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Abstract: Students applied the SMART Board technology to valprove their revision
and editing skills We asked, “How could we use SMART Boards and wgglslates to
improve student editing and revision skills?” Wearid when students voiced their
educational concerns, they had a sense of accalitytdbwas important to pace
instruction that allowed students to understandsien and editing concepts. We learned
that student writing significantly improved whemidénts were involved in whole-class
peer revision and editing technology environmaffe will continue to have students
reflect on what we are doing in class, listen &rthoices, allow more brainstorming

time, continue to gauge the pace of our instructam provide more instructional time.
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GET TUWET: Exploring Cooperative Editing and RengsiSkills Using SMART
Technology

What is Our Research Interest?

Our action research project, TBeaphomania&nglishTeachersTeachers
Utilizing Writing with EmergingTechnology (GET TUWET), was interested in
exploring the idea that by using white boards imd&m with cooperative editing and
revising workshops, students could apply constveciind creditable procedures to aid
themselves and their peers in becoming proficieiters.

What is our question?

Therefore, our question was: How could we use SNIA&®ards and wireless
slates to improve student editing and revisionskKil
Why are we interested?

It was difficult to engage learners in effectivting and revision process.
Students wanted to hurry through the process dihgdand revising and provided
ineffective aid for the writer. Students did not $ke need for having another student
edit/revise their papers due to the peer knowinaily the same amount of grammar
and clarity as the writer. The contributing fackaas few students were effective writers
themselves, so how could they help others? Thislgno spanned the writing years in
school. They seldom took the time to edit their pgmthey hurried through another’s
paper. It was not only editing for grammar (sublvegreement as such), but it also
involved revising the essay so others would be @blenderstand what was being said
and they could feel the paper’s flow. We believeat tALL students needed to become
proficient writers because effective writing teaiures were required in every occupation

in some capacity. Our rationale for using SMARTaBIs in connection to revision and
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editing was based in the fact that all students ped teacher conferenced, but the
strategies used pertaining to teaching these skdisiot motivate students to properly
revise or edit their papers.

What do we already know?

We knew that students were engaged in the tea@ndgdearning procedures in
the classroom when we implemented technology. If a@eld apply technology to
learning sentence syntax, then we would not onlelsccessful writers, but they would
be able to help others’ writing skills also throueftiective peer editing and revision. In
previous years, we had witnessed peer editingireyiseing brushed under the rug due
to its time consumption and teachers’ inabilityetibectively and creatively bridge the
writing to the grammar lessons. Understanding fuhg time restraints (with class
preparation for the OGT, ACT and senior responsigs]), we noticed also that some
English teachers corrected the errors prior torngtg the student’s paper. If the paper
was changed using the teacher’s corrections, tieepdper would be an “A+.” There was
little correlation between the grammar lessons le writing of essays. Grammar
exercises were entities unto themselves. They weteimplemented in the writing
lessons. A class assignment was implemented; ohipergas omitted. Noden (1999)
argued that past methods of teaching grammar waseicgessful in giving student
writing skills using imagery because they were dugrammar in isolation rather than
having it integrated within the writing processrthermore, he related that imagery must
be “developed from the study of the writer as arstaand of grammatical structures as
the artist’s tools for creating images.” He statdtlmeans discussing the art of the

masters, posting their passages, and sharing tssiigbm reading in small group
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discussions and individual conferences” (p. ix-Blso, we as educators understood the
need to pay close attention as to the studentdengmeces and refrained from using
teaching techniques that were antiquated “tried tamel’ because research showed that
students learned in different ways through différamenues. Action Research had the
potential to strengthen our pedagogy, to changermove our ineffective strategies, and
encouraged us to question why some activities wbiledfective and valuable) while
other things BOMBED.

What do others know?

Not only did students have problems with their omriting and revising as
individuals, but they were also ineffective wheayhid not provide accurate feedback
when peer-editing or revising in pairs. Most of time, the response to an essay from the
one who read it was, “Yea! That is good,” and thanded the paper back to the partner.
There was no concrete compliment or constructiiteeism for whatever reason, and it
involved an audience of one in a closed settingt Bne-on-one method limited the
learners’ abilities to express themselves as bwhidader and the writer while it was a
daunting task for both. Research concerning tis¢ dif these two concepts supported the
idea that students learned from others when prowdth the tools. Maifair (1999)
stated that

a professional writer knows the value of a gooitbedYoungsters can also

learn a tremendous amount about how to write &g ldarn how to

compliment, suggest changes, and correct errdhgeimwork of others.

Regular teacher-guided peer editing will give stutd positive and helpful

feedback from their classmates and offer muligaespectives on their work.
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Keeping sessions positive; doing whole-class rglifirst; starting with shorter,

less complicated writing samples; and generaliZiogusing, and directing

editing tasks--all these can make such collabgraessions productive and

(practically) painless. (p. 8)
Editing and revising collaboratively with SMART tawlogy enabled more students to
approach the writer with constructive comments tedwriter had the ability to “see”
from more than one person’s viewpoint (See Appeidix Not only did the peer editors
need the tools, but the students were the centéeokork, helping eliminate the dread
and fear of the one-on-one approach. ProfessomRargeShinko (2006) explained the
encouraging effects and results in the pedagogimall of decentering the classroom. Her
definition of decentering was to “take the focukaifthe teacher and create a more
collaboratively oriented learning environment. St actively engage in peer editing,
and review of one another’s written work, workimgsimall discussion/interpretive
circles” (p. 43). Cusimano noted that "discovenguiry and participation is preferable to
passive, lecture-based learning" supplied thepleelagogical insight that she needed to
re-evaluate her teaching techniques at the undiugta college level (as cited in
Shimko, 2006, p. 43). Working with slates andwhteboard allowed the class to be
involved at the same time, with the same focud) thie same students. It was a powerful
tool, aiding editing and revision stages of writifigne third concept was the choice of
pedagogy, i.e., knowing the children and contenteaputting it together for quality
learning. Multiple Intelligences expert providea tiollowing questions, aiding in the

decision as to which intelligence was addressedl@sson. Using technology, six of the
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eight questions were answered by the use of the BMBoard and individual wireless
slates. Armstrong (1994) provided these questioinelp prepare teachers.

Linguistic: How can we use the spoken or writteard? Logical-Mathematical:

How can we bring in numbers, calculations, loglassifications, or critical

thinking? Spatial: How can we use visual aidsualization, color, art,

metaphor, or visual organizers? Musical: How canbnng in music or
environmental sounds, or set key points in a rimytih melody? Bodily-

Kinesthetic: How can we involve the whole bodyhands-on experiences?

Interpersonal: How can we engage students inqreaoss-age sharing,

cooperative learning or large-group simulatiortPalpersonal: How can we

evoke personal feelings or memories, or give sttedehoices? Naturalist: How
can we involve a nature experience in the natoald? (para.11)
Using technology spanned an array of learning stated intelligences. Learning and
utilizing the technology opened a new world for Wréer, the readers, and the
instructors.
What did we expect to find?

We expected to find (our hunch) that peer editing peer revisions were far
more effective when using the SMART technology wlahcouraging students to make
public their writings. Student writing improved disl the procedures of editing for
others. Constructive feedback with corrections exjlanations preceded the public
presentation of the writings; thus, it afforded sitedents with positive reinforcement and

audience.
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What Did We Try Out?
Action Research question: How could we use SMAR@rfs and wireless slates to
improve student editing and revision skills?
Why?

We observed that our students had very poor phgnnevising, and editing skills
relating to different genre. Many of our studeiskled interest to participate in the
writing assignments. They were tired of the tradfisil writing strategies and became
bored; therefore, they easily got off task wherythere given in-class time to peer-edit
and revise. Collaborative editing and revision Inee@ monitored discipline session
instead of a work session; consequently, no coctstaiwork was accomplished. Few
opened their books as a reference as to how toamelfher’s writing. Students edited and
revised as what sounded okay to them. This wasitéeBs, waste of time for the student
and the teacher. Students should have felt theg weart of the plan to create an
environment that encouraged improvem@&igaching irthe Quality Classroontideo
(Naylor and Thompson, 199discussed the value as to getting students toriioythe
philosophy that the classroom was theirs, and tieeyled to feel and recognize their
ownership in the class. Many had made many deliberad loud statements that they
wanted to use technology as a part of their lesaadsknew how to use it very well.
SMART technology met the students’ needs to integiechnology into their learning
and writing processes.

Who?
As the two participants of the action researchegatoour classes were all

inclusive exceptional, general, and academic ranthtwelfth grades Newton Falls
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English students. The school district’s populatonsisted of 97.2% White, 1.95%

Black, .17% Hispanic, and .06% Native American (RuBchool/Private School

Directory, 2005). According to the US Census, afuthe total population approximately
19% of those under the age of 18 lived below theepy line (Wikipedia, 2006). As the
twelfth grade teacher, I, Cynthia Urbach, had feemtyears teaching experience. | earned
a master’s degree in Gifted and Talented. In tls, paaught social studies and later
facilitated the district’s gifted and talented praxgp. Two years ago, | obtained the

twelfth grade English position. Since 1998, | cegla&ind funded online web instruction.

A class web pagéttp://urbachc.orgcontains links to many web pages pertaining to

projects, class notes, assignments, directionsotret resources. As the second team
member, |, Lin Robinson, was the ninth grade Ehdlesacher, having 27 years teaching
experience. | obtained my Masters in Classroom Aiegowvith a minor in Fine Arts and
am Nationally Board Certified. | have limited udette school's SMART technology
that belonged to the special education departn$ente | had several inclusion students,
| was able to sign out a Sympodium. Thereforegatad and incorporated content
standard lessons for the SMART Board and SympodByrusing interactive website
games, generated multi-faceted PowerPoint presemsatind original innovative
activities, | witnessed higher levels of interantiwithin my students in comparison to
previous years without this limited use of techigglo
What?

Students and teachers engaged in building writorgraunity activities with an
emphasis of collaboration. We wrote with our studeihen using SMART Boards, we

held workshops with our classes using our writiag® model and showed students how



GET TUWET 10

to collaboratively edit and revise their essaysd8hts engaged in writing that is
integrated with reading; therefore, students’ wgtassignments were springboards from
their reading. Mini-lessons and mini-writing workgs pertaining to curriculum and
technology skills were aligned to state standarsigsellsed throughout the assorted units
of the curriculum (See Appendix B). Unfortunatelye had to deviate from our tentative
schedule because of modifications of the time tahkrefore, we were unable to include
persuasive writing in our research.

When/how often?

During the first week of school, students wrote ®gsays (narrative and
expository), and this enabled us to gather basdit& concerning our students’ writing
skills. In September and October, students reaatiaty of published narratives and
engaged in mini-lessons and writing workshops hiedpped prepare them to write their
own personal narratives. Making sure we accommddate students with varied
classroom-seating arrangements for the differgtesof lessons, the assorted mini-
lessons and writing workshop activities variedendth, depending on the needs of the
students.

Where?

Newton Falls Junior/Senior High School was a smatl community in
northeast Ohio. The school consisted of a smalilfaof 41 full time-staff members and
751 students in grades 7 through 12 with 21 % vaugifree or reduced lunches. Thirty-
one percent of all elementary school students veddree or reduced lunches (D.
Walker, personal communication, October 2005). gsue that caused concern was that

once students entered junior/senior high schoohymeere too embarrassed to apply for
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free or reduced lunch vouchers. Although the comtyimad some professional families,

many were from the working class and were struggditnmaintain a comfortable means

of living. General Motors and Delphi Packard wére two leading sources of

employment in our area and both were on an unsealeomic ground.

Chart 1
Schedule
Date to What happened? For how long? How Who was involved?
Start often?
Week of : Wrote three essays: a) narrative, One class period (43| All 9 & 12 English classes
August 28 | b) expository, c) persuasive and minutes) each — 3/5 and teacher
created a baseline for the year. days in first week
Sept-Oct Read a variety of published Mini-lesson sessions: | All 9 & 12 English classes

narratives and engaged in mini-
lessons and writing workshops.
Implemented the writing process:
brainstorm, rough copy, student
revise/edit process as followstl
students were taught to use SMAR
Board, in order to edit and revise
anonymous studeMARRATIVE
writings for weaknesses aligned to

standards (structure, vivid language,

sequencing, transitions); thus, all
students gained skills to become
more proficient writers. At times,
synchronous groups of classroom
students (one Wireless Slate per
group) used the slates to interact
with the SMART Board. Each grou
edited and revised anonymous
studentarrativewritings looking
for weaknesses and strengths
addressed by content standards.
Teachers facilitated the interaction
and provided conference-based
writing instruction and individual
tutoring enabling students to listen

1. As needed

Writing Workshop
session:

1. Once every 6-8 wee
Tperiod

2. Seven days in
sequence

and learn from peers and their

and teacher
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teachers. After edit/revision proces
was completed, the students poste
the final typed copy on
www.turnitin.com

d

Nov-Dec

Read a variety of published
expository essays and engaged in
mini-lessons and writing workshop
Implemented the writing process:
brainstorm, rough copy, student
revise/edit process as followall
students edited and revised
anonymous studemXPOSITORY
writings for weaknesses aligned to

standards (structure, vivid language,

sequencing, transitions); thus, all
students gained skills to become
more proficient writers. At times,
synchronous groups of classroom
students (one Wireless Slate per
group) used the slates to interact
with the SMART Board. Each grou
edited and revised anonymous
studentexpositorywritings looking
for weaknesses and strengths
addressed by content standards.
Teachers facilitated the interaction
and provided conference-based
writing instruction and individual
tutoring enabling students to listen
and learn from peers and their
teachers. After edit/revision proces
was completed, the students poste
the final, typed copy on
www.turnitin.com

[

S
d

Mini-lesson sessions:
1. As needed

Writing Workshop
session:

1. Once every 6-8 wee
period

2. Seven days in
sequence

All 9 & 12 English classes
and teacher

Jan-Feb

Read a variety of published
persuasive essays and engaged in
mini-lessons and writing workshop
Implemented the writing process:
brainstorm, rough copy, student
revise/edit process as followsaitl
students edited and revised
anonymous studeMERSUASIVE
writings for weaknesses aligned to

standards (structure, vivid language,

sequencing, transitions); thus, all

[

students gained skills to become

Mini- lesson sessions:
1. As needed

Writing Workshop
session:

1. Once every 6-8 wee
period

2. Seven days in
sequence

All 9 & 12 English classes
and teacher
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more proficient writers. At times,
synchronous groups of classroom
students (one Wireless Slate per
group) used the slates to interact
with the SMART Board. Each group
edited and revised anonymous
studentpersuasivavritings looking
for weaknesses and strengths
addressed by content standards.
Teachers facilitated the interaction
and provided conference-based
writing instruction and individual
tutoring enabling students to listen
and learn from peers and their
teachers. After edit/revision process
was completed, the students was
posted the final typed copy on
www.turnitin.com

How Did We Document the Process?

How observations were recorded

We carefully observed our teaching techniquesmaethods and students’
responses to those techniques; therefore, we useddsays: narrative and expository as
assessment tools to determine if SMART technologyld/enhance students’ editing
and revision skills. Consequently, we chose tomé¢osing SMART Recorder) our
instructions to students pertaining to the intagrabf the SMART Board and wireless
slates to edit and revise writing during the wagtimorkshop. We took digital pictures of
our modeling the workshop process using SMART teldgy, and photos of students
directing and recording their own writing workshamsng SMART technology to edit
and revise their rough drafts (See Appendix C &ID}his last step, our role was as a
facilitator. Students were directing their own wigf workshops. Reviewing and

recording notes pertaining to the pictures andndings occurred within 24 hours of the
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workshops. This insured the creditability and aacyrof important incidents occurring
outside the eye of the camera. Occurrences recaaieerning student behavior were:
facilitator. Students were directing their own wigt workshops. Reviewing and
recording notes pertaining to the pictures andndings occurred within 24 hours of the
workshops. This insured the creditability and aacyrof important incidents occurring
outside the eye of the camera. Occurrences recaaiekerning student behavior were:
verbal, body language, students at task such dsr#tinvolvement in the assignment
while others were at the SMART Board or were ushegwireless slate, levels of
thinking, behavior, and classroom climate suchyamudhics of student interaction with
one another. Some incidents noted in the obsenatigports were:
Difficulties/concerns or an epiphany either on lledalf of the student(s) or
teachers.
Evaluation of the content of the writing workshogthe context of enhancing
students editing and revision skills as they althteeOhio Language Arts
Curriculum Standards and the OGT standards. Tordete this we observed
students’ final drafts to their rough drafts (SqgAandix E).
Teacher self-reflection: We shared our written obstgons with one another to
get feedback concerning our teaching methods. Wkeassary, we showed
SMART recordings to one another that either baffied of us or revealed that
we needed to do something differently in our indian but were unsure what
measures to take to make the change.
Student reflection: Students reviewed SMART reaugdiin order to critique

ways in which to improve their writing workshop eSAppendix F)
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Anecdotal recordings and critical incidents: Thesee scripted by us as we
monitored the writing workshop process (whethes¢heere real-time
observations or by the means of the recording)}8léy, Arhar, & Kasten (2005)
explained there are several types of field notasdhe valuable when note taking
(p. 145). By using the applicable techniques, we wbete & review the class
activity or critical incident.
How interviews were conducted
Informal and formal interviewing occurred dailytime classroom, whether it was
in verbal or written form (See Appendix G). Docurtieg the interviews could have been
challenging if the techniques were not premeditated organized. Our technique for
gathering information from our students surrountieddaily journal writing, with a
twist. By weaving Holly, Arhar, & Kasten’s (2005)@anation of interviewing with a
deliberate style of classroom journaling, we preddjuestions as a mini-questionnaire
with open-ended sentences (See Appendix H & 1).Sthdents responded in their own
words to ourtargeted, why, should, affect, and open-engigestions. The journal entries
were re-typed as individual, student questionnagesgerification. As Holly, Arhar &
Kaston (2005) explained, “...open ended questionsnane time consuming to analyze,
they can yield more, specific, and meaningful dgpa159). It was our intention to
examine multiple documents and other data resouByessing the two diagnostic
essays, baseline data was collected and assessgdhesOGT rubric and the 6 + 1
Assessment scoring guide (See web site:

http://www.nwrel.org/assessment/pdfRubrics/6plusisrPDF. Both rubrics correlate

with OGT and Language Arts Academic Standards.
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What documents and artifacts were saved

All artifacts related to the two essays were keg@n online writing portfolio.
Some artifacts, such as emails and instant messdgeen teachers and students, were
collected outside the writing portfolio. With thaderstanding that our claims must be
trustworthy, credible, and respectful, we builatgulation into our study “by using
multiple sources of data, multiple methods, [and] multiple theories to develop diverse
perspectives” (Holly, Arhar, & Kasten, pp. 214-21B8y teaching skills progressively in
our writing workshop, we made a conscious appréad¢tarmonize with Piaget's theory
of constructivist theory, that is “...we assimilatéarmation that fits into already existing
ideas, and we accommodate information for whictamend existing ideas or develop
new ones” (p.27). Building upon what students alydenew and encouraging them to
use new techniques improved their writing, editiaugg revision skills. Not only could
we address the improvement and additional skilsvefage writers, thus applying John
Dewey'’s idea of a democratic community of learr{esscited in Holly, Arhar, & Kasten,
2005, p.42), but we accommodated those studerdshath special needs or an
Individualized Education Program (IEP). As Hollythar, & Kasten (2005) emphasized,
we could help emancipate those “who have been i@nitg from pursuing a better life
by one or more of the following: race, class, gendhility, and age” (p. 37). By
incorporating many of the verification methods, were confident that the trustworthy
and credible judgments supported our action rekearc

Reuvisiting data - as revisited previously writtess&ys and addressing weaknesses

that were overlooked
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Applying indicators - the OGT and Ohio LanguagesACurriculum Standards

provided us with the indicators.

Providing raw material - provided scoring perceetagf preliminary essays and

those that follow instruction

Self-reflection - the written interpretations oétlessons activities
It is obvious we "used a variety of methods to eashe veracity of . . . interpretations”
to insure that our action research is trustwortingdible, and respectful (Holly, Arhar, &
Kasten, p. 215- 216). By applying these approachedeel certain that students and
teachers developed toward common understandingbatfit means to be a “valued
member of a community” (Holly, Arhar, & Kasten, Z2)(.42).

How Did We Ensure that Ethical Procedures are iader?

In order to inform student participants and thpairents/guardians about the GET
TUWET Action Research and their rights pertainiogite research, information letters
were sent home (See Appendix J). THesters requested permission from student
participants and their parents/guardians to allwevstudent data to be collected. The
letters explained that the data would be a pattt@fction research reports and the
literature that would be made known for public vikegv Therefore, we obtained
permission from students and their parents/guasdiaiowing the collection of student
data. The letters further explained that NAMES QER.ATUDENTS WOULD BE
CHANGED in any report that was submitted for pubfiewing. Parents/guardians and
students would be made aware that, at times, wédWmirecording our classes and
taking digital pictures. The letters explained plepose for doing this was so that we

could examine the videos and pictures to help tiebenderstand what was or wasn’t
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comprehended by our students concerning the leSsoce we were working
collaboratively with one another, students and p@fguardians were informed that we
could view one another’s video and pictures in otdénelp one another assess the
dynamics of the lesson. Furthermore, the lettepda@ixed that administrators and the
teachers participating in the action research woelthe only people besides our classes
viewing them. Thus, if at any time we were askeditare the tapes or pictures with
someone other than those mentioned, we would dechiess we received written
permission from students and their parents/guascigneeing to the request. We fully
understood that Mve decided to publish photos of participants iy @ay, we would
need to blur the student’s face and to “use vesgrdanguage that would not identify the
student in anynanner” (Announcement from Dr. Joanne Arh#/g made it apparent in
our letters that we would be taking written notegt@ning to what occurred on the film
and pictures, and the notes would be includederdtta that was being collected. As
with the other data, we woutthange the names of studemtshe notes we took
concerning the film and pictures. We wanted to assur students and their
parents/guardians that we would keep the confidktytiof the data collected by assuring
anonymity of our students throughout the studyrttfarmore, all data would be kept in a
locked filing cupboard or on the hard drive of apa&ord protected computer. The letters
also stated that if at anytime a student or hisevrparent/guardian wished that the
student no longer participated in the researchstingent could withdraw from the
research without penalty.

The GET TUWET Action Research was a recipienteféTech/OHIO

Competitive Professional Development Grant ReseanchEmerging Technology. The
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GET TUWET Action Research Project had the full suppf the Newton Falls
Exempted School District. For example after the @f the grant, the school district
planned for us to provide several professional igreent sessions to other teachers
within our building explaining, instructing, andrdenstrating the results and impact of
the action research study. The professional dewstop and emerging technology would
be used to increase student achievement by eqgipgachers with various classroom
projects; GET TUWET would supply educators with tesources for adaptation into
their content area.
How Did We Interpret the Data?

How data was analyzed

Artifacts and data were analyzed, labeled, androrgd. Hard copies were placed
in either general or academic folders, and dataphased in EXCEL files. An inventory
was taken to look for holes in the research. Data @ategorized to see patterns.
How data was synthesized

Then we began the synthesizing process. We brdagather the analyzed
information and organized it by topic rather thgsburce. By using stories and
narratives, we showed either the positive or nggathpact of technology. We studied
the photos and videos used to capture the classamtivities. Through body language,
we attempted to recognize if students were engagte revision lessons in two
differing lesson pedagogies. We deduced whethaobtechnology improved the writing

skills.
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How assertions were made

Three assertions were made pertaining to what aredel. We looked at the
patterns created by the lessons using technologjyterse not using technology. We
watched for differing student writing applicatiossd usage of revising skills. We
compared the completed essays. We watched foridiffeéody language from the one
style of revision lesson to the other. We examitmeee important truths. The first
assertion would validate or invalidate the hypoh&ssing emerging technology impacts
student learning.” The responses reflected octegethe theory that students who learn
and are involved in learning will excélandwhentechnology is used in the pedagogy.
The second assertion would support or reject tipotmesis after reading both the
students and our personal journal entries (See Agip&). The third assertion would
reject or prove the theory that “using emergindntexdogy impacts student learning” by
viewing student body language while learning astuely the photos or videos. From
examining these mediums, we gained either validatrorejection as to whether or not
technology impacted students’ learning to imprdwaartwriting skills.

How Have We Verified that Our Judgments Are Trudtwaoand Credible?

It was very important to us that all participarssidents and teachers, would have
a voice in the Newton Falls GET TUWET Action ResdaProject. Creating a non-
threatening writing atmosphere was advantageouslitofeachers and students alike
needed to integrate accurate criteria for writind aditing by addressing 1) What was
known, 2) What needed to be re-enforced, 3) Whatlea to be introduced, 4) What
needed to be assessed pertaining to OGT and ACiTstages testing, and 5) What

required reflection. After evaluating each of thbgeapplying one set of our data’s
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results, implementing the SMART technology into dasigned curriculum we addressed
the improvement needed. We discovered that ounpleiforms of documentation made
our judgments trustworthy, credible and respecHul. instance, the first sentence in our
proposal under the sectioddow will we document the process and verify thait ou
judgments are trustworthy and credibleg stated, “It is important to us that all
participants, students and teachers, will haveieeva the . . . action research proposal.”
Our first assertion thastudents want to be heard concerning their eduoaiocredible

in that students were given a voice in the actesearch. Through interviews,
guestionnaires, observations, and student andegegmlrnals it is evident that students
had an input to the way in which the research veaslected. Our second assertion
concerning theidesire to have additional instructiontane was also addressed in our
proposal. It stated, “Teachers and students akegi o integrate accurate criteria for
writing and editing by addressing: . . . [w]hat de¢o be reinforced” (11). Through
students’ interviews, reflections, questionnaisas/ed work at the SMART Board,
essays, and digital pictures recording studentskwiavas apparent that students’
understanding of the revision and editing procesbsihcreased. The third assertion that
we discovered by reviewing our personal journatieatand photos was thadth general
and academic English classes flourished and thriveed even the most trivial and
boring grammar activities when implemented with iimg technology.The third
assertion was also addressed in our Action Res@aogiosal in that we stated, “We must
carefully observe our teaching techniques and nastlaod students’ responses to those
techniques . . . This will ensure creditability aaaturacy of important incidents

occurring outside the eye of the camera. Occuretiwd will be recorded concerning
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student behavior are: verbal, body language, (SgeAdix L) students at task such as
student involvement in the assignment while otlaeesat the SMART Board or are using
the wireless slate . . .” (12). The proposal furtstated, “Informal and formal
interviewing occurs daily in the classroom, whetihés in verbal or written form” (14).
Through formal and informal interviews, recordinggtures, SMART Board student
activities, and projects these judgments have keghed as trustworthy, credible and

respectful.

What Have we Learned?

By analyzing the data provided by our questioresdjournals, interviews,
reflections, and pictures (See Appendix M) thresedfons were evident. The first
assertion became apparent in that students wamtselheard concerning their education.
This came out loud and clear in their responseadel such as, “Explain the writing
process in a way | can understand and remembep; iHelto understand what I'm writing
about and try to get it through in a way that | ewrstland,” revealed that students were
eager to learn, but they also knew that they leaendefinite way. A dilemma that was
encountered was when Lin’s class was revising edsawtilizing the SMART Board
and slates. Because students were accustomed riecloeding lessons at different
intervals in class, they made the comment thabitld/be “cool” for them to record the
revision explanation via SMART Board technologyrélevas an “A-Ha” moment
revealing to Lin that her students not only warttedrite the revision but also wanted to
explain the revision using emerging technology.other dilemma was when Cindy

presented an introductory lesson concerning thetide6 + 1 Writing Rubric.She
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moved away from using emerging technology for graaypsion explanation. Boy, did
her students let her know that they were havingrd ime comprehending revision
concepts; therefore, she stepped back and listenstat her students were TEACHING
HER! She realized that she had to go back to thatiwe vehicle that emerging
technology provides for student instruction. Skepldiyed the rubric on the SMART
Board, letting them calculate the rubric. By theam®of Lin’s previous suggestion,
Cindy’s students used SMART technology to teach bae must revise essays. The
conversation pertaining to revision was wonderfakew she LISTENED to her students.
We have observed that when our students’ voices haen heard, they are deeply
engaged in learning.) The second assertion comugetheir desire to have additional
instructional time was made evident by the questine responses. Responses included,
“Explain assignments in depth. My grammar pointsaways the lowest. If the students
did not want their weaknesses addressed, themtiobably would have embellished
their responses. Knowing that the responses weng ¢o be evaluated, they still
answered honestly, realizing additional time wdadspent in addressing editing
concerns (See Appendix N). Thus, we acknowledgatsthdents’ desired to have
additional instructionatime. The third assertion that we discovered by revievang
personal journal entries and photos was that betieigl and academic English classes
flourished and thrived with even the most triviataboring grammar activities when
implemented with emerging technology. In both of personal journals, we scripted that
we had many students who struggled with sentemgetste. For instance, students
struggled with dangling modifiers. Only when thegrer shown pictorial depictions of

dangling modifiers on the SMART Board, did theygtit up” with the understanding of
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the concept. Subject /verb and pronoun agreemdmiatimake sense until they actually
saw the mismatching of the number in noun and v@dxioun in large print, written in a
peer’'s essay on the SMART Board. This third asseréxplaining the study’s
hypothesis, was also validated by viewing studewlydanguage while learning about
revising. Our students were physically involvedrasy leaned forward and stood up to
view other students’ revisions. Usually, the studesat lethargically, listening as one
person in the group did all the work. This wasthetcase when using emerging

technology.

How Have These Actions Made Life Better?

Our situation

We found that a major difference the action regepafan made is its
technological impact as a daily teaching tool aotdamly as an enhancement. When we
were preparing to arrange our classrooms, therewua$ discussion as to where to place
the SMART Boards. This profoundly brought an “A-Habment! It was apparent that
our stance when presenting a lesson impaired studerds creating difficulty in either
seeing or manipulating the board. We could seethigaphysical arrangement of the
classroom needed to meet the need of EVERY studeatl times, we wanted to be sure
to use this technology as the teaching tool anadnlytwhen it was convenient. Yes, it
required us to change to different teaching metlaodbstill incorporate other teaching
tools, but we really needed to secure the factwleatvere using the whiteboard as we

once usedhe blackboard to instruct.
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Our students
The difference for our students was envelopedtimeadifference for udVe all needed to
be very adept to instruction and the usabilitylomboard and slates in the cooperative
learning setting. We wanted the novelty to wearaoidl the students to approach the
board and slates as an every day occurrence.
Ourselves and our values

The difference for the situation in our classro@nabled us to enact our
aspirations and democratic principles.
Our practice
The aspirations of a classroom revolving arountinetogy and our lessons enhanced by
the daily retrieval of the Internet used for mod®@isvriting and grammar mini lessons
and re-enforcements were within our goals. Thdesits editing and revising for each
other in the writing workshops afforded each witk validation regarding what they
learned and how they applied it correctly. Sedimgediate validation to one’s work
was so sincere. It created an atmosphere of gefeangng, teaching to all, and for all to
learn. Making sure that each had a voice (studesht@acher alike) created a democratic
classroom where, when the quantity increased, ulaéty of the work improved. Our
proposal supported equal relationships for studemdsteachers. We all, from the
beginning, had the clear concept that we wereighdiocess together. Participation was
focused, active, and supportive concerning themgeoms and directions by providing
the written daily objective(s) on the SMART Boarttahen written in the daily notes. It
was always important that students saw where @salias going, what was the plan,

what was the day’s goal. In this way, all the shidecould be included (ownership) in the
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class’s activities and its results (whether positiv negative). Writing the goal (s) on the
board and taking a moment to discuss it at thenmegg of the class secured the
understanding that we were all are on the same, patiethe same expectations. It was
preparing all of us to work together and includergene in the process. We were
pleased that SMART technology enabled us to makéemeching more “student
centered” than before. According to Dewey (1938),d& democratic community,
developmentalism is expressed as a belief that hibeimgs, independent of the range of
their personal endowments, have the right to devedeir gifts” (cited in Holly, Arhar,
and Kasten, 2005). In the past, ngve differentiated lessons; but asemeated our
lessons in SMART Notebook, we were constantly otifhgy on what we could da the
slide that would enable “all” students to easilienact with what was on the slide. Like
Dewey, we firmly believe that each student has‘tigit” to achieve to his or her fullest
potential. We have concluded that when we allostedents to have a voice in their
education, permitted them to go at a pace thatrexgthdeeper comprehension, and
watched for student nonverbal cues; life for theleht and teacher improved.

Assertion 1: When students were allowed to havei@evin their education, they had a
deeper sense of accountability. This made thefitbe teacher and student easier. We
all know the frustration of what it feels like (ftre teacher and student) when a student
has totally turned off to education. Their havingoge in how they learn made this less
likely. Assertion 2: It was more important to goegpace that allowed our student to
comprehend revision and editing concepts. Onceestsdcomprehension had increased
to the proficient level, it allowed the student dadcher to move on to more complex

types of writing. Assertion 3: Monitoring studentatial expressions and emotions
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during a grammar lesson provided the instructoh wisight as to the lesson’s direction.
It was evident that both general and academic Engliasses flourished and thrived with
even the most trivial and boring grammar activitidgen implemented with emerging
technology (See Appendix O). Knowing that both @&rait and general classes were
involved and engaged gave us the instant posiggdifack. Now the students were
excited!

What Will We Do Next?

Assertion 1: In order for our students to contitméave a voice in their
education, we will continue to have them reflectwdrat we are doing in class through
informal and formal interviews, personal journa@sd anecdotal reflections. More
importantly, we will listen to their voices. As artsequence as to what we have learned
in this study, we will allow more brainstorming &nfior the students to explain what they
still need to know/ learn to become more effectiwvgers. Assertion 2We will continue
to gauge the pace of our instruction accordingnéocdomprehension needs of our
students. Instead of us, solely, deciding whictiimgilesson is needed, the students will
play an integral part in the selection. They trkiypw what is needed for further
explanation and intervention. Assertion 3: Next,wik provide more instructional time,
covering mechanics and sentence structure by @asiogymous, student essays. Our
students are more involved in the revision andregliprocesses when they know it is one

of their peers’.
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Appendix A, Students Teach

{Deleted for use on
the web}

Two pictures of Mrs.
Robinson’s students
cooperatively
working to
Incorporate the
SMART Board and
slates
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My things thal were discussed in class made sense, We went over how we sounded on
the smartbaard recording, and how we edited and revised the paper, We leamed
prepasiticas and tramsitions, as well as words that replace other words, such a3 synanyms.
Alsa, we lenmed bow 1o change sentences to make them sound encre profissional instend
of sounding elementary. Although we leamed many other things the previous examples
were the ftems that 1 comprelended the most.

English Homework 10-26-D6

There wese many things | understood about e editing and revising lechniques. There
were also some techniques that | did not comprehend. 1 did not uderstand why the use of
cartain words is not as good as nsing other words. Those words include you and | amang
others, The other technique that is difficult 1 understand {s how to check for gramumsatical
arrars withoat using spell check, Among the topica the previows examples were the few
that | did not undersiand,
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Appendix B, SMART Board Dangling Modifiers Onlinetéractive Lesson

/= Dangling Modifiers - Windows Internet Explorer

IE' http:f/bcs.bedfordstmartins . comfexercisecentralftutorialsDanglingModifier s .kl b
Preview Prepare Practice
What we imagine: What the sentence actually says:

Waiting for the busjthe time went by slowly. 4 }>
L

o1 25 Dangling Modifiers

Daone € Internet F100% v
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Incorrect: 1

Dipped in yogurt, many people love fre

sh strawberries.

Student Pictorial Dangling Modifier Project
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Correct:

Many people love fresh strawberries that are dipped in yo

rl_YEBT‘I'SlI'EI'.N‘DCI-‘iDE—'! |~_ b

gurt.

Student Pictorial Dangling Modifier Project
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Appendix C, SMART Recording Visual

e sure that the mngredients are where they need to be. The paintbrushes

—_—

chocolate, molds, cooler, and a - that the sucker maker can use o harden the
w

chocolat in after the candy maker i ] FOISRG) FRRGARGY MAKERCAmURe oy 1

of chocolatethat the candy maker wishes. Also JHHEY os many differen colos of
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Appendix D, Student-Led 6+1 Workshop: Sentencerkdye

Students explain sentence fluency scores.
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Students give advice pertaining to sentence fluency



GET TUWET 38

Students discuss the mistakes made in the essay
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{Deleted picture of
students}
Mrs. Urbach’s students
expressing enthusiasm
with a
“thumbs up” as they teach
the class.

Students’ response after teaching the class
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One-on-One Peer Revision after the 6 + 1 Workshops
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Appendix E, Peer Conferencing and Contrasting Ra@mnghFinal Draft
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Appendix F, Critiques Through Student Reflection
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Appendix G, Student Interview
Date: November 1, 2006
Class Interview

Question I Do you believe that the use of the SMART Boardrmumy instruction of
the writing process helped you to better understhadnaterial | was presenting to the
class? Did the SMART Board help you better compnditde revision and editing
process that | was teaching opposed to having Vverstauction alone without the visual?
Briefly explain how it did or didn’t help your undganding.

Student Response:

Question 2 Did the group project that entailed you goingdsefthe class and critiquing
an essay using the SMART Board and the 6+1 Wriaogric help you better understand
the peer revision and editing process? Would yourgrehension been less if you had
not had the SMART Board to display your findingsl amew the findings of other
groups? At the beginning of the year, many of yeensed confused concerning the
differences between revision and editing. Did theug work using the 6+1 Trait Rubric
and using the SMART Board help clarify confusiomyonay have had?
Student Response:

%&' (

) 8 "

n %

$

Question 3 Please give any comments or suggestion thatgeunfould result in higher
comprehension of revision and editing skills byngsthe SMART Board or wireless
slate.

Student Response:

(
)
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Appendix H, Student Questionnaire

Mrs. M. Lin Robinson-English 9
Writing Questionnaire

Name: Date: Period: Grade:
Please select the best match to each of the fallpguestions:
1. Will the grammatical features be one of yourgbems in your writing?

Yes No | have no idea

2. Will you spend time revising what you write?

Yes No | have no idea

2 B. If yes, does most of your revising focus oa skentence and paragraph level?

Yes No | have no idea

3. Do you always focus your editing on the grampmnts in your writing?

Yes No | have no idea

4. Do you often make sentence fragmentary (incota@entences) mistakes in your
writing?

Yes No | have no idea

5. Do you often make run-on sentence mistakes um woiting?

Yes No | have no idea

6. Do you often make comma splice sentence mistakgsur writing?

Yes No | have no idea

7. Do you often make subject-verb disagreementakest in your writing?
Yes No | have no idea

8. Do you feel difficulty in using pronouns and poun-antecedent agreement?

Yes No | have no idea
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9. Do you feel difficulty in sentence combiningyiaur writing?

Yes No | have no idea

10. Is it difficult to create an understandable anderent paragraph?

Yes No | have no idea

11. Is it difficult to create an understandable anderent essay with a thesis statement
that contains supports?

Yes No | have no idea

12. Do you involve the four steps (planning, wutirevision, and editing) in your
writing?

Yes No | have no idea

13. Do you write an outline before you start arag8s

Yes ~ No___ lhavenoidea

14. Do you think that the writing skills are impanmt factors in successful writing?
Yes ~ No__ lhavenoidea

15. Do you think you are a skilled writer?

Yes No | have no idea

Resource:http://wwwis.win.tue.nl/~acristea/MyEnglishTeachedEN/chen.html
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Appendix |, August 29, 2006 Student Questionnaire
One Class’s Response

Question 5:
In your opinion, what can | do to help you beconmeae effective writer?

Tell me what | am doing wrong! Point it out. | wiisten and not get mad. | need to know
| get frustrated because | try really hard andegplait of effort into the story or theme, but
| normally get a lot of points off for grammag saybe try to help me in that aspect of
my writing.

A lot of revision and reviewing old grammar that@mmonly overlooked

Help me with my run-on sentences and grammar

Allow us to be more imaginative and creative

Tell me my strengths and weaknesses and give raetidin to go through

Give us ideas of what to write about but not exasthich writing prompt to do

Go over the topic more thoroughly

Give me examples to get me started

Explain things very clear be able to have one antone if needed

Give more [did not finish]

Explain the writing process in a way | can underdtand remember

Help me to become a more effective writer. Teachhmeebest ways to start an essay so
the essay is well rounded. Help with topic senterarel starting of paragraphs

Explain assignments in depth--my grammar pointsabways the lowest.

| need to keep practicing

By teaching me the proper technique and writintggstyhile perfecting my grammar
Work on grammar

Help me with my mistakes and tell what you thing ary weaknesses

By telling me what is wrong so | can work on it

Help me improve with my usage of commas and al§urigeme make stronger thesis
statements

Help me with the technical stuff.

We can discuss different types of writing with dpe@xamples

Work with me and explain things when | don't untkrd things
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Appendix J, Letter to Students and Parents

Student Consent Letter

%

&'() )& $ ! +$ +9$,

, % / - -$0% $% S , % %
%1 2

Dear Student:

What an exiting time we are able to share this'ydat only do we get to work together, but we
are going to be able to see results of this wodkmIso excited to have you as part of my team! Mrs.
Urbach and | received an eTECH/Ohio grant providiedunds to purchase different technology and
equipment for our classrooms. She and | have braaret in the use of the technology throughout the
summer and will continue this training throughdistyear. You, then, will also be trained to use th
technology. Realize: you are on the cutting edggoafiething fabulous! You are going to be part of
research in action.

What is Action Research?

Action research (AR) is performed by teachers felralith his/her teaching techniques. “Action
research . . . gives educators new opportunitiesftect on and assess their teaching: to explodetest
new ideas, methods, and materials; to assess Heetieé the new approaches were; to share feedback
with fellow team members; and to make decisionsiatbaich new approaches to include in the team’s
curriculum, instruction and assessment plans.e¢cih eTech/O H | O: Competitive Professional
Development Grant Action Research and Emerging i@olyy).

Who is going to participate?

From August, 2006 through the spring of 2007, yod bBwill be working together to implement
this action research. It is going to help all sfta become better writers and peer editors byguséw and
emerging technology. Because Mrs. Urbach has alsémiors, she will be working a very similar plaith
her students. You will notice that she and | witirk closely together, and you and the seniorsnedp
the benefits. As a team, we all will work together.

What and why are we doing this?
We have identified a problem with ninth grade &nst i.e. weak or poor editing and revision

skills. We will be investigating my teaching tectinés as they relate to your writing, editing, aexsing
skills. By exploring the manner in which you apfigse techniques, we will carefully and delibesatel



GET TUWET 49

think of ways to present the teaching of editind egvising differently e.g. using SMART Boards and
wireless slates as tools in the writing and edipngcess to improve your skills. As a class, we adgtively
work this process so we can point out our strengpingrove our weaknesses, and generate a hightguali
essay.

What is the goal of the research?

The goal of action research is to develop my tdslito use innovative methods for integrating
technology to implement state academic contentstais in classroom lessons (eTech/O H | O:
Competitive Professional Development Grant Acti@s&arch and Emerging Technology).

Data Collection and Permission

ALL students will engage in ALL writing activitieg the classroom, but | need your permission
to include your data in my research. This data mélp me understand if the changes in my teaching
practice have improved your writing skills. Someted documents and artifacts that will be collecsd
data are: questionnaires, a wide variety of wrisagples from this year and last year, writing @ctg, in-
class journals, email, and Instant Messages bety@eand me relating to writing. Please note that
NAMES OF ALL STUDENTS WILL BE CHANGED in any dathat will be collected before it is
included in any reports and submitted for publiewing. | will be videotaping our class and takingitl
pictures so that | can study the videos and pisturhis process will help me understand what ismot
being learned during the writing lesson. At times dasses will view the pictures and video so ae ¢
critique our writing lessons or writing workshojsdetermine their effectiveness. Your feedbackis a
important part of the research. Since | am worldaligboratively with Mrs.Urbach, she may view the
video and pictures in order to help me evaluatedfiramics of the lesson. Administrators and Mrdddh
will be the only other people, other than our dasviewing them. If at any time | am asked taslibe
tape or pictures with someone other than thoseiored, | will decline unless | get written permissi
from you and your parent/guardian agreeing to égiest. If you and your parent/guardian give me
permission to publish your picture, | will blur yoface and will “use very clear language that wol
identify [you] in any manner” (Announcement from.Doanne Arhar, Kent State University). | want to
clarify that | will be taking written notes of whit occurring on the film and pictures, and thelf e
included in the data that is being collected. Athle other data, | will change names of students.
Furthermore, all data will be kept in a lockednf@icupboard or on the hard drive of a passwordeptetl
computer. If you decide that you no longer wartbéancluded in the study, you may withdraw from the
research without penalty. Withdrawing from the ersbdoes not mearthat you will no longer be
participating in class activities and lessons. Ydllicontinue working with the class on all levelad in
all activities.

Data Publication
Toward the end of the school year, Mrs.Urbachlamill be submit our findings to

eTech/O H | O, Newton Falls School District Boafdeducation, parents, students, and possible other
audiences. Please note that these findings wititdished in a variety of ways for public viewing.

Sincerely,

M. Lin Robinson, 9th grade English teacher
National Board Certified Teacher, 2000
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GET TUWET Action Research Participant Consent

Student Consent Form

Date:

I, , give my permigsidirs. M. Lin Robinson to gather data

pertaining to my classroom patrticipation in the GEIWET action research writing project. |

understand | have the right to withdraw from theeggch at any time.

Student’s signature

Parent/Guardian Permission Form

Date:

I, , give my permigsidnrs. M. Lin Robinson to gather data

pertaining tQparent/guardian’s name) ( son/daughter’'s name) gaation in

the GET TUWET action research writing project.nbkv | have the right to withdraw my child

from the research at any time.

Parent/Guasdidgmature

907 MILTON BLVD. NEWTON FALLS, OHIO. 44444 PHOR 330-872-5121
FAX: 330-872-3351
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Appendix K, Student’s Journal

{Deleted}
Two pictures of Mrs. Robinson’s
students while they journal
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Appendix L, Body Reflects Interaction

{Deleted for use on the web}
Three photos of Mrs. Robinson’s
classes as they engage in editing and
revising. These photos are used as
visual evidence to reveal the
Interaction and intense concentration
In a classroom setting while students
peer revise and edit.
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Appendix M, Parental/Student Consent Form for Teaéhlresentations

November 29, 2006

Dear Parent(s) Guardian(s) and Student:

Mrs. Urbach and | will be presenting our actionegsh at YSU in December

and at the eTech OHIO Convention in February. Wes haken numerous digital
photos pertaining to our students engaging in lesgertaining to the emerging
technology that we use in our classrooms. | woildlel io have permission to use the
photos at any educational presentation in whichweeld be invited to present our
findings. No student's name will be written or dissed during the presentations. The
photos will be used to further enhance the exluoibiby showing what occurred in our
classrooms while conducting the research. Furthexptbey will reflect what student
and teacher learned during the action researchvdhioe used for no other purpose.

Thank you,

M. Lin Robinson

l, give Mrs. Robipssmission to use my photo
(student’s signature)
pertaining to using emerging technology in the stasm.

l, , gige Rbbinson
(parent/guardian’s signgture

permission to use my child's photo pertaining tiogi®emerging technology in

the classroom.
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Appendix N, Student Questionnaire Responses

1 Problem
grammatical
features?

B Will you
revise?

B Revise
sentences or
paragraphs?

@ Edit grammar?

Yes No | have
no idea frag?

H Use sentence
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Appendix O, Students Engaged in a Grammar Mini-teddsing the Wireless Slate
and_Writer’s Inc

{Deleted for use on the web}
One photo of Mrs. Urbach’s class as
students view the SMART Board and
slate’s interaction. These photos
provide evidence as to the positive and
meaningful connection between
grammar and technology.
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