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Part 1, Introduction to the Case and Action Research Methods, (draft due 2/04):

This part of the case describes the boundaries of the case, “whatis going on,” and your approach for gathering more information. It should answer the questions posed below. 

1. What site have you selected as your case. How big is it; what levels or grades or departments or systems are included in it; what has occurred so far (planning, purchases, implementation, and professional development); why have you selected it, what is your role in relation to it?

2. Why is this site interested in technology? What benefits are expected and rationale for its purchase is provided?

3. Who do you identify as the formal and informal leaders for the technology integration and implementation? At what levels do they work, what job roles do they hold?

4. To what degree is the technology integration and implementation in the case associated with reform or change efforts?

5. What are the ways that you plan to systematically gather data (e.g, surveys, interviews, field notes/journal)? (note, you will include all instruments or documentation (e.g., surveys, interview questions, field notes/journal) in the appendix of this paper.) 

Part 2, Integration, (draft due 2/25):

This part of the case describes the innovations to practice that are being proposed or are underway and the degree of change they represent. It should answer the questions posed below.

1. What is the technology and how is it to be integrated? (If necessary, differentiate between what is being promoted and what is being supported.)

2. What teaching styles are being implicitly or explicitly promoted through the technology integration?

3. To what degree do the involved teachers exemplify with these teaching styles?

Support your analytic points with the readings and literature from class wherever possible. Cite your references in the paper and provide a complete list of them at the end of the paper, all in APA style.

Part 3, Implementation, (draft due 3/17):

This part of the case describes the level and nature of the support provided by the organization to teachers ( or “innovatees”) attempting to implement technology; this includes organizational norms, policies, and structures. 

1. What structures in the organization aid the implementation of the innovation? Which hinder it? 

2. Of the organizational policies which seem to be important in this case, which aid the implementation? Which make it harder for the innovation to be sustained? Of those that work against the innovation, at what level of the organizational would leaders need to become involved in order to make changes to these key policies.

3. When you think of the norms of your case workplace, do any seem to be in conflict with the new behavior demanded by this innovation? What challenges does this present and how might they be addressed?

Support your analytic points with the readings and literature from class wherever possible. Cite your references in the paper and provide a complete list of them at the end of the paper, all in APA style.

Part 4, Professional Development, (due 4/16):

This part of the case describes the level and nature of the professional development organized in support of teachers (or “innovatees”) integrating technology use into their classroom. 

1. Describe the amount and type of learning opportunities that have been provided for the innovatees in your case. How do they measure up to the features of professional development which are recommended in our texts. 

2. Analyze the degree to which the learning opportunities have been designed upon a constructivist model of learning.  

3. Analyze why the learning opportunities have been offered in at these levels and formats; can you connect it to issues of structure, policies, norms, or leadership?

Support your analytic points with the readings and literature from class wherever possible. Cite your references in the paper and provide a complete list of them at the end of the paper, all in APA style.

Complete case (i.e. final version of previous 4 sections) plus 
Conclusion, (due 5/5, 120 points):

The conclusion will compare the level of support your organization is providing for integration and implementation of technology to the amount  and type recommended in the sources we have read and discussed this quarter. You should also offer some overall statements about what you identify as critical next steps for your school or organization to take. Include any ways in which your views on this topic or innovation were modified by your action research project

Support your analytic points with the readings and literature from class wherever possible. Cite your references in the paper and provide a complete list of them at the end of the paper, all in APA style.

Technology Action Research Project:

Implementing Alpha Smarts in the Classroom

[Name]

University of Nevada, Las Vegas

ICG 761

Spring, 2004

Technology Action Research Project

Introduction

One Friday afternoon after school the ECS (Educational Computer Specialist) at a local elementary school received a memo in her box. It was from the school district’s regional Title I
 office for all Title I schools, notifying her that a set of brand-new AlphaSmart
 machines was scheduled for delivery to the school site. The note informed her that she should work with the school’s administration and faculty to develop an effective plan for their implementation prior to their arrival. The following Monday morning boxes and boxes of storage cabinets, hardware, software, and accompanying instructional manuals were delivered to the school’s multipurpose room.

“The main problem is not the absence of innovation in schools, but rather the presence of too many disconnected, episodic, fragmented, superficially adorned projects” (Fullan, 2001, p.21). The AlphaSmart equipment was purchased by the school district’s Title I office for all Title I schools without consulting with teachers or administrators from the individual schools as to whether or not these machines might be an asset to the school’s instructional programs. The equipment was delivered to schools throughout the district without the opportunity for planning or preparation for it at the sites. The material simply showed up at the school.

Although this school’s ECS was somewhat perturbed by the appearance of a considerable of unanticipated equipment, she unpacked it and set it up. She read the manuals and previewed the software. While the equipment waited in a corner of the school, she attended a school district-sponsored, two hour in-service training on the machines. She, in turn, offered a half-hour, before-school workshop on the Alpha Smarts for teachers at the site and follow-up meetings with two other teachers. This training has been less than effective because it was “ad hoc, discontinuous, and unconnected to any plan for change…”(Fullan, 2001, p.47).

The case chosen for this study is one classroom in an elementary school located on the campus of the local state university. The school has an enrollment of 650-700 students ranging from pre-kindergarten to fifth grade. Over 80% of the students qualify for the free lunch program, and 60% of the students speak English as a second language. In a recent school survey, less than half of the students had access to computers at home. The school itself has four small computer areas, one in each wing of the building. In each area are 15-16 computers and a networked printer. One to three additional computers may be found in each classroom. Students and teachers also have access to a computer lab of 35 computers in a nearby university building.

The selected classroom for this study is a fourth grade classroom of twenty-eight students. It was chosen because the teacher was one of the two people from our school chosen to receive the initial in-service training on the Alpha Smarts. Because of this special preparation, the Alpha Smart class set has been stationed in his classroom for the last several months. This project investigates how the technology is being integrated into the instructional program in this particular classroom, and if or how it is used in other rooms at the school. 

The teacher in this particular classroom is technology-savvy, and is very interested in using the Alpha Smarts successfully with his students.  Because half of the students in his class speak English as a second language, he is particularly looking for ways to develop their English language skills. The teacher believes that the Alpha Smarts are tools that he can use to help all of his students develop fluency in written communication. The AlphaSmart devices allow students to enter and edit text, and send it to any computer for formatting or directly to a printer. The school’s ECS has worked with the teacher from time to time, as she is able, to help integrate the technology into his classroom program. 

Because I am the school’s science/literacy specialist, I am also interested in learning how to integrate the devices. I have worked collaboratively with this teacher and his students in the school’s Applied Studies Laboratory on a unit to develop English vocabulary in the context of learning science content, and I am familiar with the culture and context of this classroom. The technology integration and implementation in this case is associated with innovations related to methods of integrating technology with constructivist teaching and learning, where “students work together in teams, using computer tools and resources to search for information, publish results, and create products” (Kozma, 2003, p.8-9).

This study looks at the implementation of the AlphaSmart devices using data from surveys, field notes and interviews. The interviewees include the school’s ECS, the classroom teacher for the case classroom, and site and district administrators (see Appendix A). I surveyed the school’s faculty to determine who, if anyone, is also working to integrate the AlphaSmart machines into their instructional program. I observed how the machines are being used in the target classroom, using notes from my observations to inform my research.

Part Two: Integration

As I began to try and discover the impetus for the ordering and distribution of the 
Alpha Smart units, I discovered that very few administrators were familiar with the goals for implementing the technology in the schools. While site administrators and the ECS were very cooperative in supplying whatever information they could about the program, they had very little news to share. They did supply me with the name of the district coordinator for the project. When I contacted him to learn about some of the instructional goals behind the order, he commented that he really did not know much about it. “The project was just assigned to me after the units arrived. I think they [local Title 1 administrators] saw them at a conference” (see interviews in Appendix A). The district administration’s approach to the implementation of this innovation appears to be characterized by “an understandable but unfortunate way of thinking [that] confuses the power (in a legal or organizational chart sense) to effect change with the process of change” (Sarason, 1971, as cited in Fullan, 2001, p.98).

The technology integration model that best describes this case is one that uses “integration to remove logistical hurdles” (Roblyer, Edwards, Havriluk 1997, p.73-75). While the school district’s goals for ordering the machines are unclear, the teacher’s goals for the units in this classroom are related to integrating the technology into writing instruction. The Alpha Smart devices themselves (as far as they are currently being used) support no instructional tasks different from those in which the students already participate. Students use the machines to help them complete writing tasks more easily and efficiently. The Alpha Smarts do not help the students learn to write, but they do support the writing process. Students can easily revise, edit, and rewrite work that they have typed into the machines in draft form. They can use the spell check option to help make their finished product more correct. Students are encouraged to write more fluently and revise more meaningfully without the pain associated with rewriting in their own handwriting.

In this case, the teacher is using the Alpha Smart units to support several different types of instructional strategies. His strategies would generally fall into the “weak constructionist” category (Dexter, Anderson & Becker, 1999, p.226). He sometimes uses types of drill exercises in math, spelling, and vocabulary definitions to help students acquire fluency with lower level skills related to the content of classroom lessons. While traditional in nature, these lessons usually incorporate “a greater-than-average focus on understanding concepts rather than merely automating skills or remembering facts, and [make] use of interpersonal processes as well, including discussion” (Dexter, Anderson & Becker, 1999, p.224). The students in this class spend the greatest amount of time with the Alpha Smarts in the context of lessons using the writing process. In this sense, this teacher’s implementation falls between the “adoption” and “adaptation” stages of technology integration (Sandholtz, Ringstaff, and Dwyer, 1997). The implementation has some characteristics of the adoption stage – it uses some drill and practice of basic skills, and the use of word processing for writing. But it also integrates the technology into traditional classroom practice so that the students are composing on the Alpha Smart computers. The classroom instruction is more learner-centered and interactive (Sun, Heath, Byrom, Phlegar and Dimock) than traditional instruction and lessons go beyond memorizing facts and replication to examine relationships.

I observed a writing lesson (see field notes, Appendix B) with this class in which implementation of the units was used by the students to type in a rough draft of an assignment. Before the students began typing, they participated in a whole group discussion of an assigned topic. The teacher’s objective was to encourage the writing trait of organization, and he used student input to create a model flow map emphasizing “beginning, middle, and end” for the writing on the board. The students organized their ideas using their own individual flow maps and used them to type their rough drafts on the Alpha Smarts. As they worked, the teacher visited each student to read and discuss their ideas and their writing. This task was made more efficient because the teacher and the students could easily read the sentences they had typed. As a result of these conferences, the students were quickly able to revise and edit their work on the machines. Students using the machines to create pieces of writing were enthusiastic, on-task, and motivated to write.

Although this teacher has been in the classroom for only two years, he is eager and willing to implement technology as part of his instructional program. He views the Alpha Smarts as tools to help support instruction, especially the writing process. Because the machines are not equipped to “teach” writing, they are used to help overcome “logistical hurdles” (Roblyer, Edwards, Havriluk 1997) and allow students to communicate their ideas more easily. While this kind of implementation tends to support more creative and higher-level thinking, the use of the machines for skill and drill type exercises focuses on lower level responses. What has not been incorporated with this technology is any collaborative or open-ended student work. Much of the instruction in this class is still direct instruction, and the technology is used to support lessons in this context. 

Part Three: Implementation

The school district support for implementation of the Alpha Smart units does not support teachers because it fails to initiate and maintain a series of Alpha Smart in-services that would encourage the use of this technology. Because the district entity (Title One office) that ordered the Alpha Smart units is not involved with the day-to-day operation within the Title One schools, it is not in touch with how technology is, or is not, being used at the sites. The kind of one-size-fits-all philosophy employed by centralized administrators often hinders the effective implementation of technology at individual schools. In this respect, the district operates with a belief system similar to the “technologist” teacher, as defined by Eisner and Vallance. The technological orientation to curriculum is concerned with the development of means to achieve pre-specified ends. (Eisner and Vallance, 1974). The “means” in this case would refer to the Alpha Smart units, and the “prespecified ends” would refer to some undefined increases in student achievement. While the Alpha Smart machines may or may not prove to be a variable in increasing student learning, it appears that the district believes it is the tool, not the process that affects achievement.  

Because the training provided by the district is sporadic in nature, innovations are often not sustained at the school sites. District workshops for the Alpha Smart units were limited to providing only the most basic information needed to initially set up and inventory the equipment. In addition, this training was limited to the ECS personnel from each school site, although most of the site ECS teachers do not regularly work with students. Teachers or specialists working directly with Title One students were exempt from these introductory workshops. Current policies that serve to hinder implementation would need to be changed at the district or district region level. “Learning how to use technology and to teach with a constructivist approach cannot be mastered in a one-shot workshop, regardless of its length” (Sandholtz, Ringstaff, and Dwyer, 1997, p.139). In order to make implementation of the innovation more successful, administrators in the Title One office would need to make some effort to communicate with site teachers, and to coordinate ongoing training and collaboration designed to support implementation.

Fortunately, the norms of the school in this case seem to counteract district structure and policies inhibiting implementation to some extent. Teachers at this site endorse the use of technology to support and enhance instruction focused on existing standards and curriculum. “Technology benefits skilled teachers and engaged students but does not by itself create either” (Sun, Heath, Byrom, Phlegar & Dimock, 2000, p.55).The site technology cadre regularly offers workshops, in-services, and professional development courses for teachers at the school wanting to implement technology. The school’s part-time ECS has supported implementation of the Alpha Smarts by providing one-on-one training to two teachers interested in using the units with their students, and in leading short, introductory in-services for the rest of the staff. The challenge for further implementation of Alpha Smarts in the school is related, as always, to the provision of enough time and materials for more in-depth training and for ongoing teacher collaboration. “There is no getting around the primacy of personal contact. Teachers need to participate in skill-training workshops, but they also need to have one-to-one and group opportunities to receive and give help and more simply to converse about the meaning of change” (Fullan, 2001, p.124). The importance of ongoing collegial sharing in the implementation of technological innovation is “closely linked with instructional innovation, each enhancing the other” (Sandholtz, Ringstaff & Dwyer, 1997, p.117). 

Because the supply of Alpha Smart machines is limited, ways to address these concerns present the greatest challenge to full implementation. Since their arrival, the Alpha Smarts have only been used regularly in two classrooms. A survey of the faculty reveals that only three of the site’s forty teachers have tried them with their students. This lack of exposure stems partly from the limited amount of equipment (only one class set of 30 machines), and partly from the lack of adequate training. The school’s ECS recommends several approaches to these challenges (See interview in Appendix A). She suggests finding time to work with training a few interested teachers committed to implementing them in their classroom and networking with other Title I schools across the district to see how they are using their machines. The classroom teacher in this case recommends that, in addition to acquiring a printer that could actually work with the Alpha Smarts (the one purchased for the school by the district lacks wireless capabilities), a cadre of interested teachers might regularly meet to share ideas about how to implement and share the technology (see interview in Appendix A). Both of these teachers recognize that in order for this site to effectively implement the innovation there must be ongoing training and collaboration, not just short, sporadic in-services limited to demonstrating how to use the machines. “Even with more time and resources for technology training, current methods of professional development are woefully inadequate because most focus on learning about computers, rather than on learning how to integrate computers in the curriculum” (Sandholtz, Ringstaff, and Dwyer, 1997, p.151). 

Part Four: Professional Development

Professional development concerning the implementation of Alpha Smarts at this site has been random and limited. In addition to two short, introductory faculty in-services and a quick demonstration during a school professional development day meeting, training with the Alpha Smart machines has been restricted to a few individuals within the school. Even this rudimentary training was focused on the technological tool itself, rather than on how it might be used address the curriculum. The technological training should guide teachers to think first about their curriculum and then help them address how to integrate technology into the curriculum. Most of the school district’s technology workshops focus on the tool rather than on curriculum or instructional strategies. This is kind of approach is often at odds with the way teachers think about implementing technology.

Site level learning opportunities have been less than adequate because the training provided to the school’s technology trainer (ECS) has been marginal and because access to the technology has been limited.  None of the formal training opportunities have allowed enough time for the practice or collaboration needed for teachers to begin to build some understanding of the innovation. In order to improve student achievement, teachers need time and repeated opportunities in order to develop a deeper understanding of how any innovation fits into their classroom practice. “Such deeper understanding typically requires a number of opportunities to interact with the idea or procedure through active learning processes …” (National Staff Development Council Standards, 1995). While site administrators and faculty members recognize the importance of time to professional development, there are few options available to provide the necessary time. This school, like many others, has yet to provide the kind of training and practice time teachers need in order to learn how to effectively integrate technology into the curriculum. The school has a new principal who appears to be supportive of needed teacher training, but she will need to work within the constraints of district rules and site resources. She is unfamiliar with the Alpha Smart technology, but is willing to contact company representatives for more on-site training. 

Yet only engaging with outside experts is not going change teaching habits or help implement technology effectively. “Professional development is not about workshops and courses; rather, it is at its heart the development of habits of learning…” (Fullan, 2002, p.253). To successfully implement this innovation, teachers must be provided with the time, materials, and collaborative community necessary to build the knowledge and skills necessary themselves in order to use the equipment as part of their instructional strategies. Knowing how to use the tools of technology is not enough. Teachers need to reflect and discuss with other teachers about when and how to use the tools effectively after they have had some time to work with them with students. “Without opportunities to learn, plan, and practice what they have learned, district investments in technology will fail to produce the intended benefits for students” (NSDC Standards, 1995).  

Because district-level workshops have been almost nonexistent, the context of further professional development opportunities will probably occur within the school. While outside expertise with the units would be helpful, it would probably not be as meaningful or helpful as an ongoing collaborative learning effort at the site. In addition, the few units available at the school would seem to dictate a small, focused approach to professional development. Interested teachers could form a cadre committed to exploring implementation of the Alpha Smarts. “The most powerful forms of staff development occur in ongoing teams that meet on a regular basis, preferably several times a week, for the purposes of learning, joint lesson planning, and problem solving” (NSDC Standards, 1995). While it may be unrealistic to assume that teachers would be provided with time to meet, plan and reflect about Alpha Smarts several times a week, cadre members might be excused from before school meetings and duties at least once every other week to collaborate on implementation.  In this way, cadre members could talk about how their students are using the units and about what kinds of strategies have proven valuable.  In order to evaluate the effectiveness of this innovation, these teachers could collect and assess students’ work with the Alpha Smarts. They could use this data to provide input to the selection of school technology goals and to inform further staff development.

Conclusion

It is clear from this study that any support for implementation of this innovation will have to come from on-site resources. It is apparent that because district officials see the innovation as the tool, they are not interested in providing the time, equipment and knowledgeable personnel necessary for any meaningful, long-term teacher training and collaboration. Fortunately, it is also the nature of the learning organization in this case to adapt to unforeseen events and to perceive challenges as opportunities for learning. The challenge for teachers at this site is to discover how best to use the Alpha Smart machines within the context of more innovative instructional practices. 

Because the culture of this school already includes several study groups focused on various educational issues, it is reasonable to assume that another collaborative group of interested teachers might be formed to investigate effective implementation of the Alpha Smart units.  Even though the teachers at this school had no input into the purchase of these machines, several teachers are interested in finding ways to use them effectively to support classroom instruction. “Serious commitment from teachers occurs only after teachers use the new program or innovation and see that it really does assist them in teaching their students” (Gersten & Guskey, as cited in Sanholtz, Ringstaff & Dwyer, 1997, p.117). The challenge to this kind of ongoing study would be finding a regular time to meet, plan, and discuss the progress of implementation. Several school study groups have provided professional development credit for meetings before or after the school day. The school’s ECS could serve as the instructor for the group, and could coordinate some networking between this site and school’s with more Alpha Smart experience. This kind of ongoing, site-based, and collaborative professional development addresses the outline for the development of effective learning organizations. “You cannot get such internal commitment and ingenuity, or more accurately context-specific expertise, from the outside…” (Fullan, 2000). In a larger sense, such small, focused groups would do more than just investigate a particular educational innovation. They would serve to create a learning organization that could continue to adapt and implement needed innovations as they are identified.
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APPENDIX A

Interview with Classroom Teacher

2/19/04

Transcription from notes

	Researcher
	Participant

	What was your experience with Alpha Smarts prior to their arrival at school?
	Nothing. I had never seen one until after they were delivered.

	When did you first become aware that our school had received them?


	At a Technology Cadre meeting. Then I saw them at a school inservice.


	What training did you receive before you started using the Alpha Smarts?

How did you learn to use them?
	The same as everyone else – just the school in-service.

Just by fooling around with them.

	What follow up has there been?
	None, from the district.  Paulette [the school ECS] and Shawn and I have shared some ideas about how to use them. There are still some issues with the machines. Not all of the programs are loaded on every unit, and we have to send them back to the company to get installed. Also, we can’t replace the batteries. We have to send them back, they replace the batteries and return them.


	In what ways have the units been integrated into your instructional program?
	Writing, math drill, lists, definitions. I use it as a reward. The kids really like them. I use it as an extension to other activities. I wish the screens were bigger. Then maybe you could use them for thinking maps. I haven’t ironed out all the glitches yet because I don’t use them often enough.

	What suggestions do you have for further integration?
	I would like to team up with another class to write letters. We could write them on the machines, then send the cart to another class. It would be a way to share ideas about what we’re learning.

One big obstacle is that we don’t have a printer yet that works with them. The district sent the wrong kind. If the kids could print out what they’re doing, that would be a big help.


	To what extent have the units been integrated into the school’s instructional program?
	This year Murray has them. Las year Shawn, Murray, and Sandie used them. I think they mainly used them for keyboarding and word processing. I think this year Murray has also put some assignments, like story starters, on them for the kids to do.

When we first got them, I went into the classrooms to watch what the kids were doing. I sat down with them and we learned together how to work with them.

	What suggestions do you have for further integration?
	Well, we could start with just some extended time to work with two upper grade [grades 4 and 5] teachers committed to implementing them in their classroom.

We could also identify a school or some classrooms across the district where we could go and observe some of the different ways people are using them.

We need to determine the capabilities of the Alpha Smarts. I know they can do more than what we’re using them for.

We could use some one-on-one training and support for teachers and students who are using the units.


	Are there any other issues or problems connected to the Alpha Smart implementation?
	They weren’t ordered to meet the needs of the school. There was no school input. And there are not enough for everyone to use. If we really wanted to implement these school-wide, we would have to order many more.


Interview with Site ECS

2/18/04

Transcription from notes

	Researcher
	Participant

	What was your experience with Alpha Smarts prior to their arrival at school?
	I had seen them at one school I happened to be visiting – I knew they came on carts. I saw teachers working with them in the classroom and I talked to the ECS [Educational Computer Specialist] at that school about them. You might say I had an “accidental orientation” to them. I have to say that they seem like a good thing, and the teachers there loved using them. They have 10 or 12 carts in that school.

	How did this school receive the units?

What did we get? How many units?
	I don’t know, except that we are a Title school. I had no input. I received a memo the week before, on Friday, and the boxes were delivered on Monday. 

One cart with 30 keyboards [Alpha Smarts], a laptop, and a printer. Unfortunately, they sent the wrong kind of printer. It isn’t wireless and the kids can’t print from their keyboards. They have to put them back into the cart so that the teacher can download their stuff and print it out. We had to order another one.


	What district training was included?

Were you the only one who attended?
	After they [the Alpha Smart units] were delivered, I went for a two-hour in-service at another elementary school with a company representative.  They covered set-up, inventory, software installation, and how to in-service the school staff.

Yes. Only the ECS’s went. Then I worked with Shawn and Murray [two site teachers] to figure them out.

	What school training was implemented?
	After I went to the training, I showed Shawn everything that I had learned, and she showed Murray. We worked together to kind of figure how to use them. It was training by discovery. Most of the software was already installed, but they [Alpha Smarts] have more capabilities that we haven’t have time to learn how to use yet.

We had two short before-school in-services for our teachers last year. We didn’t have enough time. I was going to pass them out for teachers to use during a faculty meeting, but they kept changing the location of the meeting, and I couldn’t get them set up.

	What follow up has there been from the district?
	There’s been none from the district. Actually, they had a second training session, but it was the same presentation as the first. I went to both. I learned a lot more the second time, I think, because I had had a chance to look at the units. Some of the people who missed the first training found out they had installed theirs incorrectly and they had to undo it. They [Alpha Smarts] have to be installed by inventory number.


	To what extent have the units been integrated into the school’s instructional program?
	This year Murray has them. Las year Shawn, Murray, and Sandie used them. I think they mainly used them for keyboarding and word processing. I think this year Murray has also put some assignments, like story starters, on them for the kids to do.

When we first got them, I went into the classrooms to watch what the kids were doing. I sat down with them and we learned together how to work with them.

	What suggestions do you have for further integration?
	Well, we could start with just some extended time to work with two upper grade [grades 4 and 5] teachers committed to implementing them in their classroom.

We could also identify a school or some classrooms across the district where we could go and observe some of the different ways people are using them.

We need to determine the capabilities of the Alpha Smarts. I know they can do more than what we’re using them for.

We could use some one-on-one training and support for teachers and students who are using the units.


	Are there any other issues or problems connected to the Alpha Smart implementation?
	They weren’t ordered to meet the needs of the school. There was no school input. And there are not enough for everyone to use. If we really wanted to implement these school-wide, we would have to order many more.


Interviews with Administrators

2/19/04

Transcription from notes

School Administrators

School Vice Principal

	Researcher
	Participant

	What can you tell me about the Alpha Smart  units we received?
	Nothing. All I know is that they use them in Special Ed.


School Prinicipal 

	What can you tell me about the Alpha Smart units we received?

They’re like little simplified laptops.

Do you have any idea if there is any district implementation plan for them?
	What are Alpha Smarts?

Oh, yes. We got them from Title 1.

None at all.


Title One Administrator

	What can you tell me about the Alpha Smart units our school received?

Do you know how or why they were ordered? Is there an implementation plan?


	What information did you need?

I don’t really know. The distribution and installation process was assigned to me after they arrived at the district. I didn’t really have input on the order. The project was just assigned to me after the units arrived. I think they [local Title 1 administrators] saw them at a conference. You might try asking my boss about them (gave the phone number).*


*Phone calls and emails to this individual went unanswered.
APPENDIX B

Classroom Observation of Alpha Smart lesson

2/19/04

This is a typical fourth grade class at this school. 24 students enrolled in the class.  The students are 9 and 10 years old, and about half of them speak English as a second language. All of the students are at least marginally literate in English. Two students are involved in the special education program. Students are seated at tables in groups of four or five. There are five tables in the room. A white board covers the front of the room and the other walls are covered with bulletin boards and student work. The Alpha Smart cart sits against a side wall near the back of the room. 20 students are present at the beginning of this activity.

	TIME
	ACTIVITY
	OBSERVER COMMENTS

	2:00
	Teacher begins whole group writing lesson. Prewriting activity is a flow map about a typical day at school. Teacher uses responses from one student to create a model flow map on the board, emphasizing beginning, middle, end.
	I wonder if this could be done on the machines.

	2:15
	Students begin creating their own flow maps on paper. Teacher circulates around the room offering comments, suggestions and encouragement. During this time, student helpers open the cart and begin passing out the Alpha Smart units.
	The passing-out procedure goes very smoothly. Every student has been assigned a specific unit.


	2:30
	Teacher asks everyone to stop and listen to directions for starting the Alpha Smarts. Students were directed to turn them on and go to “file one.”  Directions for using students’ flow maps to type a short essay about a typical school day are displayed on the screen. Students are directed to move to the end of the directions and begin typing. They are told to go to “file 2” when they finish. (File 2 is a short drill on multiplication facts.)

As students work, the teacher moves around the room reading students’ work, making suggestions for revising, editing,  and showing students how to use the spell check.

Students’ work is automatically saved on their unit until cleared by the teacher.
	Some of the students don’t know where “on” is. I wonder if they’re new to the class.

Students have very good keyboarding skills.

The class if very quiet and focused. Even students who generally have difficulty writing are able to type in several sentences.

I wonder if the students could exchange units to collaborate on revising and editing.

	2:50
	Students begin to finish both files. They are directed to go to the computer lab in the adjoining great room to work on the Type to Learn program.
	I wonder if the Alpha Smarts have a keyboarding program.


� Title 1 refers to the federal program that provides funds to schools where a high percentage of students qualify for the federal free lunch program.


� Alpha Smarts are “computer companion” devises that are basically stripped down notebook PCs for students.
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