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Executive Summary:
         The purpose of this evaluation was to determine 

1. Do teachers see an increase in student engagement while using Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets?

2. What would help other teachers more readily use the Interwrite Tablets in their classrooms?  
     My client is Denise Showell, Ed. S., principal of Richard Hull Middle School in Duluth, Georgia.  To collect data for this formative evaluation I used a quantitative survey using a Likert scale response and a qualitative survey using 5 open ended questions.  The data was tabulated and points to a positive response for the majority of teachers using Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets in their classes.  Based on these findings, I recommend the continued use of Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets in classroom and an expansion of their use to other classrooms.  

     In order to facilitate an expansion of their use into classroom where teachers are not so comfortable with the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets, I would recommend a series of continuing education staff developments proctored by the teachers who have used the tablets in the past and are comfortable using them in their classrooms.  I also recommend that maintenance costs for the tablets be considered in the school budget as dead batteries and inoperative pens were cited as technical reasons for not having a positive experience.  

     My conclusion is that using interactive technology, such as the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets, is an excellent way to increase student engagement in the classroom.  The majority of teachers who responded to my surveys were enthusiastic about its use and report that their students were positively engaged.   
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Introduction:
Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets:

     Technology is becoming increasingly prevalent in the modern classroom.  In her research with laptops in the classroom, Mouza (2008, p. 449-450) writes, “the use of laptops has the potential to create supportive school environments that foster student responsibility, competence, and autonomy in relationship to technology and learning, thereby leading to increased motivation and greater academic aspirations.”  

     Laptops aren’t the only form of technology being utilized in the classroom.  Simpson and Clem (2008, p. 3-6 ) looked at a program in Wyoming in which a middle school computer applications teacher, Janet Johnson, used a commercially available simulation video game, Restaurant Empire, to teach basic skills such as Word and Excel.  The advantages of using technology in the classroom are numerous.  Middle schoolers are the most avid video game users.  They would, therefore, be more receptive to engaging in technology enhanced lessons.  Digital simulation games also allow students to engage in real-world scenarios in the classroom that they would normally not have access to.  
     According to Urtel, et al (2006, p. 90), online quizzing vs. in-class quizzing increased student engagement significantly.  Barber and Njus (2007, p. 1) discuss the increasing need to keep large classrooms engaged using technology such as “clicker” systems or ARS (Audience Response Systems.).  

     According to Swan, van ‘t Hooft, Kratcoski and Unger, mobile computing, devices that the students were allowed to use in class and take home, were effective at getting students to write more.  (2005,  p. 109).  They also posit, “The results of this study further 
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indicate that use of mobile computing devices may increase student motivation to learn and increase their engagement in learning activities, which in turn, could lead to an increase in time spent on learning activities and higher quality work.” (2005, p. 110).

     The need for classroom technology is overwhelmingly documented in these and other articles.  The point behind my evaluation of the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets was to determine if this technology increases student engagement at the local level, my school.  
     Hull Middle School, In Duluth, Georgia, is a school comprised of approximately 2400 sixth, seventh and eighth graders.  The Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets were purchased several years ago through a grant for the math department.  They allow the teacher to move around the room and allow the students to actively engage in the lesson.  By being able to write on the tablet and have it appear on the white board at the front of the room, the teacher is not tied to the board and has the advantage of not having his back to the class.  The students can also write on the tablet, just as the teacher does, and this should enhance student engagement, as we’ve seen above that technology in the classroom does enhance student engagement.  

     The client for this evaluator is Denise Showell, Ed. S., who is in her third year as the principal of Hull.  The evaluator is me, Rick Young.  I am, currently, an 8th grade science teacher and this is my ninth year teaching at Hull.  Other stakeholders would be the students using the Interwrite Tablets and the parents, who are part of the Parent, Teacher, and Student Association that provided the grant money.  
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Purpose:

     The purpose of this evaluation is to determine if Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets increase the amount of student engagement versus traditional classroom teaching.  
     The evaluation will be summative as the goal is to determine the amount of student engagement based on the responses of several teachers and their students.  According to Erdogan and Tuncer, the 3 parts of a summative evaluation are a) development, b) implementation, and c) reporting.  These are the same steps I took in my evaluation of the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets. 
     In their study of technology and assessment, Pellegrino and Quellmalz state that “the goal is to collect the results in timely and efficient ways that allow educators and policy makers to answer their most important questions.  Finally, it is not enough to answer questions; the answers must inform action.” (2010, p. 128).  As with any evaluation, you are not merely gathering information for the sake of gathering it.  The purpose is to utilize this information to instigate change and improve the program/product.  A summative evaluation can provide information regarding overall product quality. (Ross, 2010, p. 492).  

     Potential decisions that may arise from this evaluation include a) the increased use of Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets, b) a broadening of their use to other disciplines (i.e. science, language arts, social studies, etc. etc.) or c) a decrease in their use due to lack of significant difference in classroom engagement through their use.  Also the need for further staff development may result. 
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Evaluation Questions:
     The objectives of the client and me were to determine the degree of increased student engagement in the classroom using Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets compared to teaching the lesson in a traditional fashion without enhanced technology.  The questions are as follows:

1. Do the teachers see an increase in student engagement while using the Interwrite Tablets?

2. What would help increase the amount of teachers using the Interwrite tablets in their classrooms?
Methods:

     Participants:

     All teachers at Hull Middle School are eligible to participate.  I would expect,

     however, math teachers to be the prevalent respondents as the Interwrite Tablets were

     purchased specifically for the math department.  

     Design and Procedure: 

     The first survey will be a 5 – 10 question survey using a Likert

     scale to determine the effectiveness of using Interwrite tablets.  It 

     will focus on teacher comfort based on in-service.  It will also 

     indicate deficiencies using the Interwrite tablets in the classroom.  
     The second survey is an open-ended survey consisting of three questions that the 

     responding teacher may answer how they wish.  The questions focus on the teachers

     perception of student engagement in the classroom and how that could be enhanced. 

Running Head: Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets                                                7 
   They also deal with how the Interwrite Tablets could be better integrated into the 

     classroom.  

     Instruments: 

     I used 2 survey instruments, both created and administered on Survey Monkey.  The

     first is a Likert scale, quantitative survey with nine questions.  The second is an open- 

     ended qualitative survey and included five questions.  

Data Table:

	Questions


	Related Results
	Level (i.e. Mega, Macro, Micro)
	Required Data/Measurable indicators
	Data Source
	Data Collection Tools/Procedures
	Data Collected by (date)
	Primary Responsibility

	Do the teachers see an increase in student engagement while using the Interwrite tablets?
	Ends
	Macro
	Teacher feedback

Evaluator observations
	2 Surveys

Observations
	1. Teachers will respond to SurveyMonkey surveys.  One will be rating scale and one will be open-ended questions. 

2. Observations by evaluator 
	4-1-2011
	Teachers

	What would help other teachers more readily use the Interwrite tablets in their classrooms?
	Desired Results
	Macro
	Teacher feedback

Evaluator observations
	2 Surveys

Observations
	1. Teachers will respond to SurveyMonkey surveys.  One will be rating scale and one will be open-ended questions. 

2. Observations by evaluator. 
	4-1-2011
	Teachers
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Summary of Key Findings:

     Survey 1: Likert scale.  Each question will be answered by choosing a response 
     between 1 and 5 with 1 being “totally disagree” and 5 being “totally agree.”

     Question 1:  I felt adequately prepared to use Interwrite tablets in my class. 
     Question 2:  My students felt comfortable using Interwrite tablets.

     Question 3:  The Interwrite tablets were integral to my lesson plan.

     Question 4:  Without the Interwrite tablets, I would have implemented another lesson 

                          plan. 

     Question 5:  Without the Interwrite tablets, the students would have been just as 

                          engaged.
     Question 6:  There is a better alternative tool for this lesson, other than the Interwrite

                          tablets. 

     Question 7:  Students were eager to participate using the Interwrite tablets.

     Question 8:  This lesson would have been just as effective without the Interwrite 

                          tablets.

     Question 9:  I would use the Interwrite tablets again. 
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The responses to these questions have been recorded below.       

	
	Number 
	Of 
	Responses 
	Per 
	Question

	 Likert scale
	1= totally disagree
	2 = disagree
	3 = neutral
	4 = agree
	 5 = totally agree

	Question 1
	
	3
	
	4
	3

	Question 2
	
	1
	
	6
	3

	Question 3
	1
	1
	
	4
	4

	Question 4
	
	3
	2
	3
	2

	Question 5
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1

	Question 6
	1
	2
	3
	3
	1

	Question 7
	
	
	1
	2
	7

	Question 8
	1
	2
	3
	4
	

	Question 9
	2
	
	
	
	8

	Totals
	6
	16
	10
	29
	29


     Survey 2: Open-ended questions for teachers to elaborate on their use and experience 
                     with the Interwrite tablets.

     Question 1:  Explain why you decided to use the Interwrite tablets in this lesson.
     Responses: 4 teachers wanted to use the Interwrite tablets because they allow mobility.  

                        4 teachers used them because they wanted to try a technological approach

                       to getting the students more involved in their class.

                     2 teachers used them simply because they wanted to implement technology

                     in their classroom.  

     Question 2:  What is your prior experience with the Interwrite tablets?

     Responses:  3 teachers had never used Interwrite tablets prior to this class.

                         The other 7 teachers ranged in use from regularly for the past 3 years to 

                        a single staff development before using.

     Question 3:  Did you notice an improved level of student engagement, compared to 
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                         your classes without the Interwrite tablets?  Why do you think that is?

     Responses:  8 teachers reported an increased level of student engagement in their 

                        classes with the Interwrite tablets.  1 stated it was difficult to determine

                        since she used it inconsistently in her class and 1 reported no increase in

                        student engagement. 

     Question 4: Is there a better alternative for this lesson than the Interwrite tablets?

     Responses:  5 teachers responded that there was not a better alternative for their lesson 
                        to the Interwrite tablets.  The other 5 listed such devices as Smartboards, 

                        clickers (Audience Response Systems) and Wii’s with mimeos.  

     Question 5:  Would you use the Interwrite tablets again?  Why or why not?

     Responses:  8 respondents said they would use the Interwrite tablets again in their 
                        classrooms.  The 2 teachers who responded that they would probably not

                        use the Interwrite tablets again cited issues with keeping the battery 

                        charged and the pen working, not direct student issues.  
Discussion:

     Based on the results of the surveys, the overwhelming majority of teachers who responded to my surveys are glad they used the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets and would gladly use them again.  
     Eighty percent of the respondents in my survey reported increased student engagement due to the use of interactive technology.  On question 7 of the Likert survey, “students 
were eager to participate using the Interwrite tablets,” 7 teachers responded 5 = strongly agree, 2 responded 4 = agree, and 1 responded 3 = neutral.  No one responded in the 
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negative to that particular question.  Bernauer (1995, p. 6) says the reasons student engagement increases with interactive technology are threefold:

a. students are more fully engaged and more active learners with interactive technology.
b. Interactive technology allows students to progress at their own pace.

c. Enables students to capitalize on their own learning styles, strengths, and weaknesses.  

     Mobility is another issue addressed by several of the teachers.  To them it was a great improvement to have the freedom to move around the room and interact with the students rather than being tethered to the board with their back to the class.  They also noted that the students enjoyed using the Interwrite tablets because it gave them a chance to participate in class without having to go to the front of the room.  Dixson states, “instructors should consider learning assignments that engage students with the content and with each other” (2010, p. 8) and “clearly the path to student engagement is not about the type of activity/assignment but about multiple ways of creating meaningful communication between students and their instructors – it’s all about the connections.” (2010, p. 8).  
     Of the few teachers who did not have a positive experience with the Interwrite tablets, training was a key issue.  Campbell and Martin (2010, p. 70) discuss this, “users need training in how to use these tools, for, as discussed by Morgan (1994), tools themselves 
will not transform pedagogy.  Of the 10 teachers who responded to my survey, 7 had prior experience with the Interwrite tablets.  
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       Another issue was whether teachers would use the Interwrite tablets again.  Overwhelmingly, 80 percent, said they would use the Interwrite tablets again.  Interestingly, it was issues of technology, such as the batteries not being charged or the pen not working correctly, that were cited as reasons for not using the tablets again.  Pedagogical issues were not the problem.  
Evaluation Questions:

1. Do the teachers see an increase in student engagement while using the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets?

Key Findings:

The majority of responding teachers, 80 %, reported an increase in student engagement with the Interwrite tablets.  I believe this bodes well for the continued use of the Interwrite tablets and technology in general in our classrooms.  Students enjoy using technology as they are used to using it in their outside-the-classroom lives.  Swan, van ‘t Hooft, Kratcoski and Unger point out in their study on mobile computing, “the current generation of K-12 students is growing up more  technologically literate than children their age a decade ago, with access to an increasing number of devices and services such as video game consoles, mobile gaming devices, cell phones, the Internet, and instant messaging. (2005, p. 99).  
2. What would help other teachers more readily use the Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets?
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      Key Findings:

The few teachers who would not use it again cite reasons of unfamiliarity, due to a lack of training, and technical issues such as batteries.  Lack of staff development is an issue whenever any new program, whether technological or not, is implemented.  It does seem, however, that our students are ahead of us in their comfort level with technology.  Again, Swan, et al, “Interestingly enough, even though many students know and use these technologies as integral parts of their lives, they learned to do so mostly outside of school and teachers are struggling to integrate technology into the curriculum.” (2005, p. 99).  Staff development is key to having teachers comfortable enough to use technology in their classrooms.  No teacher wants to look like they don’t know something in front of their students so, if they don’t understand the equipment, they won’t use it.  According to Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich, the “culture” for using technology isn’t prevalent in education.  “For many teachers, possessing the relevant knowledge, confidence and beliefs is enough to empower them to integrate technology into their classrooms in meaningful ways.  Unfortunately, for most, the culture to which they must conform has not adopted a definition of effective teaching that includes the notion of technology as an important tool for facilitating student learning.” (2010, p. 264).   Laffey finds in his research on technology and pre-service teacher training that “field experiences, particularly those that structure first-hand 
            experience with children successfully using technology, are critical to    appropriating and overcoming resistance to using technology in teaching.” (2004, p. 378).  
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Recommendations and Conclusions:
     The purpose of this evaluation was to determine if student engagement was increased by the use of interactive technology, Interwrite Mobile Smartboard Tablets, in the classroom.  It also was to determine how best to increase the use of the Interwrite tablets by the surveyed teachers and the rest of the faculty.  In answer to the first evaluation objective, I believe the data shows that the students were more engaged, according to the teacher responses, than they are without the implementation of interactive technology.  In response to the second evaluation objective, in the recommendation section I will articulate ways to improve the integration of interactive technology into the classroom.  
     We have seen how bringing technology into the classroom is simply an extension of other aspects of the students’ lives.  Bernauer states, “technology has become a pervasive part of everyday life, affecting how we transact business, communicate, and perform our jobs.” (1995, p. 4).  We also know that students are ahead of the teachers when it comes to comfort with technology.  They are used to blogging, interactive social media and podcasts and webcasts.  At prestigious universities, such as Duke University and Purdue University, hundreds of podcast courses are offered, which allows the student to avoid boredom in the classroom as well as retain the lecture for review.  (George-Palilonis and Filak, 2009, p. 247)  I think the increased use of such integrative technology, at all grade levels, is warranted and justified.  
    As far as increasing teacher comfort and, thus, their desire to use such technologies, I think there are several ways to do this.  First, you must have educational support.  Of the 2 teachers that would not use the Interwrite tablets again, lack of professional 
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development was the primary reason. This doesn’t mean that you have one in-service and then everyone is left to fend for themselves.  You must offer continuing support, whether through your technical people or a network of teachers that are familiar with the technology.  Laffey states that current teachers are not adequately prepared to use technology and that it does not appear the next generation of teachers will be adequately prepared to integrate technology into the classroom.  (2004, p. 361).  

      Second, you must maintain the equipment.  The other reason for not wanting to use the Interwrite tablets again was that often the batteries were not charged or the pen would not function correctly.  You can’t buy a product and then expect it to maintain itself.  You must account for this in your budget.  Shane and Wojnowski (2007, p. 54) point out that funding can be the single difference between whether a technology based curriculum excels or falls by the wayside.  
     I hope that the results of this evaluation will cause other teachers to begin integrating interactive technology into their classrooms.  It has been shown that students respond to it in a positive manner and that it can enhance the learning experience for both teacher and student.  
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Appendix:

Quantitative Survey:

Please, give each question a number from 1 to 5.  1 being “totally disagree” and 5 being 

“completely agree.”

1. I felt adequately prepared to use Interwrite tablets in my class.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

2. My students felt comfortable using Interwrite tablets.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

3. The Interwrite tablets were integral to my lesson plan.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

4. Without the Interwrite tablets, I would have implemented another lesson plan.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

5. Without the Interwrite tablets, the students would have been just as engaged.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

6. There is a better alternative tool for this lesson, other than the Interwrite tablets.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

7. Students were eager to participate using the Interwrite tablets.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

8. This lesson would have been just as effective without the Interwrite tablets.

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

9. I would use the Interwrite tablets again.  

1.             2.             3.                 4.                5.

Qualitative Survey:

These question are open-ended.  Please answer to the best of your ability.  

1. Explain why you decided to use Interwrite tablets in this lesson. 

2. What is your prior experience with Interwrite tablets?

3. Did you notice an improved level of student engagement with the Interwrite tablets?  Why do you think this is?

4. Is there a better alternative for this lesson than the Interwrite tablets?

5. Would you use the Interwrite tablets again?  Why or why not?

