 
mandated that the new technology was to be used the following school year. 
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Many teachers had never even used a computer before. Most were unfamiliar with the 
computer programs and how to operate them. All of the teachers but a few had even used an 
interactive white board before. Most teachers were skeptical that they could learn how to use 
the equipment and some doubted that it was even needed. The administration mandated that 
mastery was required and that checks would be performed to ensure that teachers were using 
the new tools and this made teachers afraid for their jobs and created the feeling of animosity 
toward the new technology. The technology coordinator and the computer science teacher 
worked diligently to alleviate these fears and to help teachers get acclimated to the tools. 
Unfortunately their limited experience with technology rollouts, their lack of knowledge of the 
teacher’s needs and the time restraints all worked against their efforts.  

 

Research Design:  

There is much literature written that explores the integration of technology into the classroom.  
There have been many conclusions and theories and even new terminologies that have been 
defined. Still, the issue remains. There are also some teachers that seem to integrate 
technology with some success but they also seem to be the exception rather than the rule. In 
this report, I investigate this issue of technology integration into the classroom through the 
completion of three cycles of action research.  Action research is a study of the researcher’s 
surroundings and puts the researcher in the middle of the project. As the one with insider 
knowledge of the situation, the researcher has a unique perspective to examine practices and 
to effect changes. Based on current values, actions are formed to improve practice and then 
reflected on in preparation for the next cycle. This action research project took place at St 
James Episcopal Day School where the researcher served as Director of Technology for the 
previous 6 years. 

 

Cycle One:  
ACTION: 

Integrating technology into the classroom has become inevitable in today’s schools. Technology 
tools are all around us and they permeate every part of our daily activities. Learning to use 
these tools effectively and efficiently is important if one is to continue to thrive in this modern 
world. As these tools continue to become cost effective, more schools will be able to afford to 
include them in educational activities. Because of the dominance of these new tools, teachers 
and facilitators also need to have the necessary skills to utilize these tools effectively in their 
classroom and when interacting with students. But when the majority of the teachers do not 
have any experience with these tools and have been performing the same job function for 
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many years, it is not a simple task to just pick up these new technology tools and use them to 
their potential.  

I noticed after six years at St James that although we had added many new technology tools to 
our classrooms, most of the teachers had not progressed in their usage since their introduction. 
I wanted to find out why this was the case. My research question for this cycle is  

If I speak to the teachers that have had this technology in their possession since it 
was introduced, in what ways will this help me structure the help I provide? 

I decided that I needed to speak to the teachers that were still performing in the same capacity 
as they were when the technology was first introduced. I targeted this group because not only 
it represented a majority of the teachers at St James but it also provided the greatest common 
ground. These teachers had experienced teaching at St James before the technology was 
introduced. They lived through the introduction of the technology together and have continued 
to use it in the same environment ever since. I have seen these teachers use the technology 
each year and have supported them when they needed help. I decided to speak to the 
members of this group individually and formulated questions that would allow me to learn 
about their experiences with technology before they began working at St James. I also wanted 
to learn about their work experiences with technology and what their current position was like 
before the technology tools were introduced. Lastly, I wanted to understand their thoughts on 
the current technologies that they use, their comfort level with those tools, and their feelings 
on their own personal skill level with those tools. I was also interested in learning about how 
they thought technology was affecting their students both inside and outside the classroom. I 
found eight teachers that fit this criterion. Through these discussions, I hoped to get a better 
understanding of where they are with technology and the tools they are currently using as well 
as how I can use this information to better service their needs. 

 

EVALUATION:  

After the interviews, I went back and listened to the recordings of the discussions while taking 
notes. I divided the interview questions into three sections: respondent background, 
respondent history with technology, and respondent’s experience with technology at St James. 
I examined the responses in each of the sections as a whole and looked for commonality and 
insight within the framework of the research cycle question. One of the first things that I 
noticed after compiling the data from the interviews was that 75% of the respondents were 
over 50 and only one of the respondents was under the age of 40. This group was clearly an 
older one. As for work experience, very few had any experience other than teaching and 62% 
had only taught school for their entire working life. This group also had very little experience 
outside of their current employer. 50% of the respondents had only taught at St James, and 
none had worked at more than three schools during their career. In fact, not one of the 
respondents had any work experience outside of St James in the past 15 years. Because of this, 
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the entire group had, prior to the introduction of teacher laptops and interactive white boards 
into the classrooms, very limited exposure to technology in the workplace at all.  

Growing up, the group as a whole did not have any exposure to the current technologies that 
are now utilized in their classrooms. Only one out of the eight respondents had any sort of 
technology class in either high school or during undergraduate work. A few of the respondents 
had taken typing at some point but 50% said that they had zero training before receiving it at St 
James EDS. Due to this lack of exposure to technology, the group as a whole was extremely 
deficient in their technology use and understanding when the initial technology integration was 
done at St James. 75% of the teachers that responded had been teaching in the same manner 
for at least 13 years at the time of the integration and 62% had been teaching in the same 
manner for at least 20 years or more. This data suggests that they were very comfortable and 
set in the way they taught in their classroom.  

Despite the lack of technology experience in the workplace, the group has all adopted some of 
the current technologies at home. All of the respondents have computers at home and they all 
own a cell phone, with 75% of the respondents owning a “smart phone” such as an Iphone. 25% 
of the respondents went so far as to say that they could not be without their portable handheld 
devices on a daily basis. One respondent however did fall on the other end of the spectrum and 
stated that she didn’t use much technology outside of work because she was “an outdoor 
person”.  

During the discussions pertaining to the time that the integration of new technology took place 
in 2006, overall the group expressed openness to the tools that they received but felt anxious 
about their ability to use it effectively and efficiently in the short amount of time between the 
introduction and the start of the new school year. Many said that they didn’t even understand 
the terminology surrounding the tech tools and although they now understand the necessity of 
the technology, they would have liked more thorough training and in smaller groups. Some felt 
that the tools were so new to them that they really needed more time to get to know the tools 
before being expected to use them daily in their routines. 37% of the respondents said they did 
not even see the need for the technology tools when they were first introduced. They had been 
doing the same job for 20 years or longer and did not see the need to change how they worked. 
In addition, 50% of the respondents expressed unhappiness as to how the technology was 
introduced. They felt threatened and that they were going to have to either perform using 
these new tools or possibly lose their job. They expressed that this dampened their spirits and 
although it provided motivation to learn to use the tools, the whole experience was then seen 
in a negative connotation and it caused added anxiety that was really unnecessary. This is 
interesting to note because although it has been six years since the initial introduction, half of 
the respondents mentioned this in some form or other during our conversations. 

St James had very few tech tools for the teachers to use prior to the introduction of the 
interactive white boards and teacher laptops. A few teachers had one computer in their 
classroom but it was mainly used by students. The school did have a computer lab but there 
were only enough computers for half a class at a time. The main technologies that the teachers 
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used were overhead projectors, and white boards. They also all had TVs in their room to show 
videos with. Despite this lack of technology, the group had a wide range of answers when 
responding about their technical skills at that time. A few gave themselves the lowest ranking 
while others ranked themselves in the middle of the scale or at the upper end.  

Their main concern about the technology when it was first introduced was meeting the 
expectations of the administration. They were apprehensive that they would be able to use it as 
required without any prior experience. They felt that it was an unreasonable expectation. Some 
expressed skepticism that the tools would be beneficial to their students. One teacher even 
expressed concern that “we were learning in pieces and we never got a glimpse of the big 
picture of what it could be used for.” They were being shown buttons, and tools but they were 
not learning how to use the tools in the context of their job. Another teacher was concerned 
that it would be too much for them and might even be abandoned eventually. Another concern 
was that once simple tasks were now more complex and took longer to perform than before. 
Fear was another word that was used by the majority of the group. Fear of the unknown and 
fear of not having the ability to learn to use the technology made the group feel uncomfortable 
about the technology overall.  

Although there were a lot of concerns expressed by the group, looking back on how difficult 
they felt it was to integrate the tools into their classrooms, only one person actually categorized 
it as hard. Most thought that they caught on fairly easily. They did admit that it required some 
effort and training was essential for success. One teacher said that it took her about a year to 
comfortably work it into her day while another said she had to recreate many lessons to 
incorporate the new tools. Another teacher confessed that “the more I used it, the more 
comfortable I got. Now I wouldn’t be without it.” The majority of the group felt that they were 
overwhelmed at first and would have liked more training in smaller groups while focusing on 
one piece of the technology at a time and then being given the chance to master that piece 
before moving on. One teacher thought that a classroom teacher that understood the needs of 
other classroom teachers would have been better able to meet the training needs of the 
teachers. A few of the respondents expressed the desire for hands on training and “homework” 
that would have encouraged self exploration of the tools. A few of the respondents felt that the 
overall training they received was adequate and one teacher expressed that the trainers did not 
even seem to understand how to truly use the tools themselves. 

When discussing their current status with the technology, the overall group responses were 
positive. The entire group said that they rated their technology skills higher today than when 
they first started. They all expressed a greater sense of comfort with technology tools and none 
of them said they were apprehensive of technology and would welcome new technology tools 
into their classrooms readily. They all acknowledged that the technology tools were beneficial 
to their students and to their job. The majority of the group expressed that they would be lost 
now without the technology. 100% of the group said that the tech tools open up a world of 
resources to their students and that was one of the things they like most about the technology. 
They also like the fact that many tasks are now easier and resources are more readily available. 
They like the fact that the tools engage the students, and one teacher said “it allows me to be 
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more precise with what I am teaching. Instead of describing something, now I can actually show 
the students what I am talking about”. 

 The group was also in agreement when each of them mentioned technology failure as the 
thing they like least about technology. Because they have become so dependent on the tools, 
when the technology stops working, it is a struggle for them to find a work around. One teacher 
offered that it is a challenge to create new lessons using the tools and another thought that 
sometimes the younger students can get over-stimulated by the technology and might even 
pay more attention to the technology than the actual content of the lesson. Another teacher 
suggested that younger teachers tend to favor the functions of the technology that they know 
really well and ignore the ones that might present more of a challenge.  

The entire group rated the technology tools they currently use as a “benefit and a total 
necessity”, even though they may have been opposed to them in the beginning. The entire 
group felt that technology made their jobs easier as well, but half of the group said that it also 
made their job harder in some aspects. One aspect is that it requires the teacher to be more 
prepared before class. Lessons must be planned out in advance and resources acquired but the 
plus side to that is that once the planning is complete, it is saved and can be used year after 
year with only minor modifications if so desired. Another aspect is that it is a more complex 
environment to control and it takes more knowledge to keep it running smooth which most 
teachers don’t have. This led the discussion to suggestions about what would make their job 
easier and 75% of the group said that more training and knowledge about the technology as 
well as additional personnel resources would be a benefit to them. They also expressed a need 
for additional time to learn and collaborate together with the tools.  

 

REFLECTION: 

At the end of this first cycle, some revelations have been noted. One of the first which might 
have been more obvious is that this group of teachers are made up of an older demographic. 
They did not grow up with any technology that even closely resembles what is used today. They 
were not exposed to it in school and those that did received minimal exposure. This group also 
has had little exposure to other work environments and duties. The majority of the professional 
work force in America has been using computers on the job for 20 years. Every job I have had 
since joining the work force in 1991 has involved some use of computers and technology. The 
whole of this group however only began to use technology regularly once laptops and 
interactive whiteboards were introduced 6 years ago, with just a few exceptions. As an IT 
professional who came to St James from the corporate world, I had no idea that this was the 
case. When the teachers expressed that they did not even understand the terminology of the 
technology, it seemed like that could hardly be likely but now that I have an understanding of 
their experience and environment, it makes more sense although still a little difficult to believe.  
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 I have a better understanding now of why knowing your audience and their technical skill is 
very important when preparing to integrate new technology into an environment. Had I known 
about this technology gap at the onset of the integration, I might have pushed the integration 
back a year or possibly started training the teachers much earlier in order to get them to a level 
of basic understanding and skill before requiring them to utilize these tools on a daily basis. This 
in turn may have given the teachers a better sense of what the tools could do and given them 
an attitude of excitement of what they could accomplish with the tools instead of an 
atmosphere of fear. By trying to train them too quickly and overwhelming them with ideas and 
information, their learning may have been stunted and their natural curiosity, creativity, and 
excitement to delve deeper with the tools may have been hampered.  

Despite the technology knowledge gap that existed for the group at the beginning, all of the 
teachers expressed a view of the technology as a necessity and a value. They feel that they are 
capable and have a good handle on their technology use. As an IT professional who 
understands these tools thoroughly, I realize that the group’s use is still basic at best and they 
are only getting an estimated 20% of the benefit that the tools offer. After 6 years of using 
these tools daily, I would think that this percentage would be much higher. Many of the 
teachers when observed still use just the basic tools and skills of the technology and still do not 
show an understanding of many features of their tools that are necessary to function effectively 
and efficiently within their classroom. Having confidence in their own abilities is a great start to 
learning but the technologist in charge of training needs to be aware of which skills are most 
important in order for teachers to optimize their technology use in order to ensure that the 
group masters these skills. Some of these skills are basic but they also require an understanding 
of technology concepts that are often ignored during typical training sessions. If a teacher does 
not understand the technology set up in her room for example, then if she loses connectivity, 
she is helpless to resolving her issue and her class could come to a standstill while she waits for 
someone to fix it. It is no wonder then that the entire group mentioned technology failure as 
their biggest concern about the tech tools that they use. Technology tools are very complex but 
most issues have simple fixes that can be learned by all and having this knowledge would be 
most beneficial to those that are using these tools.  

Besides understanding the concepts of how the technology tools in a classroom fit and work 
together, knowing how to use the tools in the context of daily lessons and activities is another 
important facet that seems to be overlooked. Most typical training sessions focus on the “how 
to” of the various functions and tools within a certain technology. The end user learns all about 
which button does what, but is never shown in what context the tools could be used. For 
teachers, the context of use is vast. Each grade level has its own unique needs and focus. Their 
audiences are very different and the interactions between the teacher and students, as well as 
the topics they cover vary greatly. If a technology tool allows the teacher to draw a square for 
example, one teacher may use the square to teach about area and parameter, while another 
one may use the square to teach about shapes or angles.  Teachers who are learning the 
technology need to not only understand about how to draw a square, but they need to see the 
context in which that ability could be important. Without this connection, when the teacher is 
confronted with a situation where that tool would be useful, they may not readily remember 
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the tool and look elsewhere outside of the technology to meet the need and thereby miss a 
benefit of the technology they are using. Recently, I had a teacher who has been using a 
technology tool for 6 years ask me for help in doing a simple task, and when I demonstrated a 
simple way of accomplishing what she wanted, she was amazed even though the tool had been 
right there in front of her for 6 years and she had been trained on the functionality of the tool. 
But since the connection of the tool to the context was never made, she lost the benefit.  

In order to use technology most effectively, there needs to be an understanding of what the 
technology can do and of course, how to do it. A thorough knowledge enables a teacher when 
creating a lesson or presentation to easily access the right tool that is required. If a teacher 
does not possess that knowledge, then creativity is limited because the option of what can be 
done is not known. If a builder does not know about all the bits for a power drill, and only 
knows of one bit, then they can definitely still use the drill, but they will never get the full 
benefit of the power tool because he is limited by the size of the one bit. Many users of 
technology are like this. They learn one gear and because they can drive the car in that manner, 
they are satisfied with their skill. They would even tell you that they are great drivers. And yet, 
are they? They not only lose out on the ability to get to their destinations faster, but they also 
miss out on using other tools such as the Interstate. They also lose a lot of time because it takes 
them 4 or 5 times longer to get anywhere than someone who uses all the gears. As the Director 
of Technology at St James, I want all of teachers to be able to use all of the gears. I don’t want 
any to be driving around only in first gear. Not only do the teachers lose out when they do this, 
but the students lose out as well.  
 
This group as a whole expressed a desire to have training sessions in small group sessions. 
Because of the specific needs of each grade level and the differences that each group contend 
with, tailoring technology training to each group would help maximize the training time by 
allowing more of the training to focus on the specific need of the group. This would also allow 
time for the members of the group to collaborate and discuss specific needs that they have in 
common and how to use the new tools to meet their needs as a group. When trying to train a 
very diverse group of teachers, many become disinterested or lose focus while time is taken to 
cover skills or topics that are not related to their needs. By breaking down the users into 
smaller and more cohesive groups, this may enable all of the trainees to receive the maximum 
benefit during the training session while minimizing loss of focus. This may also help the 
teachers gain knowledge of the tools that meet their needs quicker as well by eliminating time 
spent on non pertinent areas. I will pursue this idea of small, cohesive groups in cycle two of my 
Action Research Project.  

 

 

Cycle Two: 
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ACTION:  

After reflecting on cycle one of my Action Research Project, I decided to plan technical training 
sessions for the teachers of St James Episcopal Day School. The research question for this cycle 
was:  

If I provide specialized training to each grade level, will the teachers feel that 
this better meets their technology training needs and allow them to get more 
from the training than they have in previous sessions?  

These sessions were held during one week in November. The teachers were trained in small 
groups divided by grade level. The reasoning for this was to allow each session to be focused on 
the particular needs of each grade level and thereby allow the learners in each session to have 
a greater focus and get more out of the training than in a session that tried to cover multiple 
grade levels at once. I also wanted to include some classroom teachers as trainers to address 
the noted statement from cycle one that classroom teachers may better be able to meet the 
training needs of other teachers. 

Each training session was 3 hours in length and was held in a dedicated training room. The 
school provided a substitute teacher to cover all the duties for the teachers while they were in 
training. There were four trainers including the computer teacher, the librarian, the technology 
resource specialist, and myself, the director of technology. The trainers’ duties were also 
suspended for the week to allow them to be dedicated to the training. The trainers met and 
discussed what would be covered for each grade level’s training session. Each trainer chose 
topics and material that they felt met the needs of each group. Each trainer was allotted a set 
time for each training session to cover their material. The topics and material for each session 
was crafted to meet the specific needs of each group. Various teaching strategies were 
discussed but each trainer opted for the traditional lecture style while allowing the teachers to 
follow along on their own computer during the training. I took notes as I observed the teachers 
and the trainers during each session. After the week of training, I crafted a survey and 
submitted it to the teachers to receive feedback on the training session that they received. This 
survey was created using the Qualtrics tool and the results were analyzed to determine any 
significant findings of note. 

 

EVALUATION 

After all the training sessions were complete, I reviewed the notes that I took during the 
sessions. One thing I observed was that although tech tools were presented and demonstrated 
in the sessions, the application of the tool in the classroom was not given and therefore how a 
teacher might incorporate it into a lesson was not clearly shown. Another observation I made 
was that some tools were not fully explained so teachers did not get to see how useful the tool 
could be. Our training sessions also had some time issues. Many of the sessions did not start on 
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time and trainers did not stay mindful of the time they were allotted and in a few sessions, one 
of the trainers did not present at all because time ran out.  

There wasn’t a lot of interaction in these sessions. The trainers presented their material in a 
lecture type format at the front of the classroom. I noted that the teachers did not get to try 
out many of the tools that were shown. This was mainly because each trainer had so many 
things that they wanted to share, that there just wasn’t enough time for hands on 
experimentation. There were a few tools that the teachers showed great interest in but 
because the trainer wanted to get to the other tools, the teachers were only given a minimal 
time to try the tool before the trainer moved them on to something else.  

The trainers mainly focused on where the tool was and what it did. The trainers would use 
phrases like “here is something you can do” or “I thought this was cute” when introducing a 
new tool. This seemed to indicate that the trainers were not focused on the training needs of 
the teachers but instead wanted to impress the teachers with the “coolest tools” that they 
could find. I also noticed that the trainers had not done their research on some of the tools that 
they introduced, so during the training sessions, they were not able to answer some of the 
questions that were posed. They also offered some tools to the teachers that were not already 
available to them unless they were purchased by either the teacher or the school. Although 
many useful tools were shown, the trainers did not touch on “how” the tools could be 
integrated into the classroom. By not only showing the “what” and the “when” but also the 
“how”, the teachers would get a better visual of the usefulness of the tool and the context 
where it could be used.  

Another missing component of the training was a set of resources for the teachers to take with 
them after the training was completed. These resources should have included everything that 
was covered in the training session that would allow the teachers to be able to review what 
they had seen and to further explore the tools on their own. One teacher had compiled a file of 
resources for each grade level and put it in a shared network drive but it contained over one 
hundred slides, most of which were not covered during the training, so it was about as useful as 
providing a link to Google to the teachers. Too many resources provided in such a short period 
of time is very overwhelming and because there is not a focus on a few important ones, the 
teachers get lost in a flood of information.  

These training sessions did allow me to observe all of the teachers for an extended period and 
to see their comfort level with the technology they have. One thing that stood out was that the 
teachers still need training on the basic skills of using their Activboard software. The 
Promethean Activboard is a technology focal point in every classroom and this is the sixth year 
that the teachers have been using them. Based on the questions that the trainers were asking 
the teachers, I observed that they just assumed that the teachers had all mastered the basic 
skills needed to maximize the effectiveness of the Activboards.  I also was able to see how 
familiar the teachers were with their tools. Many still needed help accessing websites, 
performing simple tasks within software programs and logging in to subscription services. Many 
of these were the same teachers that rated their technology skill level at a 7 or higher out of 10 
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during cycle one. Clearly the teacher’s confidence with technology is definitely higher but their 
assessment of their own skill level is somewhat skewed.  

The younger teachers definitely showed more engagement during the training sessions. 
Because these teachers already have the basic skills, they were better able to follow along on 
their own laptops and experiment with the tools while they were being presented. Actually, this 
group did not even need “training” but just needed to be introduced to the tools and allowed 
to play with them while the trainer just answered questions. This is an example of the 
importance of knowing your audience as a trainer. The teachers that needed more basic 
training were not very engaged during the sessions because it was too much for them, and the 
more advanced teachers were less engaged because there was so much content for the trainer 
to get through that the teachers did not get to spend enough time on the topics that interested 
them.  

After reviewing the survey responses, there were a few noteworthy findings. Not one 
respondent agreed with the statement that they learned best in a lecture style presentation. 
This coincides with my observations that the teachers did not demonstrate much engagement 
or much interest during the lecture style presentations that were made by the trainers. 100% of 
the responders indicated that they feel more engaged when collaborating during training. 85% 
of the teachers also indicated that they would like more interaction and collaboration during 
the next training session. 50% of the responders felt that they needed more training on the 
basic skills and that the trainers tried to cover too many topics. This also confirms the 
observations that I made during the training. Yet, still most indicated that they found value in 
what was presented. When asked about the frequency of training during the year, 50% 
indicated that they would increase it from twice a year to four times a year. Finally, almost all of 
the respondents wanted to have more input on what was presented during the training.  

 

REFLECTION  

As I reflect on cycle two, I see some valuable insights have been gained. One of these involves 
focus. In order to improve integration in the classroom, the focus during technical training must 
be clear and narrow. Basic skills should be focused on and mastered before turning attention to 
more advanced areas. If not, those that have not mastered the skills will not have the 
opportunity to catch up to those that have. The focus of the training should also cover just a 
few topics or tools. Trying to show too much can create “muddy water” where the trainees are 
lost in a cloud of information. If the information doesn’t have a chance to make an impact on 
the learner before something new is presented, there is a good chance that the learner won’t 
remember it later. The focus should also be on the needs of the teachers and not the wants of 
the trainer. Wanting to show teachers “cute websites” does not meet the needs of a teacher 
who doesn’t know how to use the classroom technology effectively. The teachers need to use 
the drill and some trainers want to only show them all the fancy attachments that it comes with 
instead of how to actually use it. Teachers want to be involved in the training and to “do” 
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during training and not just sit and listen. The way our training room was set up, we had a 
laptop connected to a Promethean Activboard with a projector. This setup mimics what the 
teachers have in their own classrooms. By having the teachers actually use the tools during the 
training sessions as they would in their own classrooms, it provides an opportunity for everyone 
to collaborate together while practicing and demonstrating skills that the teachers need. 
Teachers can demonstrate what they know while also asking for help while learning new skills. 
Trainers can also see indicators of the areas where teachers need help which in turn can guide 
future training sessions. Teachers will tell you that they use these tools all the time, but their 
actions speak louder than their words and during the training session is when their actions can 
speak the loudest. Their actions also speak about their interest in the training sessions. I 
observed many of the groups with their heads buried in their laptops during the sessions. I 
could tell that the topics being covered were of no interest to them and we were wasting 
valuable training time on information and tools that the teachers did not find interesting of 
useful.  

Another insight I gained from during this cycle was that trainers need to be flexible. Having an 
agenda and trying to stick with that agenda is not the best way to meet the needs of the 
trainees. Once it had been realized that many of the groups needed more basic help, the 
“training plan” should have been tossed and recalibrated to meet this newly perceived need. 
Although a few tools may be the focus of a training session, if these tools are not of interest to 
the group then the trainer should be able to ask the group what they need help with and work 
within that framework. If a tool is of particular interest with a group, more time should be given 
to allow everyone to explore it more thoroughly even if it takes the rest of the allotted time. 
This type of flexibility during training can better meet the particular needs of a group and help 
everyone get the most from the training session. 

Not everyone knows what they need when it comes to tech training. Many confuse wants with 
needs. They want to learn something fun, cool, or exciting. They want to dazzle their boss, their 
students, and the parents. But these same people do not know what they do not know so to 
ask them what they need does not always provide the pertinent information for a trainer. This 
does not mean that the trainer cannot get useful input from the teacher regarding training. I 
learned that you can get more useful input just by observing the teacher interact with the 
technology than by asking what their needs are. What is observed during training is also very 
valuable when considering future training sessions. Because we are using a team of trainers for 
these sessions, it gave me a chance to sit and just observe the teachers and the trainers during 
the sessions and take notes. Reviewing these notes helped lead me to insights that I might have 
missed otherwise. Some of these having been confirmed by the teacher survey will help guide 
the next training session and cycle three. 
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Cycle Three:  
ACTION 

Taking into account what I learned from cycles one and two, I began planning another training 
session for the teachers at St James. The parameters for the training were the same as in cycle 
two. Each grade level was allotted a half day of training away from their other responsibilities. 
This cycle however would focus on just a single part of the training. The research question for 
this cycle is:  

If I provide a more interactive training segment that models the usage of 
technology, would the teachers be more engaged during the segment and in turn 
learn more?  

As previously stated and observed during cycle two, the teachers’ engagement during the 
training was minimal. The majority of the teachers stated that they would like more 
collaboration during the training and that the lecture style was not a good way for them to 
learn.  

For this training session, I had the tech team at St James gather information from the teachers 
regarding their training interests. They then planned their training agendas around these topics. 
I planned a special interactive segment for each training session that would model the use of 
technology in the classroom. I selected only one or two tools to focus on. These tools were ones 
that the teachers had previously seen during cycle two. I sat in on a class in each grade level to 
observe what they were covering in order to have relevant content for each lesson. I also found 
the Grade Level Expectations (GLEs) for Louisiana to make sure that my content was consistent 
for the grade level.  

The tools that I chose to highlight were ActivInspire, which is the software that each teacher 
uses in their classroom in conjunction with their Promethean ActivBoard. In addition, for the 
upper grades, I highlighted ActivEngage which is an interactive component that works along 
with ActivEngage to provide student responses and assessment. My segment for each training 
session was to be between 15 – 20 minutes. I let the teachers know via email before the session 
that I was going to present an interactive session where I modeled a lesson that integrated 
technology. I let them know that I was not trying to “show them how to teach” but wanted 
them to see some ways that technology could be used that they may not have thought of 
before. I didn’t want the teachers to be offended by this modeling session. I also spoke with the 
rest of the tech trainers and told them that I was going to try a different method of delivery and 
then I would speak to the teachers later to see if it had any impact on their learning. They were 
free to prepare as they did before to provide a contrast for the teachers. 
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When the teachers arrived, I told them that they were going to be the students. This usually 
elicited some laughter from the teachers. They thought it would be amusing to see Mr. Trey 
teach a class, and they thought it would be fun to mimic their students. I launched into some 
activities that simulated what I had seen them doing in class but I integrated the tech tools into 
some of the activities in a creative way. I had the teachers come up as a student and interact 
with the tools as they might do in a classroom setting. After my segment was over, the rest of 
the tech team covered their various topics as they did in the previous training sessions. After 
the training sessions were completed, I spoke with each grade level as a group to get their 
reactions and feelings about the segment that I taught and how it impacted their learning.  

 

EVALUATION  

The week following the training sessions, I went to each group of teachers by grade level and 
spoke to them about the training segment I presented. Each grade level shared the same 
sentiment. They all expressed how much more engaging the modeling segment was. They 
stated that she didn’t have to take as many notes this time because it was much easier to 
remember what they had learned because they actually experienced it. Many said that they 
didn’t realize all of the resources that were at their disposal and some of the different 
possibilities. One said that presenting the material in this manner made the lesson “come alive” 
and was more fun.  

As far as engaging, each group was brought into the lesson by becoming an active participant. 
By coming up to the board and interacting, they were able to learn new skills by interacting 
with the tool, while also visualizing the integration of the tool with their students. Every group 
had questions at the end of the segment regarding how the lesson was created, where the 
resources were located, and if I had found the lesson on the internet or created it myself. Since 
I had created each lesson it was easy for me to show the teachers the process, teaching 
strategies and resources I used. The sessions were so successful that I even received an email 
from one of the teachers that had been one of the least engaged during cycle two. The email 
stated how much she enjoyed the session and she could tell how much work went into 
preparing for the training. This was a big surprise and showed me that I really made an 
impression on the teachers through the training session and that they appreciated it. This 
teacher was a part of the Pre-K grade level that during the previous training had the least 
interest in even being there. In the cycle two survey, this group had stated that the trainers did 
not understand the needs of the Pre-K students or their teachers and they didn’t find much use 
for what was presented during tech training. This was not only pertaining to the training during 
cycle two but other training that they had received in the past from St James. To have this same 
group now send an email in praise of the training during cycle three was personally rewarding.  
 
As a follow up to this training session, I interviewed each group of teachers by grade level to 
assess their reaction and thoughts regarding the interactive training session they had received. 
Every group I spoke to expressed enthusiasm about the interactive teaching segment. One 
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group stated that they had a lot of fun taking turns at the board which made the session more 
engaging. “It made it easier to see how their students could interact with one another”, said 
another teacher. Another group said that they learned some new skills because they got to 
practice using the technology in a different context than she was used to. Yet, another group 
echoed the sentiment from the surveys of cycle two when they said that they learn better by 
doing and the session allowed them to become involved in the lesson and “do”. In all, 100% of 
the teachers reiterated that the role playing and interaction made for an overall more engaging 
training session and welcomed more training of this type in the future.  

  

REFLECTION  

After the completion of cycle three, some interesting observations were made. The teachers 
exhibited more engagement and they interacted more as a group during this session. This in 
turn gives them a better overall feeling about the training sessions and should make them look 
forward to the next training session that is offered. During the sessions, they were laughing and 
really enjoying the hands-on approach. They were not afraid to try the activity and had fun 
learning new skills at the same time. These training sessions should be a welcome break from 
their daily routines and should be something they both enjoy and find beneficial. Teachers 
really don’t have enough time to get together to brainstorm and work on things together 
without constant interruptions and these types of sessions allows collaboration while learning. 
Teachers can learn a lot from each other but many times do not have the opportunity because 
of the daily duties of the day. I learned that by listening to the needs of those that are being 
trained, a more efficient and effective training session can be created. 

Looking forward to next year and continuing to provide training to the teachers at St James, I 
am thinking about offering two shorter sessions in the fall and spring, and having one half day 
session during the winter. By restructuring the training in this manner, this gives more 
opportunities to interact with the teachers and may help guide the longer session based on the 
discussions during the first short session in the fall. Each year there is usually an introduction to 
some new technology and an early session will give teachers the opportunity to become more 
familiar with it. It will also give the technology team a chance to look ahead with the teachers 
to understand what needs they may have based on projects they are planning and their own 
personal goals. Another benefit to more sessions is that the teachers can have the opportunity 
of meeting with their subject-level peers. At St James, the third, fourth and fifth grade teachers 
divide their subjects. One teacher from each grade focuses on Math and Science, and the other 
focuses on Reading, and Social Studies. By creating training sessions for the teachers with their 
subject-level peers, this will provide another level of collaboration that they would not 
otherwise get.  

Another change that will most likely be made will be in the area of trainer involvement. Only 
one or two trainers are really needed in any one session. Multiple trainers tended to be a 
distraction and did not add additional benefit. Instead of supporting the trainer given the 
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current session, the other trainers would sometimes interject thoughts, comments, or even 
stalled the session temporarily with off topic banter. Because two of the trainers had to cancel 
multiple classes which caused some disruption amongst the teachers and their schedules, 
future training sessions can be delivered while allowing these to continue with their normal 
duties and activities.  

Although this session was the final one for the school year, the opportunities to continue 
further cycles are many. I have already discussed future training opportunities with the Head of 
School and the other tech trainers. There are plans in the works to offer some learning sessions 
in a small group lunch setting. There is also some discussion about having the teachers meet at 
least once by subject level. There are also plans to have another session similar to these 
sessions next year as well. The cycle of action, evaluation and reflection is an important one 
that will be carried on well into the future as I strive to continue to improve my practice.   

 

Final Reflection:  
 

Action Research is all about improving one’s practice in the workplace. By defining an area of 
improvement, actions are taken, evaluated, and reflected upon to bring about change based on 
the values of the actor. This Action Research project at St James Episcopal Day School has been 
an insightful experience. Each cycle of the project built upon the knowledge gained from the 
one before. The lessons that have been learned and the relationships that have been built 
throughout the process have been beneficial and rewarding. Through this process, I have 
experienced growth on personal, organizational and scholarly levels.  

Personally, I have grown a great deal during this experience as a student at Pepperdine and 
working on this Action Research project. I have learned that when integrating technology into 
an environment, it is important to understand who will be ultimately be using the tools and 
how. In an educational environment such as St. James Episcopal Day School, the community of 
faculty and staff created unique challenges where technology integration was concerned 
because of the diverse nature of the group. Unlike many corporate structures where most 
employees receive specific job training or are hired because of their technology experience and 
usage, many of the teachers at St James were hired before technology was in widespread use. 
Because technology was introduced at the school much later than in many other work 
environments, it seemed unimaginable that the faculty and staff would have so little experience 
with computers. These devices have been a staple on the desk of professionals everywhere for 
close to 20 years, yet many of the St. James employees were unfamiliar with some of the basic 
terminology. As a technology professional concerned with integration, having a better 
understanding of those who professionals who are being introduced to the tools can bridge a 
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potential gap in understanding, eliminate communication breakdowns, and create a more 
seamless transition into using the technology for the user.  

Understanding the role that the end user plays and what their job entails is another important 
consideration. The role of a teacher is very complex. They have many tasks and functions to 
perform and multiple ways to perform them. Most have learned to do their jobs without the 
technical tools of today and perform them well without their help. Every teacher has his or her 
own style of teaching that affects technology integration as well. Because of these unique 
challenges, technology stewards need to promote and demonstrate value as well as 
functionality when introducing new technology to the environment. Teachers need to see how 
the tool can make their job better, not just for them as teachers, but for their students as well. 
When first introduced to the new technology at St James, many of the teachers said that they 
didn’t see the need for the tools. They were mandated to use these complex devices but the 
value was not presented in a clear and meaningful way. As a result, many saw the introduction 
as a hindrance to their work flow and something that they had to work around instead of work 
with. Because of their limited exposure to technology, the value of the new tools really needed 
to be highlighted on a larger scale at the onset. In turn this might have led to more overall 
excitement and anticipation of using the technology and integration may have progressed more 
rapidly as well. Instead, some resistance set in as teachers tried to find ways to use the tools 
just enough to satisfy the administration’s requirements. Also, because of the various styles and 
focus of each teacher, the value that is demonstrated should be more narrowly directed. The 
needs of lower school teachers are vastly different than middle or upper school teachers. At St 
James, the needs of 1st and 2nd grade teachers are vastly different from those who teach grades 
3 and above. Taking these differences into consideration during integration can make it more 
successful because the needs of each group would be better addressed when they are more 
fully understood.  

Along with better understanding the needs of the end user, I also have learned that having 
users with common functionality collaborate together can enhance integration as well. Due to 
the unique qualities of the teaching profession, large group training is not as effective because 
of the variety of differences that exist. Shorter sessions that focus keenly on the special needs 
of each group can help groups get more benefit from the training and stay more engaged as 
well because it is tailored specifically to their unique needs. Having teachers sit through 
sessions that meet someone else’s needs does not do much to improve their personal 
integration situation. Involving teacher groups during the investigation and planning for new 
technology could help generate excitement for the new tools as well as help eliminate tools 
that may seem exciting but may not meet the needs of teachers. Investing in tools that the 
teachers readily see the value in may lead to stronger integration and usage in the classrooms. 

As an organization, St. James has grown as a result of this process. A new technology training 
plan is now in place and seems to be a permanent addition to the school year. In the past, there 
have been a variety of attempts to provide professional development to the teachers in order 
to help them get more out of their technology tools. None of these had been optimal. After 
cycle one of this Action Research project, by getting a clearer perspective on the needs of the 
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faculty, the format that was developed for the trainings in cycles two and three was well 
received. In this new format, more of the needs were met for each group and they all received 
more focused training that applied to their circumstances. They were given concentrated time 
to collaborate in a way that they didn’t otherwise receive in the past. By eliminating the 
everyday distractions of their classrooms, a greater focus and engagement was achieved. Also, 
in receiving feedback from the teachers, I was able to make changes to the format to make the 
entire experience more beneficial to the entire school. Next year, the plan is to keep the same 
format but to create more opportunities but in a more concentrated format. But there will still 
be at least one session that will mirror the ones in cycles two and three. Because of the success 
of the sessions this year, the school is even willing to demonstrate its commitment to this new 
program by providing a catered lunch for the sessions next year which is something that it 
wouldn’t do this year. Because of this new program, teacher bonding and camaraderie should 
be enhanced because of these new concentrated collaboration sessions. Relationships between 
the tech team members and the faculty should also be strengthened because of the time that 
each will spend listening and learning together. This in turn will provide a systematic way to 
allow the entire faculty to grow their skills in technology while enhancing their classroom styles 
and approaches. Likewise, as new technology is introduced, a greater success of integration 
may also occur as attitudes towards these tools continue to change and the value is more easily 
seen and demonstrated. It is the hope then that as this program continues, the faculty 
members will eventually begin to branch out on their own, experiment with these tools, and 
discover new uses for them in their classroom and then share these discoveries with their 
fellow teachers and technologists, ultimately bringing new knowledge to the entire faculty and 
thereby growing the knowledge of the entire St James community as a whole. 

In the area of scholarly growth, those technologists that look to roll out and integrate new 
technology into educational environments might realize that such arenas require special 
consideration when compared to the average corporate office or workplace. Teachers need to 
not only learn how to use technology but they need to learn how to use it in context with what 
they do in the classroom. It is this additional layer of integration that provides a secondary 
challenge. It is not only important to know how to make the technology to work, which buttons 
to press, and why it is useful, but teachers also need to know how it is useful in the context of 
their lessons in the classroom. In order to enhance their lessons, teachers have to see not only 
the value, but how the tool fits into what they already do. This is an additional layer of training 
that requires not only creativity on the part of the trainer but also an understanding of the end 
user and how they work. For example, if a teacher has had a hammer for 20 years, then is 
suddenly given a nail gun as well and shown briefly how it work, the teacher may try to use it a 
few times at first. But, if plugging it in seems tedious or the electrical outlet is not near at hand, 
that teacher may revert to using the hammer because it is “easier” in his mind or may even just 
try to use the nail gun as a hammer because it is an action he is comfortable with. Had the 
trainer not only demonstrated how the nail gun worked but how also showed how it could be 
used in this teacher’s classroom with an extension cord or using the cordless adapter, the 
teacher may have gotten more benefit from using it and might have even eventually discovered 
more uses for it than first learned as he becomes more comfortable with the tool. Context 
usage of technology is a very important component that must be considered when integrating 
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technology into the classroom if teachers and students are to receive the maximum benefit 
from the tools.  

Teaching today is a very stressful job. Teachers have many standards, tests, deadlines, parental 
meetings, administration reviews and observations as well as other requirements on top of the 
everyday duty of teaching students. They find it difficult to slow down to see what they are 
doing and think about how improve upon it. Many need help but don’t have the time to stop 
and ask as the school year steamrolls on. They feel that they are too busy to be creative or to 
have fun learning something new. As technologists consider integration, focusing on basic skills 
and concepts may be a good choice for initial training sessions, then building on those skills in 
later sessions. Another idea would be to create some incentives for the teachers to encourage 
usage such as challenges or contests for individuals or groups or even tasking individuals to 
bring examples of their technology usage into training sessions to present in front of the group. 
A little friendly competition among classes can be fun and a great incentive especially if the 
prize is something fun for the winning class or grade level.  
 
Another important facet is hands on interaction during training. Almost all of the teachers at St 
James expressed that they learned better by doing than by listening to a lecture. Technology is 
an interactive tool and experiential learning is very powerful. Demonstrations are good for sales 
people, but integrators might do better to consider “guided learning” and classroom 
simulations. By putting the learners in the role of the students while the trainer demonstrates 
how integration might look, the learners can then each try out the role of the teacher and 
experiment and experience the integrated tool in a safe learning environment with the 
supportive technologist on hand to answer questions and provide possible solutions to unique 
challenges. Giving the teachers as learners a chance to experience integration in this way could 
lead to better overall integration and enhanced usage of technology tools over time.  

The overall effect of Action Research on me and my workplace will continue on for many years 
to come. The progress that was made this year was beneficial and points to the potential for 
more cycles next year as the program continues and grows. The hope for this program is that 
instead of teachers gaining a few basic skills and never progressing further, the teachers will 
slowly with each session add another skill or two or three while also developing creative ways 
to use skills that have already been mastered. Then as new technology is introduced, the 
comfort level of the teachers will be such that they will begin to take the initiative to explore on 
their own and teach themselves, having the confidence that they have the capacity to use every 
new tool that is introduced in exciting and creative new ways for their own benefit and the 
benefit of their students. 
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