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Abstract
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This project uses a systematic instructional design process to analyze a perceived training need at the Raskob School in Oakland, where the author is Technology Coordinator. 

Raskob is a small private school for children in grades 3-10 who have reading and writing learning differences. Last year the school purchased SOLO® assistive technology software and sent teachers to a day-long training but little implementation has occurred. The project includes a literature review analyzing some of the perceived underlying causes. Site-specific information was gathered through interviews and surveys. The author researched existing instructional materials and attended formal training. Although this study is site-specific and includes interventions customized to this particular environment, the results may be applicable to other situations. 

The instructional portion is an instructor-led workshop focusing on relevant hands-on activities. Although the ultimate goal is to get the technology into the hands of Raskob students, the learners are the teachers who must first become familiar with the software to be able to incorporate it into their pedagogy. Three Instructional tools were created to work together synergistically – a Lesson Plan which serves as a follow-along handout, a Workshop Worksheet which serves as assessment and provides practice and reinforcement, and a PowerPoint presentation to accompany verbal content delivery.

The workshop was presented to a group of teachers on March 21, 2007 and participants’ evaluations were overwhelmingly positive. The author provides a reflective analysis of this project’s successes as well as areas for further research and refinement. 
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SECTION 1. Background Information

Background

During the 2006-2007 school year, I have been the Technology Coordinator at the Raskob Learning Institute in Oakland, CA – a school for students with language-based learning differences. My mission is to help teachers integrate technology into their classrooms. Although the overall goal is to improve student learning outcomes, my learners are the school’s teaching staff and I measure successful instruction by assessing their learning rather than their students.

Last year, the school purchased the SOLO® software suite from Don Johnston, Inc.
, which includes four applications: ReadOutLoud, WriteOutLoud, CoWriter and DraftBuilder. These programs read text aloud, predict word endings as you type, and provide other types of language arts support. Last year, Raskob teachers attended a day-long training given by the Berkeley-based Center for Accessible Technology
. Despite the training, most teachers have not been using the software. This project analyzed the instructional design needs of this environment to find and initiate interventions to enable teachers to begin incorporating these tools into their instructional practice.

Purpose and Significance

Each of the SOLO applications comes with a “Getting Started” PDF. These are well written but over fifty pages each, requiring time and concentration which busy teachers have in short supply. On their website, the company provides templates, dictionaries and quizzes, as well as research documenting SOLO’s success, literacy standards, curriculum standards, etc. There is no lack of support materials.

The company no longer provides instructor-led workshops in how to use their software, although they offer (pricey) virtual coaching/training using WebEx. Third party providers offer training, including the Berkeley-based Center for Accessible Technology and the San Rafael-based Technology Resource Center.
 I have attended several workshops offered by the T.R.C., which were helpful in learning the software and suggesting how to offer teacher training. I validated my hypothesis that hands-on, experiential learning is the most effective way to learn and encourage adoption of the software at Raskob. This project is significant because if teachers don’t know how or feel uncomfortable using the software themselves, there’s no way they will introduce it to their students. If the students aren’t using it, they receive no benefit and the school has wasted a lot of resources. 

SECTION 2. Design Rationale

Introduction and Literature Review

The three primary questions addressed in the literature review were:
1) What are the barriers to teachers incorporating technology of any kind? Are teachers afraid of technology or resistant to trying new things, and if so, why? 


2) What are the qualities of good software design? Is the design of the software itself having an impact? How does SOLO measure up from a usability standpoint?

3) What are established best practices for teaching people how to use software? Does the quality of the training have some influence? What type of training whould be most effective for these circumstances?

1)  
What are the barriers to teachers incorporating technology 
(computers and software) into K-12 classrooms?
Socio-economic barriers were outside the scope of this project, while issues such as “technophobia” were more pertinent. Are teachers resistant to trying new things and to change in general? To what extent does fear and uncertainty affect incorporating new technologies? 

Teachers prefer practical information that can be directly implemented. McMillan, (2004) writes, “[c]ontent that could be incorporated into the existing classroom routines and rituals was highly valued.” Haynes et al. (2004) found that “[s]taff prefer training that they see as relevant to their subject area and professional context.” Teachers, like most adult learners,  want to know that their time is well spent. If they see a correlation between the training with their classroom needs, they are likely to be more motivated and initiate change. 

However, Wasserman (2005) found that despite computerization, many teachers did not significantly change their pedagogy. His results showed a significant change in the teachers' attitude and instruction following computerization. Those who took training courses on computers, used computer tools as aids and made greater use of software had a greater willingness to use the computer. Yet most of the teachers were not open to changing their methods by using the computer as a teaching tool and still preferred traditional frontal teaching.  


Beliefs are more strongly held and deeply rooted than knowledge and harder to address and change. Ertmer’s (2005) excellent examination of the topic of teacher pedagogical beliefs examines what she believes is the “final frontier” for technology integration in the classroom: the teacher mindset. She writes, “[i]f educators are to achieve fundamental changes in classroom teaching practices, we need to examine teachers themselves and the beliefs they hold about teaching, learning, and technology.” She outlines three areas that show promise in changing people’s belief systems:


(a) Personal experiences such as first-hand knowledge gained from hands-on, constructivist experiences. If instruction addresses and builds upon learners’ interests and prior knowledge, there is a greater likelihood of changing their opinions and values. Start small and guarantee early success.


(b) Vicarious experiences including watching others model instruction. This includes not just in-person but remote viewing with video or/or the Internet. 

(c) Social-cultural influences are particularly important. Putnam and Borko (2000) noted that “teachers’ practice is more likely to change as they participate in professional communities that discuss new materials, methods, and strategies, and that support the risk taking and struggle involved in transforming practice.”

In order to facilitate a change in pedagogical values, these values must be explicitly examined. Ertmer (2005) refers to the “conceptual change literature,” specifically Windschitl (2002), who outlined three key areas:

· Questioning one’s own practice and the practices of others

· Making assumptions explicit

· Using classrooms as sites for inquiry

The research also indicates that support systems in addition to training are needed to successfully achieve technological change implementation. There should be a post-training plan to provide ongoing support and reflective teaching practice. 

Based on my classroom observations, conversations and teacher survey, the training that Raskob teachers received last year was insufficient. I did not attempt to formally assess whether teachers’ belief systems were holding them back from utilizing technology. This might be accomplished with questionnaires and/or interviews, but this instructional design project focused more on concrete interventions. The literature clearly supports a constructivist approach – hands-on activities should be the most successful instructional method. It also supports Vygotsky’s theory of social education
 that learning and working together with peers is more enjoyable and more effective. 

2)  
What are the qualities of good software design? 

Is poor usability a factor in teachers’ not adopting SOLO?

Many factors contribute to user-friendliness – what has come to be known as usability. Jakob Nielsen (1993) is referenced in most discussions of this issue. He has outlined the following attributes. Documentation and training, as well as the software itself, should be evaluated using these measures.
Learnability: The system should be easy to learn so that the user can rapidly begin working.

Efficiency: The system should be efficient to use. Once the user has learned it, a high level of productivity is possible.

Memorability: The system should be easy to remember.

Errors: It should have a low error rate … if users make errors they can easily recover from them. Catastrophic errors should not occur.

Satisfaction: The system should be pleasant to use… 

I did not do a rigorous analysis of SOLO using Nielsen’s suggestions, however I can speak as a subject matter expert with ten years experience as a web designer/developer, and I interviewed SOLO users (Raskob teachers). The software fares poorly under scrutiny of Nielsen’s five attributes, with the exception perhaps of #4. It is difficult to learn, takes a long time before one can be efficient, is not easy to remember, and is difficult for the novice and thus not satisfying. It is fairly stable and does not “crash”, but users make errors while using it since it is not clear what it does or how it works. Although the documentation is thorough, it is unwieldy and too time-consuming for busy professionals.

3)  
What are established best practices for teaching people how to 
use software?

Urata (2004) finds that step-by-step visual manuals, (of which the SOLO manuals appear to be exemplary models), are viable instructional models. She writes, “step-by-step instruction is recommended, and information overload is cautioned against. When such a manual is used in training along with hands-on activities and an individual learning approach to each student, participants will tend not only to learn knowledge and skill but also to gain confidence in technology use.”

Switzer and Kleiner (1996) outline some of the different types of training. Acton and Golden, in discussing Switzer and Kleiner (2003) write, “[t]he literature suggests that some of the most effective training techniques are not new, but are merely the application of old-fashioned common sense to the assessment of training needs.” Examples of typical instructional methods include:

· Self-teaching using step-by-step written instructions with screen shots.

· Self-teaching using video modules which teach by capturing screen activities and cursor movement plus the instructor’s voice-over description and explanation.

· Traditional face-to-face, instructor-led classroom teaching with one (or two) students per computer.


Their research proposes that content and instructional methodology are more important than choice of format or training delivery medium. 

Needs Assessment

The need for this project was evident during my interview for the position in August, 2006. 
I spoke with the (then) Executive Director and head of the lower school division who discussed increasing the use of assistive technology school-wide. Since it was an administrative mandate, a full needs assessment wasn’t required. It was clear there was a large gap between the actual state and desired state and I later spoke with the Executive Director to clarify instructional goals since they seemed nebulous. Furthermore, teachers were at different levels in their adoption of technology. We determined the goals could be differentiated. We would look for each teacher to make some improvement in implementing technology, and bas this on their subjective reporting and our objective observation. 

Some of the questions I pursued to analyze instructional needs were:

· What is SOLO and how does it work? (Features and functionality)

· What resources already exist to learn the software and help teachers incorporate it?

· What instruction did Raskob teachers receive last year? How effective was it? Why aren’t more Raskob teachers using SOLO now?

· What support and/or instruction would be helpful to Raskob teachers? What has worked/helped elsewhere in similar contexts?

Content or Task Analysis

The instructional goals were for teachers to understand how to use the software and be able to incorporate it in differentiated lesson planning. As part of my analysis, I interviewed and surveyed teachers and spoke to subject matter experts, one of whom was Jason Burke, Raskob’s sales representative at Don Johnston. I let him know that few Raskob teachers were using SOLO and asked for his ideas and recommendations. He suggested looking at SOLO as a suite of programs like Microsoft Office which could be used independently of each other. As separate programs they could be learned and used in any order. Although one is not necessarily more difficult than another, he suggested starting with the most accessible program, WriteOutLoud, because it is similar to word processors with which most people are familiar. This helped simplify my instructional content by giving it a more narrow and defined focus. 

I also planned to make the teachers’ learning activities and context resemble as much as possible their students’ performance context. If the problem with the previous instruction was too much information, then part of my solution would be having constrained goal-oriented information. It would be more effective for learners to complete specific activities themselves rather than watching someone show them different aspects of the software’s diverse capabilities. 

Learner Analysis

I was fortunate to have a small and fairly heterogeneous pool of learners. There are only about twelve teachers in the school and about as many more clinicians – reading specialists who work one-on-one with students, who are included in professional development offerings. All of these people have email accounts with Holy Names University, the umbrella organization inside which Raskob functions. I assumed basic computer literacy such as how to use email, Windows XP, how to create, open and save files, open and close programs, and use a trackpad. The majority of the teachers were using SchoolNotes
 – an online learning management system. All had academic backgrounds, but their comfort level and experience with technology varied. Some use their own laptops regularly. By contrast, I had to meet with one teacher to show him how to plug in his flash drive to backup data. I had this individual in mind when I decided to have workshop participants work in pairs.

Another assumed entry skill was the ability to assess students’ needs for assistive technology and ability to differentiate instruction. Teachers would need these abilities to determine if and how to utilize SOLO, and although these crucial issues were brought up as discussion topics, teaching them was outside the purview of this training. 

Goals and Objectives

I designed a lesson in which teachers complete a succession of hands-on activities with authentic tasks similar to those which their students would perform. Although the instruction focuses on WriteOutLoud, I included a section in which CoWriter is brought in. This application integrates seamlessly not only with WriteOutLoud, but with any other program requiring text input. I chose a book report as the activity on which to focus the lesson. This template included a series of questions to help guide students’ thinking and responses, and provide a basic structure. 

Raskob does not have a shared file server from which teachers can distribute or collect student work from a central location. I thought it was essential to have this capability. Why even teach assistive technology without systems in place for effective day-to-day utilization? When I first developed this lesson last fall I was planning on using www.box.net
, a free online file sharing service. However, the week before I presented the training I created an account for the school at www.think.com
. This free and easy-to-use service from Oracle Corporation allows teachers and students to build web pages, upload files, and use online collaborative tools. It is very versatile and we were looking for an alternative to the fee-based SchoolNotes, so I decided to include this instead of box.net for file sharing.

I did not want to have a formal assessment at the end of the workshop as it might not go over well with adult learners who are goal-oriented and time conscious. I came up with the idea of having a Workshop Worksheet with questions and activities directly tied to the content, which could also serve as both documentation and assessment. During the workshop, someone asked “Why are we doing this?” (I had asked them to copy an obscure file path on their “C” drive so they would know where SOLO stores documents by default.) 
I said I was giving them multi-sensory reinforcement to help the knowledge “stick”. Although this is true – writing can help facilitate retention – in reviewing the worksheets afterward, many were incomplete.

Media Selection

As instructor-led training, this module does have a flashy multimedia component. Instructor-led training usually includes handouts so people can follow along, look ahead, or catch up. Even auditory learners can only absorb so much information by listening, so involving reading and writing through handouts helps. It also minimizes learners’ need for note-taking. I called my handout a Lesson Plan, since my learners were teachers, but it did not take the form or content of a typical lesson plan (no standards were included). It was a step-by-step follow-along companion, designed to also serve as stand-alone instruction for those unable to attend the workshop in person. 

I planned to demonstrate everything “live” using an LCD projector, but felt that I needed a PowerPoint presentation to tie everything together. I included screenshots in the PowerPoint as a backup in case the Internet connection failed. It was useful to have this at several points in the workshop because I could step through the same process more quickly than I could within an application or website. It was repeatable and easily accessible. The drawback to this was that it was too fast for some people. It may be better instructional methodology, whether live or simulated, to wait for everyone in the room to complete each step before moving on, though this will bore fast learners and cause the class to drag. Any group of two or more learners requires some planning for differentiated instruction. My solution was to group them in small teams for mutual support.

SECTION 3. Design and Development

Building the instructional prototype involved an iterative process, going through several revisions prior to the presentation on March 21, 2007. I used Microsoft Word to create the written components. The Lesson included Objectives and Guidelines at the top but mostly outlined specific steps, along with illustrative screenshots. 

I began from notes which I built up gradually through revisions, much as one would develop and edit a technical manuscript. I created the PowerPoint presentation last, in conjunction with final edits and refinements to both the Lesson Plan and the Workshop Worksheet. 

I didn’t want the PowerPoint to be an exact replica of the Lesson Plan, nor to precisely follow the steps that I planned to demonstrate during the workshop. I envisioned it as an adjunct learning experience. The components were designed to work synergistically, to overlap yet not be redundant. I tried to strike a balance because at the same time, if the components were too different, it would confuse the learners. I also wanted to build in some redundancy in case of technical problems. 

Although there is some justification for instructors’ reading their PowerPoint presentations (multisensory input addressing a variety of learning styles,) if carried to extreme it dulls rather than enlightens the senses. There are places in the PowerPoint which mirror the Lesson Plan exactly; parts of the Lesson Plan omit details and reference the PowerPoint instead. Here in the Lesson Plan, for example, I ask students to look up at the screen.

3.  Download Mr. Baratz’s Book Report Template (RTF!) from www.think.com

3.1  See class handout for your personal login and password.

3.2  See Mr. Baratz’s PowerPoint for detailed steps with screenshots.

I used a “backward design” approach
, keeping instructional goals in mind: “What do I want learners to be able to DO?” The Workshop Worksheet was developed from this instructional method and to document that they were following the lesson, serving as an assessment tool without feeling like a test. Completing one question at a time within the context of the lesson reinforced learning rather than becoming added baggage at the end. 
Prototype

I developed three primary components: the Lesson Plan – a written, follow-along, in-class handout, the Workshop Worksheet – five questions with short activities to be completed at certain points during the lesson, and a Powerpoint presentation – visual cues with text and graphics to accompany instructor-led demonstrations. 

The workshop included the following sequence of activities:

1. Warm-Up: Use WriteOutLoud as a talking word processor

2. Introduction to WriteOutLoud

3. Download Mr. Baratz’ Book Report Template (RTF!) from www.think.com
4. Using CoWriter with WriteOutLoud

5. Use CoWriter independently of SOLO

6. Finish your Book Report and Upload to www.think.com 

7. Log in to www.think.com with your personal login and password.

8. Editing www.think.com pages

9. Discussion and Next Steps

10. If you Finish Early: Import e-text

The following excerpts from Part 2. “Introduction to WriteOutLoud” show how the three pieces (Worksheet, Lesson Plan and PowerPoint) work together.

The first question on the Workshop Worksheet is:

1. 
Do you remember these features of WriteOutLoud?


Draw an arrow from the icon in the toolbar to the word that matches:
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Dictionary

Spell-Check

Speak!

Increase Text Size

In my classroom teaching I’ve observed that children generally use software by clicking icons rather than using pull-down menus or keyboard shortcuts. It was important for the teachers to become familiar with these icons, even though the program provides written descriptions of each icon’s function when the cursor remains over it for a few seconds. The following visual/spatial activity was engaging while reinforcing learning.

Here is the corresponding section from the Lesson Plan:

2. Introduction to WriteOutLoud

2.1. Click Speech in the Menu Bar. [image: image2.png]@ WwoL File Edit View Insert Text BTG Tools Window Help

®®e

000

Once upon a time, there lived a

+ Turn Speech On/Off
Speak Toolbar and Dialog Boxes
v Highlight Word By Word

4) Speak
<fiRepeat

v Speak Letters
Speak Words
Speak Sentence
Speak Paragraph

Voice Settings...
Pronunciations...

2T
%R
2K
2E
%M
®\

®/




Note: For best results, highlight to select text you want spoken, then choose Speak.

Turn Speech On/Off
Ctrl+D
Speak


Ctrl+T
Speak Letters

Ctrl+K
Speak Words

Ctrl+E
Speak Sentence
Ctrl+M
Speak Paragraph
Ctrl+\
Experiment with Voice Settings – Male/Female, Fast/Slow…
Experiment with Pronunciations

2.2. Highlight a (misspelled) word and check Spelling by clicking 
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 on toolbar.


2.3. Highlight a word and look it up in the Dictionary.
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2.4. Change text size easily by clicking these toolbar icons.
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2.5. WORKSHOP WORKSHEET #1 – Draw a line from the SOLO icon to its meaning.
“Cheating” is encouraged!

This written explanation from the Lesson Plan was reinforced with more complete verbal instructions. The humorous addition “Cheating is encouraged!” at the end encourages social learning, with the goal of having all learners successfully complete all tasks.

The PowerPoint slides for the same section include the same screenshot of the Speech Menu to maintain continuity (and in case the application failed, I would still have something with which to demonstrate). The text on the second slide was abbreviated as much as possible, with the knowledge that people can’t read a lot of projected text. 
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Directions to complete Workshop Worksheet Question #1 are included in the Lesson Plan,  on the PowerPoint slide, and spoken aloud.

SECTION 4. Usability Review

Expert Review
I asked two subject matter experts, Raskob’s sales representatives Jason Burke and Kate Merritt to review my Lesson Plan.

“Attached please find my plan for instruction to lead a workshop in SOLO next week. I would love to get your feedback, by the end of this week if possible. I'm interested in things like, is it applicable? is it manageable? is it relevant? is it clear? what improvements or changes would you suggest, if any?”

Jason replied without a detailed analysis or critique, but providing some validation:
“This would be a nice introduction to the Write:OutLoud program.  All of the steps seem functional. Just as a note, you can import text into Read:OutLoud, as well.  This is definitely applicable in Write:OutLoud, but you have more functionality in other program.”

I also asked Dan Phillips, who heads the Technology Resource Center in Marin and leads SOLO workshops, to review my proposed instruction. Dan suggested that I take a more “learner-centric” view of the instructional objectives and the instruction itself. I thought this was an excellent suggestion and I revised the Lesson Plan goals to read in the first person so they would be more immediate and accessible to learners. I kept this perspective in mind when making final revisions to the workshop materials in order to make it more valuable and enjoyable for the participants.
Instructional Design Review

I received minimal but positive feedback from Carolyn Ingle-Price, Raskob’s Interim Executive Director, Rachel Hallanger, Raskob’s the Lower Division Head of School, and Natasha Khokhar, a fourth grade teacher. They all said something to the effect of “looks good!” This was nice to hear, but did not provide much constructive critique.

In the future, I will develop specific criteria which I will ask reviewers to assess in writing. This could be a checklist, Likert scale, or open-ended questions which might elicit more formal and thoughtful feedback. Ideally, I would like to go through the workshop either one-on-one or with a group of two or three. This would provide the best feedback, the kind only obtainable through a full “dress rehearsal”, which can produce valuable, unexpected results.

Media Field Test

I presented this workshop to Raskob teachers on March 21, 2007. High school teachers could not attend due to scheduling difficulties. Two clinicians (reading therapists) came to the workshop, one of the two physical education teachers, six of the seven elementary/middle school teachers, and the executive director (who is also a reading specialist). Although a group of this size might normally be assembled as a test audience, Raskob is a small school and this represented a large portion of my targeted learners.

I learned a lot by reviewing the post-workshop evaluations. This consisted of eight questions – four on a Likert scale of “agree strongly, agree, disagree, disagree strongly” and four open-ended, written response questions. Evaluations of the first four subjective measures were as follows.

1. Learning objectives were met.

	agree strongly
	2
	agree
	7
	disagree
	1
	disagree strongly
	0


2. The content was applicable to my needs.

	agree strongly
	1
	agree
	8
	disagree
	1
	disagree strongly
	0


3. This was a valuable use of my time.
	agree strongly
	1
	agree
	7
	disagree
	2
	disagree strongly
	0


4. Workshop length was sufficient.

	agree strongly
	1
	agree
	7
	disagree
	2
	disagree strongly
	0


One respondent circled “agree strongly” for all four questions. Another circled “disagree” for all four. Names were optional and no one signed the forms. I suspect that the teacher who strongly agreed with all four of these questions is a teacher who is already very comfortable with technology. Her comment to question #5, “What did you like best about this workshop?” was one of the most rewarding comments I received: “I finally understand SOLO…I am going to use CoWriter and WriteOutLoud now. I didn’t really understand them before. I am going to play with Think.com!” 

Reading the comments of the participant who responded to all four questions with “disagree” helps explain her position. She writes, “Couldn’t get sound from the laptop therefore couldn’t see benefits of WriteLoutLoud/ReadOutLoud. Can’t figure how it would help my students if I can’t experience it myself.” We went over how to unmute the laptops. Each participant worked with at least one partner, and these are colleagues who work and eat lunch together daily. I was surprised that an any adult learner in the comfort of a small collegial setting would not take more responsibility for her own learning. This same respondent had a constructive comment to the last question about ongoing support. “A concise narrative explaining the major features of one SOLO application, then a demonstration of these features, and finally, an opportunity to do it ourselves.” This is Fred Jones’, “Say, See, Do” method
 (which I endorse) in a nutshell. I can see where my presentation was short on initial narrative explanation, but demonstration and hands-on practice were its focus. It’s possible this person had never seen SOLO before and had not attended last year’s day-long workshop. It was clear that the vast majority of workshop participants found it to be a worthwhile experience. 

SECTION 5. Summary and Conclusions

Summary

I was fortunate to have a work environment that supported my instructional design exploration so symbiotically. I explored the systematic design of instruction for ITEC-801 in this environment, using Dick, Carey and Carey’s
 version of the ADDIE model. I also used this environment as the basis for my research project in ISED-797. Although the guidelines for ITEC-894 are to develop one hour of instruction, my workshop took about two and a half hours. Few instructional designers or teachers have the luxury of five months’ preparation for an afternoon workshop and I’m sure I never will again. Having looked at something in such detail makes me better prepared for future projects which won’t require or have the benefit of so much analysis, research and reporting. When it came time to give the workshop, I felt extraordinarily well prepared and, since it had been postponed twice, I was also quite relieved.

Conclusions

I learned a great deal in doing this project, both about what I would replicate and what I would do differently. It also brought up questions for which I am still looking for solutions.

It was clear from my research that a one-time workshop can’t possibly effect behavioral change. There must be ongoing support to help facilitate change and assist with the adoption of new technolgies. There should be a post-training plan to provide ongoing support and reflective teaching practice. Raskob is a small school with limited resources and I am doing what I can, but I could do more if I were full-time or if there were another person working in a similar capacity. Someone should be in the classroom on a regular basis to support teachers and students with computer hardware and software issues as well as to work with individual students. Teacher comments about what kind of ongoing support would best help them include, “[s]omeone else to teach the students how to get started. I’m not confident enough to teach assistive tech,” and “[i]t would be great if we could get a full-time I.T. person such as yourself to come in weekly to teach our kids.” Teachers should also be able to support each other with ideas, questions and answers, using the Internet to connect to a larger community. If there aren’t already discussion boards, blogs and wikis for SOLO, it would be easy to set them up. The question remains whether teachers would use them. This would represent yet another technological hurdle requiring training and enculturation, and the cost (especially time) vs. benefit might not be worthwhile. Another teacher responded to the ongoing support question with, “[we need] time to talk about what is working for all of us.” She wants to confer with colleagues, but time is also a primary consideration. 

In reviewing this project, I realized I would have to do a lot more work to turn my Lesson Plan into stand-alone instruction. I would at least need to build the sections that say, “[s]ee Mr. B.’s PowerPoint.” It might need an introduction or background information, depending on the instructional context. I may make some simple changes to turn it into an independent instructional tool. Although incorporating think.com was essential for the performance context at Raskob, think.com and file sharing have nothing to do with learning SOLO, per se. 

I would err on the side of redundancy when using multiple media. PowerPoint’s Outline or Mini-Slide generating feature can be used to create handouts which correspond exactly with a presentation. I suspect that most trainers produce these documents out of expediency rather than for sound pedogogical reasons. I tried to create handouts to supplement the meager text and graphics of which PowerPoint is capable of supporting, but during the workshop I found that students occasionally became disoriented when the screen did not correspond exactly with the activity. I would aim for a closer correlation in the future. 
At the end of the workshop I asked teachers to write down one concrete step toward integrating technology they could achieve in the next two weeks. They were supposed to exchange this card with their partner and check in with each other in a week. This was my attempt to grow a support network that didn’t require my personal intervention or supervision. It was also a step toward reaching level three of Kirkpatrick’s training effectiveness scale
 – the transfer of skills from the training environment to the workplace  performance environment. Although this activity may have encouraged teachers to think about implementing what they had learned, I don’t think many of them fully participated in this activity and slower, more methodical, instructor facilitation would have helped. 

Instructor-led training is becoming more of a luxury in a world where the pace of technological change increases all the time as do the demands on people’s time. Yet the benefits of assembling people together are difficult to replicate in the “virtual” environment. Although I intended to leave the discussion of differentiating instruction for diverse learners to the end of the workshop, the topic came up earlier and I facilitated this relevant detour. Other issues revolved around problems with Internet wireless connectivity and the time it took getting students set up working productively with the laptops. There was a general preference for a computer lab or a room with the laptops set up and ready to go. This topic had been brought up at a recent staff meeting and since it was unresolved, I let this relevant discussion take some of the workshop time. 

While the teachers were personally experiencing CoWriter’s integration with WriteOutLoud and Microsoft Word, one teacher exclaimed that her students would never be able to manage the dual application windows simultaneously. Rather than being frustrated, I was elated. Here was a teacher who finally understood how to use CoWriter and was making an informed decision not to use it with her students. Knowing their learning differences and cognitive processing capabilities was essential. I said, “[n]ow you know how CoWriter works, so you’re making this decision from a place of knowledge and experience. You know your students best because you are closest to them, but my work is done!”

SECTION 6. Creative Work Materials

See CD.
SECTION 7. Appendices

See CD.
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