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Abstract

This study explored collaborative inquiry as a pesional learning model for five
elementary teachers at an inner-city school in &asCanada. Collaborative inquiry — a
branch of action research — was the prooessl to support teachers’ professional learning in
the use of technology in their arts education pogr. The research questions were: (a) in
what ways has the collaborative inquiry approacpradessional learning had an impact on
teachers’ learning and thinking about the use @f ilCarts education? (b) in what ways has the
collaborative inquiry approach to professional teag had an impact on participants’ changed
practice? and (c) how do collaboration and dialogséer the construction of knowledge
related to teachers’ integration of ICT to suppbeir arts education program?

The findings suggest that collaborative inquiry \maseffective strategy for
professional learningnd impacted teachers’ learning and thinking abfweiuse of technology
in their arts education program in several wayker& were indications that the collaborative
inquiry group afforded social-emotional supportorum for dialogue and collaboration, as
well as an avenue to explore alternative perspesi@nd new ideas. It was also evident that
new habits of mind were beginning to emerge. Teesfhlt increased confidence and efficacy
which led to risk-taking and exploration of newhgologies, an increased capacity for
evaluating ICT with pedagogical intent, as welbastrengthened ability to think reflectively
about their practice. Furthermore, changes intpegvere evident in the following areas:
subject matter and materials, organizational stinest roles and behaviors, knowledge and
understanding, and value internalizatiddnd finally, the findings reveal that dialogue and
collaboration are important factors in helping teas foster their construction of ICT

knowledge. These processedped advance understanding as participants cgaiteone



another, pushing each other to a higher level dagegical and divergethinking. Dialogue
sessions offered participants a powerful forumdea generation, idea sharirmgd

cooperative problem solving.
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Chapter One: Background to the Study
Introduction
The recent explosion of Information and Commumacad echnologies (ICT) and
corresponding Web 2.0 movement presents conseghistin the way we live, work and
learn. This current upsurge has enormous imptinatfor teaching and learning, confirming
that computers have become an essential and uibtkeelament in contemporary education
(Radclyffe-Thomas, 2008).

As new digital tools emerge and permeate our ssharadl classrooms, possibilities for
reshaping and transforming pedagogy are without.lildew technologies offer
unprecedented potential for innovative teachinglaathing strategies across all areas of the
curriculum, but particularly promising for what hasen customarily viewed as the creative
corner of the curriculum — the arts (Creating Spa2803; Texas Commission on the Arts,
2001). While beginning arts teachers generallg fa®v technologies with open minds and a
sense of adventure (Davies & Worrall, 2003, Duné&irslanagic, 2006; Wood, 2004), the
creative potential of ICT has not yet been fullglized in many arts education programmes
(Creating Spaces, 2003; Dunmill & Arslanagic, 2008Jhile the potential exists for ICT to
reshape and transform pedagogy, many arts edudsteesnot yet recognized its possibilities
to enhance teaching and learning in the arts, andexjuently, have not fully embraced ICT as
part of their practice (Creating Spaces, 2003; BagiWorrall, 2003; Radycliffe-Thomas,
2008).

Though the literature devoted to technology in @ioa is replete with claims
concerning its contribution to teaching and leagrimschools as a whole; studies about the

impact of ICT on learning in arts education areyardw beginning to emerge (Dunmill &



Arslanagic, 2006; Texas Commission on the Arts, 120What little research has been
conducted paints a disappointing picture for aditscators, leaving much of the creative
potential of ICT untapped and unrealized (RadcHff®emas, 2008). “The situation for ICT in
art and design is getting worse, not better” (&taincil of England, 2003, p. 7). Statistics
show a pattern of poor and declining use withdigidence that teachers are engaged with the
creative process in their use of ICT (Arts Coun€iEngland, 2003).

How is it then, that those teachers responsibléofstering students’ capacity to imagine,
explore, experiment and create are not capitaliaimgome of the most engaging and
innovative tools to inspire our students? Recesearch points to a number of barriers
teachers face in adopting technology into theictica: (a) teachers’ lack of confidence in
using ICT (Demetriadis et al., 2003; Jones, 2004gies & Ooms, 2004, Scrimshaw, 2004);
(b) access to appropriate hardware and softwarengsizy 2000); (c) lack of time to
experiment with and integrate technology into le@agrexperiences (Fabry & Higgs, 1997;
Mumtaz, 2000); (d) and more generally, teachegstance to change (Cuban, 2001;
Hennessy, Ruthven & Brindley, 2005; Snoeyink & Eetn2001). But perhaps the single most
identified barrier to the uptake of ICT by teachisrthe lack of appropriate professional
learning opportunities (Dawes, 2001; Hughes & Oax94; McKenzie, 2001; Milton, n.d.).
Research suggests that teachers feel ill-prepariedetgrate technology to support student
learning in an innovative manner (Cradler, Freen@xadler & McNabb, 2002; Hughes &
Ooms, 2004), and consistently report an increased for professional development to
effectively employ ICT in their practice (Nation@éenter for Education Statistics, 2000).

As the ICT mentor for my colleagues, | have geaunterest in helping teachers embrace

new technologies in meaningful and applicable vibgs engage their students. As an arts-



infused school, the arts are central to much ofppagramming, and many of the teachers |
work with adopt an integrated pedagogical stareaghing core curriculuiroughthe arts. |
am interested in developing and implementing agasibnal learning model that gives
teachers new tools for using technology creatiiefeir arts education practice, as well as a
forum to learn from and collaborate with one anothe
Context of the Study
Our school is committed to providing an arts ediocator all children, and as such, one
of our most significant school priorities is implenting MECY’s (2007) nevArts Education:
Draft Manitoba Curriculum FrameworkSunny Oaks Community School Plan, 2§07As
indicated by the excerpt below, we are dedicatqardwiding quality arts-rich programming to
helpall learners succeed, and believe the arts to be poWiedls for learning across the
curriculum.
Our programming supports the placement ofAhs at the center of the curriculum and
advocates creative usetethnologyto enhance the elementary school experience. At
Sunny Oaks School we realize the importance oattgeto a balanced education.
Research shows that participation in the arts hassdive effect on academic and social
development for children of all ages. Sunny Oalso8I’s arts enriched learning
environment nurtures academic excellence by dereddpe imagination and important
life skills of critical thinking, discipline, effétve communication, creative problem
solving, risk-taking and confidence. Learning tigh visual art, music, dance and
technology motivates children to learn, stay inosttand seek advanced education. Arts

and Technology programming broadens the focus firoguistic skills to other

! This document will not appear in the referenceitisrder to protect the school’s identity.



intelligences and ensures that all children haeeogbportunity to participate. (Sunny

Oaks School Community Brochure, 2007, pp. 3-4)

The teachers at Sunny Oaks School been involvadrariety of professional
development programs to support the integratiameifarts into core curriculum such as
Learning Through the Arts, ArtsSmarts, Inner City Araining, and Arts Alive, and continue
to build upon their repertoire of arts-based terglsitrategies to foster student success. In
addition, two teachers from the school have beeolwed in arts curriculum development and
implementation initiatives for the province of Maba. The committed educators at Sunny
Oaks School are champions for arts education is¢heol division, and are considered
divisional leaders in arts-infused programming.eyfshare a common philosophy that an arts
education program engages students of all languagksres and abilities; sparks
imaginations; energizes and enlivens the class@aarschool climate; builds confidence; and
inspires students to stay in school (Deasy, 26&ke, 1999; Greene, 1995; Upitis &
Smithrim, 2002).

As the technology mentor for my colleagues inrarer city school in the province of
Manitoba, my role is to support teachers’ infusodiechnology into all aspects of the
curriculum. Other schools in the our school dimisalso employ technology mentors to
facilitate technology programming, but distinctpessibilities of the mentor vary from school
to school. My role — as with other specialist®im school — is collaborative in nature,
working with andalongsideclassroom teachers to implement technology intde&aming
context. The “Lead and Support” co-teaching m@8gkend, Riesing, & Cook, 1993) is most
often employed in my role as technology mentor, lestuft flexibly between assuming the

“lead” position, and “support” position, dependinig the teacher’s comfort level with



technology, the lesson or project, and the contB¥anning is a large component of the co-
teaching model, and is the responsibility of bottnmbers of the team. As the technology
mentor, | try to keep abreast of the learning tglptace in each classroom, and through
weekly in-class support periods, | am able to famide myself with the current class interests,
investigations and projects. These support pempodgide opportunities for the teacher and
mentor to share ideas and discuss possibilitiasnarbow ICT might support students’
learning. As a technology mentor, my responsibgiat the school level include: (a) planning
technology-rich experiences or projects with teash@) modelling lessons, (c) offering one-
on-one or small group professional development,(dhfbstering collaboration among
teachers and students (Foltos, n.d.)

Since 2006, our school has been implemerititegacy with ICT across the Curriculum
(LwICT) (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and YouB®06) — the provincially mandated
continuum that is designed to help students useréSponsibly, in order to foster critical and
creative thinking about textual, numerical, visaatl aural information. Since the Action
Research Phase bivICT Across the CurriculunSunny Oaks School has been implementing
and reporting on students’ progress in the usedfrtology to support learning. Technology is
viewed as an enabling tool to support students-laaised learning as well as creativity across
the curriculum. Technology infusion is also comesetl to be a motivating instructional
strategy for students, presenting teachers withar@hinteresting tools for teaching arts-
related content.

Research Problem
Over the last few months, my role as technologytordmas changed, and the time |

have to collaborate with teachers has been minohix®hile | continue to meet with classes



regularly in the technology lab, planning and dodieating time with teachers is extremely
limited. This limited collaborative time presemtsny challenges for me and the teachers |
with whom | work. First, my ability to plan and el authentic lessons for students and
teachers suffers. | feel disconnected from clasarkearning, and unable to model technology
infusion in a creative way that connects meaningtal students’ own arts learning. Second, |
find that as busy teachers, we do not have thetinesearch, explore and “play” with new
digital tools to develop facility with them, and @sesult, we often go back to the “tried and
true recipes” rather than taking creative riskexplore the potential of new technologies
(Jones, 2004; Fabry & Higgs, 1997; Schifter, 2008).

Resnick (2007) reminds us of the importance of gimgateachers in creative
pedagogical thinking and sharing.

To succeed in today’s Creative Society, studentst hiearn to think creatively,

plan systematically, analyze critically, work cdltaatively, communicate

clearly, design iteratively, and learn continuou&lnfortunately, most uses of

technologies in schools today do not support tRésécentury learning skills.

In many cases, new technologies are simply reinfgrold ways of teaching

and learning...Just as students need to engage anghgve thinking spiral to

prepare for the Creative Society, educators angjaes must do the same. We

must imagine and create new educational stratagié$echnologies, share

them with one another, and iteratively refine artgted them. (p. 22)
Despite the tremendous innovative possibilitiesek technologies, the creative potential for
teachers of ICT to truly support and enrich leagrimthe arts has not yet been realized

(Davies & Worrall, 2003). This point is echoedthg U.K’s Office for Standards in



Education (2002): “Progress in the use of ICTriraad design is uneven, with the occasional
pocket of exemplary practice, which is sometimgkelknown outside the school or the
department” (p. 4).

New technologies have potential to transform teaghind learning - not only in the arts
but across the curriculum. Unfortunately, new texthgies are used to simply cement existing
practices, refashioning and repackaging old metlaodsprocesses, doing little to challenge
the status quo (Hughes & Ooms, 2004; Mumtaz, 2806h, Rudd & Facer, 2008). Goodson
& Mangan (as cited by Hennessy et al., 2005) faenidence of “reshuffling the pack of cards,
but little evidence of anybody trying a new gamg”119). According to Cuban (2001), “less
than five percent of teachers integrated competdrtology into their curriculum and
instructional routines" (p. 133). In fact, "theeswhelming majority of teachers employed the
technology to sustain existing patterns of teachatiyer than to innovate” (p. 134). Much
research has found that, while there are exceptieashers’ use of ICT is often limited to: (a)
passive participation on interactive websitesdfil) and practice, (c) reward time activities,
(d) publishing or presentation platform, (e) elentc worksheets, and (f) information retrieval
or research tool (Cuban, 2001; Hughes & Ooms, 286Hifter, 2008; Scott, Cole & Engel,
1992; Williams, Coles, Wilson, Richardson, & Tusg600).

Despite significant increases in technology infiasture spending for K-12 schools,
access to technology has not significantly altéeaghing and learning strategies to promote
critical and creative thinking (Buckingham, 200#g&ting Spaces, 2003; Cuban, 2001;
Hughes & Ooms, 2004). Many teachers, even tod#lyyisw technology as aet of skillso
be mastered, rather than approaching ICT as aedabl for learning, infused within the

learning context (Buckingham, 2007). Arts educatiotoday’s Knowledge Age must



embrace new technologies and pedagogies thatcivieé aexploratory, inquiry-based learning
to promote creative and critical thinking (Dunné&llArslanagic, 2006).

While teachers are generally open to the ideaiobusew technologies in their practice,
the kinds of educational technology training progsaoffered to educators are not inspiring
transformative practices. Current professionakttgyment for teachers in the area of
technology in our school division is often stagedimgle day, “one-shot-deal” workshops, and
do not take into account the distinct needs, qoestor dilemmas of individual teachers or
schools (Foltos, n.d.; Garet, Porter, DesimonenBir & Yoon, 2001; McKenzie, 2001).
Workshops are typically presented with a focushengoftware or new technology such as
“SMART Board Basics,” but teachers’ own classroamtexts are not often considered, nor
are their learning styles, personal preferencgsaiciency levels with ICT (McKenzie,
2001). For example, a kindergarten teacher witle iCT experience, working in an arts-
based, inner city school might be grouped with@h proficient grade three teacher working
in a suburban neighbourhood, whose school valaé#inal academic achievement in
literacy and numeracy.

Purpose of the Study

I am looking for a new way forward in my role ashieology mentor, to provide quality
professional development for teachers, responsitiegtir unique needs, in order to help them
integrate technology in a meaningful, creative ppseful way, ultimately enhancing student
learning in, through and about the arts.

Significance of the Problem
The rapid infusion of new technologies into all ke&abf life present corresponding shifts

in the way that we approach teaching and learmiradliareas of curriculum, and the arts are no



exception. Such pedagogical transformations iratteeoccur in the use of new digital tools

for creative expression, in building virtual leargicommunities of arts educators at a distance,
and in the use of interactive information techn@sdo enhance teaching and learning. New
digital tools present tremendous potential, as a®lthallenges, for educators worldwide
(Texas Commission on the Arts, 2001).

Manitoba, Education, Citizenship and Youth (MEQ@0Q7) recently launched tiets
Education: Draft Manitoba Curriculum Frameworgsesenting curricular K-8 outcomes in
four art forms: dance, drama, visual art, and mu3ine recommended minimum instructional
time for arts education is 180 minutes per 6-dagjecgr 10% of the instructional day for
Kindergarten to Grade 4 and 144 minutes per 6-gale©r 8% of the instructional day for
Grades 5-8. The choice of which combination ambedour arts curriculum documents to
implement rests as a school-based decision. Iiti@ado the newArts Education: Draft
Manitoba Curriculum Framework$MECY (2006) also mandated policy that all schaoks
required to implement and report biteracy with ICT across the Curriculufar students in
grades K-8 beginning in 2006-2007 with full implemeion for 2008-2009. Indeed, in
Manitoba, curriculum is being transformed signifittg to meet the changing needs of'21
century learners, so that they may develop multifgeacies that will allow them to respond to
changing ideas, attitudes, and technologies as¢beimunities and their world evolve.

If we want our students to be engaged in the lagrprocess, we need to capitalize on
opportunities to use technology in innovative aathantic ways. Teachers face significant
challenges in addressing the many mandated cuaricespecially at the elementary level,
where most teachers are generalists who are requiteach several subject areas. If arts

programs are to be implemented by schools and neoedy by teachers as valuable, ICT must



be embraced as an integral part of the purpos@i@utice of arts education. Arts educators
need to acknowledge the creative potential of I6d devise thoughtful ways to harness new
technologies to support and enhance the creativk that is happening in arts education
programs. “Arts education in today’s worlcheeds to embrace new technologies and
pedagogies that suit active, exploratory, inquiagdd learning to stimulate creativity and
creative thinking — key features of arts practieas rich, connective contexts” (Dunmill &
Arslanagic, 2006, p. 38).

Simultaneously, teachers need time to develop thpertoire of arts teaching strategies
to include ICT and to implement any significant ghes in their practice (Bitner & Bitner,
2002; Corcoran, 1995; Rodriguez, 2000). Theregsoaving challenge in the field to design,
establish and implement strategies to develop sxacknowledge and skills in order to
effectively use technology as an instructional td®urveys show that teachers are interested in
technology, but need meaningful opportunities teettep their capacities (Cradler, Freeman,
Cradler & McNabb, 2002). According to the U.S. ilaal Center for Education Statistics
(2000), time and time again, teachers report areased need for professional development to
facilitate use of technology to improve studentmgag. On the more local level, Morin (In
press) found that there is a “lack of technologgdsharts pedagogy” evident in some
Manitoba schools and a high need for professioeatidpment.

As new technologies emerge, the majority of artecatbrs approach their practice with
optimism, open minds, and a sense of adventurei¢®& Worrall, 2003; Wood, 2004). Our
curiosity and willingness to experiment and “mublat” with digital tools can yield
interesting results, both in the context of oucteag, and in our students’ creative work.

While open-mindedness and risk-taking are desiraflb®t necessary attitudes when working

10



with new media, we need systematic research termtwr practice. Little research has
explored the creative and communicative potenfiadltat teachers and their students can do
with this new repertoire of tools (Creating Spaces, 2008w models for professional
development need to be adopted and evaluated @ twdjenerate new knowledge for this
rapidly expanding field within education.
Central Research Question
The central research question to be explored iPAECT mentor, how can | use the
principles of action research to support teach@afessional learning in the use of technology
in an arts education program? The following subsfjons helped to guide the study further:
1. In what ways has the collaborative inquiry approtcprofessional learning had an
impact on teachers’ learning and thinking aboutu$e of ICT in arts education?
2. In what ways has the collaborative inquiry appro@cprofessional learning had an
impact on participants’ changed practice?
3. How do collaboration and dialogue foster the cartdion of knowledge related to
teachers’ integration of ICT to support their &tication program?
Research Objectives
The purpose of this study was to explore ways tp teachers to creatively and
effectively use technology to enhance teachingleaching in an arts education context. The
project offered teachers the time and opportuityyt new ideas, reflect upon their
experiences and learn from others. As a resutticgzants honed their teaching with
technology to enhance educational experiencehér students. In essence, | sought out to

explore and promote promising practices and mddel&chnology in arts education.

11



Definition of Terms

Several terms are used in this report that mayiregefinition. The following is a list of
terms operationally defined in the context of thésticular study:
Blog: Short for weblog, a website that contains an @ntiarsonal journal with reflections,
comments, and often hyperlinks provided by thee#rit
Creativity: The ability to produce something new and of vathepugh imaginative skill,
whether a novel solution to a problem, a new tegpimmior device, or a new artistic object or
form.
Digital tools: Electronic media that work on digital codes (emjeractive whiteboards, cell
phones, digital video, and internet).
ICT: Information and Communications Technology, the wetiarterm that includes all
technologies for the manipulation and communicatibmformation.
New media: Artworks that use computers or communications teldgies in digital creative
expression.
New technologies:Collective noun for all cutting-edge, emergent @ilgiechnologies,
resources and media.
Web 2.0: Popular term used to describe the second genemaitiweb development and design
that aims to facilitate communication, informatigimaring, interoperability and collaboration
on the World Wide Web. The term Web 2.0 signiftes transition from collection of static
websites containing information (Web 1.0) to a nayeamic, interactive, social, and content-
sharing environment. Examples of Web 2.0 tooltuohe: Skype Voice Over the Internet
Protocol software enabling users to connect fa& frem computer to computer all over the

world using voice or vided)Vikis, a web page that enables users to share anchixtihation;
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Podcastsdigital audio or video recordings that can beted, accessed, shared and consumed
using a variety of mediums (mp3 players, cell plspwemputers)Y ouTubea forum to share
video clips with a global audiendding, an online service to create, customize and share
social networkSlidesharea site enabling users to host a presentatiorslhact it with others;
VoiceThreada collaborative, multimedia slideshow that holdgages, documents, and videos,
allowing users to leave comments in five ways -Agisioice, text, audio or video; aRdickr,
an image and video hosting website, allowing useshare personal photographs in an online
community platform.

This chapter has outlined the context for thislgtahe research problem and its
significance, as well as the purpose of the stady,the research questions. It also defined
terminology that is particular to this study. Tiext chapter presents a review of related

literature, and offers a discussion of the theoattiramework for this study.
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature
Chapter Overview

This chapter presents the related literature thased to build a conceptual and
theoretical foundation for a study of new technasegdn arts education. The chapter unfolds
thematically beginning with a broad discussionnté aducation and arts integration,
narrowing to a discussion on technology as an amabbol in arts education. The chapter
proceeds with a discussion of effective profesdideselopment models, and concludes with a
discussion of action research and collaborativeaimcas viable models for teacher learning.
Arts Education

Throughout the history of civilization, the arts/eglayed an important role in defining,
shaping and communicating who we are, where we doong and what we believe. The arts
tell our stories. When we engage in the artistipegience — whether by creating art, or
immersing ourselves in the creative endeavourshare, our lives are enriched personally,
culturally and socially. The arts engage the husynt in deeply powerful ways. Among the
highest expression of all cultures, the arts tranddoundaries of time and place, connecting
us through the universal languages of literatuisjal art, drama, music and dance. The arts
are an integral aspect of human knowing.

Today it is recognized that to be a truly educgtexson, one must not only come to
know and appreciate the arts, but also have mapgramities to participate in creative work.
This means solving problems in diverse and imagieatays, and looking for solutions
through an interdisciplinary lens. Multiple inigiknce theory has expanded our view of how
we learn, and come to see our potential. Thepéagsa vital role in our learning, because they

employ a range of intelligences and learning stylegtending beyond the linguistic and
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mathematical intelligences upon which most eduoghimgrams are based (Murfee, 1998).
We have now come to recognize the need for a maralstic view of literacy. Terms such

as “multiliteracy,” “multimodal literacy” and “newteracy” signify the shift from traditional
notions of literacy education to more intertextaadl interdisciplinary concepts, where learners
engage in a rich range of expressions, involvisgape of symbols and symbol systems
(Morin, 2006). The literate individual, once namy defined as someone who could read and
write, is one who learns through multiple ways nbWwing and thinking (bodily-kinesthetic,
visual, aural), uses a full range of representatitexts for constructing and sharing meaning
(poems, songs, dances, video, digital stories,qgnaphs), and learns about and through all
sign systems (language, music, visual art, drardadance) (Morin, 2006). Literacy in the arts
exercises learners’ multimodal problem solvinglské&nd requires them to approach problems
from multiple perspectives, drawing on a complemigl system to communicate their ideas.
Producing and responding to artworks develops ststeritical and creative thinking
processes: students communicate through the manguhges” of the arts, exploring
possibilities through their imaginations. Studdetsn that there are multiple ways to solve
problems, and they draw on different symbol systendetermine how best to communicate
their intentions.

Provincial education authorities suggest that ctigeracy contributes to children’s
success in school, and enriches their lives indali¢f, and as members of the broader
community.

Learning through the arts enables students toarlynaginative and creative

processes, promotes open-ended, non-linear thin&imdyencourages

understanding and feeling mediated through theeserisrequires openness to
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new ideas, connections, and ways of seeing—a spimiquiry and exploration

that leads to independent learning. An arts edoiggdiovides balance in the

overall school curriculum by developing many waf&mowing and by

enhancing understanding of our cultures and ougse(MEY, 2003, p. 4)

By acknowledging the arts as important ways of kingwand recognizing their
importance as part of a balanced, multiliteracycation, we elevate their role in the
school curriculum (Morin, 2006).

The arts provide fertile ground for sowing the seeficreativity. According to Arnold
Aprill (personal communication, July, 2007), forntetecutive Director for the Chicago Arts
Partnership in Educatioas the world moves from industrial to knowledgedobsociety,
learners need to be educated in ways that move fileembeing receivers of knowledge from
centralized sources into becoming creators of kadgé negotiated between multiple sources.
This requires learners to develop their creatiyEacdies and multiple literacies. The arts
expand students’ creative capacities, enabling tioelbe more fluent, flexible, original,
elaborative and willing to resist closure (Burtblorowitz & Abeles, 1999). Every child has
the yearning and capacity to express themselvissieatly. Each child plays, imagines, sings,
dances and creates art to make sense of their woddo celebrate their place in it. They use
the languages of these art forms to communicate evie another before ever learning to read
or write. Arts education requires learners to degwn their innate creative abilities, and
deepen them as well. The ability to think credsive a skill that lasts a lifetime, and can be
extended and applied to endeavours throughoutvaes. |

Schools that incorporate dance, drama, visualrarnausic in their curriculum have

found that teaching the arts has a significantcéfd@ students’ overall success in school. A
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major study included in E.B. Fiske’s (1999) resharempendiunChampions of Change
investigated the impact of arts learning experisramestudents in grades 4-8. The study found
that students who participated in arts-rich schools

... performed better than those in “low-arts” groopsmeasures of creativity, fluency,

originality, elaboration and resistance to closupacities central to arts learning.

Pupils in arts-intensive settings were also sthiartheir abilities to express thoughts and

ideas, exercise their imaginations and take risksarning. In addition, they were

described by their teachers as more cooperativevdliag to display their learning

publicly. (Burton, Horowitz & Abeles, 1999, p. 36)

The benefits of arts learning are also illustrate@ritical Links: Learning in the Arts
and Student Academic and Social Developr{i2aasy, 2002), a compendium of 62 arts
education studies and essays, published by theEAdsation Partnership. The studies
included inCritical Linksrevealed strong relationships between learnirtgerarts and
important cognitive skills and competencies usel@anning other school subjects such as
reading, writing and mathematics. Furthermore stidies reported that the arts nurture non-
academic skills, particularly those skills impottéor social interaction, including empathy,
collaboration and tolerance for others. The studiso explored positive attitudes toward
learning developed by studying and practicing the aStudent engagement, increased
attention and persistence at tasks were among sbthe attitudes mentioned in the studies.
Arts Integration

Many educators realize the power of the arts tpiresmotivate and engage their
students, and understand their importance withialanced education program. Meaningful

integration of the arts with other subjects is ppraach many educators have adopted.
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According to Annenberg Media (n.d.), when we teemte curriculunthroughthe arts, we
enable students to: (a) discover the interconneeteiof our world; (b) deepen understanding
of the big ideas that transcend individual discigsi; (C) engage in artistic processes of
creating, performing and responding; (d) think, camicate, and share through multiple sign
systems; and (e) solve problems creatively by drigwn knowledge and methods from
various disciplines.

A large body of research illustrates the powerroags integrated approach, particularly
with disadvantaged populations (Catterall, Chapdwanaga, 1999). Ingram and Riedel
(2003) reported a “significant relationship betweets integrated instruction and improved
student learning in reading and mathematics,”(pand point out that in some cases, “the
relationship between arts integration and studelnieaement wamore powerfufor
disadvantaged learners, the group of studentseghahers must reach to close the achievement
gap” (p. iv). Arts integrated programs appeardagehmore powerful impact on the academic
achievement of struggling students than the trawkii arts education programs do (Catterall &
Waldorf, 1999; Rabkin & Redmond, 2006), revealingttthose students who previously
struggled with academics in conventional classrottimsed in the arts-integrated milieu
(Rabkin & Redmond, 2006).

A large body of scientific evidence reveals tharihéng is advanced and accelerated by
connections among disciplines. Leading educatibrah research experts such as Eric Jensen
(1998, 2001) and Robert Sylwester (1995, 1998)afguan integrated approach to learning,
and explain that the arts promote the developmintiman neurobiological systems. “From
fine-tuning muscular systems to integrating emo#nod logic, the arts have important

biological value. For their unique contributiondai@in development, the arts must take center
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stage in schools” (Sylwester, 1998, p. 31). Sdévesearch studies have examined both stand-
along arts programs, as well as arts integrategranos. An interesting finding of these

studies is that the most powerful effects on stttEarning are found in programs that

integrate the arts with other subjects acrosstinectlum. Researchers suggest that arts
integration promotes conditions that are idealdarning (Sousa, 2006), thereby enhancing the
learning process. The neurological systems noedifly the arts include our integrated
sensory, attentional, cognitive, emotional and moépacities, and are the key operational
forces behind all other learning (Jensen, 2001).

Many teachers at our school have adopted an adggrated methodology, and have
observed higher levels of engagement in their siisdes well as improved attendance.
Teachers have also found that employing the ariseasiedium through which core
curriculum concepts are addressed honours studenttiple intelligences, affording them
meaningful opportunities to construct and share thelerstanding in non-traditional ways.
Teachers of arts integrated programs have alsategpgains that extend beyond students’
academics: increased energy levels, higher mosglla)gness to take risks and collaborate
with colleagues, which in turn lead to a more pesischool climate (Rabkin & Redmond,
2006).

While teachinghroughthe arts has proven to be a successful strategyraichool in
reaching hard-to-reach students, our teacherdedsbin andaboutthe arts, implementing the
four essential learning areas from s Education: Draft Manitoba Curriculum
FrameworkgdMECY, 2007). These four big areas encompass language and performance
skills, creative expression, arts in context, aallimg arts experience. Each arts discipline

(dance, drama, music and visual art) is charaeedwy distinct forms, each employing a range
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of uniqgue media (MEY, 2003). While visual art andsic are the dominant art forms
practiced at our school, teachers also experiméhtdvama and dance, honing their teaching
in these art forms through ongoing professionaktgyment opportunities and Learning
Through the Arts artist visits.

In December, 1993, American philanthropist Wakkanenberg announced a $500
million “Challenge to the Nation” to be funded thigh the Annenberg Foundation. Proposals
submitted were focussed on “the unique role ofaft® culture and technology in accelerating
and expanding school reform efforts and helpin¢pdedin succeed in school.” (“National
Initiative,” 1995, n.p.). Two years later, the &fainstitute was granted a $10 million
challenge grant to administer a new program, Ths,&ulture and Technology Initiative
promising to reflect its research that, when usetbals for learning, the arts and technology
provide some of the most powerful ways to keepdechilt motivated to learn and to raise their
levels of academic achievement. Pitman (1998) etthiois research, arguing that when the
arts are combined with the full range of media emehmunications technology and infused
into all aspects of teaching and learning, childseoome fully engaged. Today, sixteen years
after Annenberg'’s call for arts education reforhe arts and technology hold their place in the
school curriculum as some of the most powerfulddolengage, motivate and inspire our
youth.

Technology as an Enabling Tool in Arts Education

Much research has been dedicated to the transfioermitential of ICT in education.
What are ways technology can support learning iaresieducation program? When Elliot
Eisner (2004) asked “What Can Education Learn frieenArts about the Practice of

Education?” he presented a provocative lens threwgbh to look at new ways of
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conceptualizing education. Eisner proposes a nsianvof education, one that is influenced
by the values and ideas of Sir Herbert Read (1949, suggested that “the aim of education
ought to be conceived of as the preparation odtaft(p. 4) — through the development of
ideas, sensitivities, skills and imagination toateawork across all disciplines. Avril Loveless
(1999) uses Eisner’s framework to draw attentiothtoconnection between our aims in arts
education and the use of digital technologies.ng&iisner’s six distinctive forms of thinking
in the arts, Loveless summarizes and connectsfeanhof thinking with its implication for
learning with ICT:
« Composition — the ability to compose qualitativiatienships that have some
purpose, pay attention to and make judgements dmvwuualities are
organised and reflect a ‘rightness of fitVhat roles might digital technologies
play in developing approaches to composition, figelhnuance, attention and
judgement?
* Flexible purposing — the recognition that in foratirig aims, the ends need
not precede the acts, and that purpose might entlergegh response,
dialogue and a readiness to exploit surpiikay does the provisionality and
adaptability of ICT encourage and support recogmitof serendipity and
dialogue between the maker and the made?
* Recognition of the inseparable relationship betwfeem and contentdow
do the affordances of multimodality, non-linearitgpacity, range and
mobility pose challenges for new media literacy aachmunication?
» Conceptions of mind — the acknowledgement thaaanyi remarks, “We

know more than we can tell”, and our expressiomeéning moves beyond
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the word.How does ICT enable us to make connections betwests,
sounds, images and gesture and make meaning?
* Mediation — understanding of the interaction betw#enking and the

material in which we work, and acknowledgementharges in the nature of

tasks and criteria for appraisblow is ICT used as a medium and a tool in

arts practice and ‘mind as a cultural achievement’?

* Motivation — the ‘sense of vitality and surge ofaion’ that is associated

with engagement and aesthetic satisfaction in arkviHow does ICT play a

role in motivation, engagement and ‘flow({?. 2)
Loveless’ elaboration on Eisner’s framework helpgaithoughtfully consider and assess uses
of technology as they relate to our students’ foofnhinking. This framework was used in
this action research study to help teachers redlecheir practice and students’ learning with
ICT.

As arts educators, we recognize the importancevalhud of working withreal media

(paint or clay, musical instruments and our owniégdand cannot deny the significance of a
real-life, hands-on, multisensory approach. 1Cousth never serve as a substitute for a hands-
on approach with real media. ICT can, howeverpstpextend and enhance the creative
work that goes on in an arts education prograni. d&n be seen as a unique set of tools which
can be choseasandwhenthey are appropriate in the creative process (lesge 2002a).
Loveless argues that ICT can also make a distiactntribution to the creative process,
offering new tools, media and environments fori@sg to think and act creatively. She goes
on to suggest that teachers and students “carQis®lsupport imaginative expression,

autonomy and collaboration, fashioning and makmuysuing purpose, being original and
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judging value” (p. 2). In another report, Lovel¢28802b) presents several key features of
digital technologies that can support and exteachiag: (a) provisionality, (b) interactivity,

(c) capacity, (d) range, and (e) speed. Conolelyke (as cited in Fisher, Higgins &
Loveless, 2006) expanded this list to include festihat are more characteristic of the
postmodern age: (a) accessibility, (b) speed ahgh, (c) diversity, (d) communication and
collaboration, (e) reflection, (f) multimodality dmon-linearity, (g) risk, (h) fragility and
uncertainty, (i) immediacy, (j) monopolization aswrveillance. Such features afford students
and teachers with opportunities to be creativauthentic contexts, and accomplish a variety of
tasks that may not have been possible using toaditiools. Recognizing the potential of
these features makes it possible for teachershedstudents to make decisions about how,
when and where to use ICT (Fisher, Higgins & Loss|e€006). These features will now be
discussed within the context of the arts educagti@gram.

As new technologies become available, artists leause them as tools, and traditional
forms of expression are reinvented, entirely nesnfoare created (Olejarz, 1996; Radycliffe-
Thomas, 2008). When used as a tool for learni@,dan be a catalyst for creativity. Many
software programs, interactive media and websites@wage active experimentation — a key
stage in the creative problem solving processgiaras such ad&dobe PhotoShop
GarageBandiMovie, PhotoStoryandPaint.net(open-source software) allow students to
explore, experiment and test out ideas in non-tin@an-traditional ways. ICT empowers
students, and gives them greater autonomy oveardative process (Qualifications and
Curriculum Development Agency, 1999a). ICT alsovtes a greater range of tools to help
students learn the language of the arts. For eba@I can help students to develop

ownership as they choose from a diverse rangetefesting tools; and the technology can
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keep up with the speed of ideation as studentkiyuand fluently develop new ideas (Gast,
n.d.). Students can experiment and take risks gpidee a wide range of possibilities, saving
their work along the creative path, undoing “misgtsikeasily (Torjussen & Coppard, 2002). A
characteristic of digital technology is its potahto be exploited and experimented with to
support the creative process (Loveless, 2002apefiixentation and risk-taking, also key
stages within the creative process, are naturatignpted within many software programs,
inviting students to “muck about” and explore nogelinconventional approaches. Students
learn new ways to publish, present and communic&&ning, supporting the many avenues
for creative expression (Gast, n.d).

ICT enables students to make changes, try ounaliges and ‘trace’ the development of
ideas (Loveless, 2002a). While generating andhiggsitut their ideas, students save their work
at several points along the creative path, allowiegn to take risks without the possibility of
ruining their work. The process of risk-takingasilitated through the use of ICT: students
who would not normally feel confident to experimantd improvise with real materials feel
comfortable in the safety that a virtual environtngrmovides, knowing one can always “undo”
her last mistake. A teacher describes the pramfassk-taking for her students in a digital art
project involving photo editing:

When the pupils previously used traditional teche&such as wax resin or batik,

it was often difficult for them to predict finalgelts and impossible to undo a

disaster without starting again from scratch. Hosveusing ICT enabled the

pupils to experiment freely and manipulate imageslg secure in the

knowledge that they could revert to a previousesiagheir work. (Qualifications

and Curriculum Development Agency, 1999b)
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ICT, then, provides students with new avenuesdtirexpression, a safe milieu to
experiment with ideas, and a platform to produterésting products. However, more
important than producing impressive compositio@g, tan be utilized to teach children about
the creative process itselAdobe PhotoShgpMovie, andGarageBandare examples of how
ICT can teach students about real-life creativdlero solving. Such programs encourage
students to generate ideas, create, edit, revisemance their work with the same tools used
by professional artists. Students are empowereajcess their ideas creatively — through
words, images, video and sound — ways that hortadests’ multiple literacies that would not
be possible through traditional media. Open-ermedrams encourage students to think
divergently to explore and exploit the program’'sative uses. Such exploration often yields
unexpected results — outcomes that are embradéd arts (Eisner, 1967). Artists grow and
stay inspired through play, experimentation andfra. Unexpected outcomes and
serendipity are embraced by artists as valuablertypities to learn (Eisner, 1967).

Constructivist arts programs call for a studentteesd, inquiry approach to learning.
Through the inquiry process, children plan and joesgather and make sense of ideas,
produce to show understanding, and later communtcaghare their understanding with
others. ICT naturally supports the inquiry processstudents actively engage in establishing
and pursuing their own learning objectives throgghstioning and individual interests
(MECY, 2006). Students gain greater independeadbey select materials and programs that
suit their needs. Students become self-initiat@diers, as they take ownership and
responsibility over their learning. Interactivebsées, multimedia presentation tools, online
informational videos and virtual libraries put stads in control, rather than their teachers, and

allow students to research topics in the artsflaxable manner that are suited to their level of
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understanding and learning pace. Such programspigatine power of learning in the hands of
the student and can change the role of the tedicrara detached dispenser of information to
the exciting and challenging role of manager, fetor, or guide” (Gregory, 1995, p. 9). In
authentic technology-infused classrooms, teachererhe facilitators, who assist students in
constructing their own meaningful and personal Kedge bases. ICT in an arts education
program encourages students to take responsifalityeir own learning, as they choose tools
to best support their needs to construct persoeahing.

In the planning, questioning, and idea generattage of the creative process, students
can use portable digital microphones, camerasnecanand video cameras to collect ideas
and record observations in addition to traditiskatchbooks or journals. The flexibility and
freedom afforded to students through ICT provides@ate avenues to communicate ideas
and share understanding. For example, those dtia0 are not strong writers have an
opportunity to share ideas orally through voicesrded podcasts, digital stories, or video.

Web 2.0 tools such &kype SlideshareWikis, Ning, VoiceThreadYouTubeandFlickr
afford arts educators and their students new agdgng tools to communicate and share
ideas with others across the globe. New opporamére created for students to engage in
reflection about their work as artists, as theyipigate in discussions in virtual arts
communities with peers all over the world. New commication technologies offer new
possibilities to connect across space and timedRiie- Thomas, 2008). Such communication
tools open new doors for the advocacy and impleatiemt of arts education practices
(Creating Spaces, 2003; Texas Commission on the 2001). Greater access to artists and

their work presents new opportunities for aesthediaing (see_http://www.ArtsAlive.¢aand

“virtual field trips” allow free and immediate adssion to renowned galleries and museums
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worldwide (see the Museum of Modern Anttp://www.moma.org/and the National Gallery

of Canada http://cybermuse.gallery.ca/cybermuse/home_ajsthttp://www.nga.gowy

Arts teaching is enriched and enlivened through étiate access to online art galleries,
museums and professional artists, video-taped daades, and film productions, affording
students with opportunities to construct meaninguthentic ways. Electronic portfolios and

online galleries (sekttp://www.artsonia.comishowcase young artists’ work with a global

audience, contributing to their growth as artistd kearners (Texas Commission on the Arts,
2001). Web 2.0 tools such as blogs, podcasts #d afford students with tools to
collaborate, share and reflect on their learningaasg artists.

ICT has the potential to enhance real world expege through collaborative
communities of practice. Developments in virtwdhnologies are creating new and exciting
approaches to arts learning and teaching that hewer been conceived of before, where real
and simulated electronic environments can intaracirtual worlds of practice, and where
creativity has the potential to be artistically Expd, shared with others, in the widest possible
range of learning contexts and environments” (DulngnArslanagic, 2006, p. 11). One
example of a virtual community of practice, is AaEO, a social network developed and
maintained by Dr. Craig Roland, professor of AruEation at the University of Florida.
Roland (2007) used Web 2.0 tdding to design this social network “for art educatdrala
levels who are interested in exploring applicatioheew technologies in their teaching and
classrooms” (Roland, April 10, 2007). The socitwork offers art educators a virtual space
to connect with one another globally, and providdésrum for collaboration and sharing of
ideas. ArtEd 2.0 has over 3,500 worldwide memladrs contribute daily through blogs,

online discussions, photographs and video.
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Despite rich potential for ICT to enhance arts adioo programmes, research from the
field presents minimal and uneven use in arts cdasss compared with traditional curricular
areas (Dunmill & Arslanagic, 2006). How can wephidachers adopt new technologies to
support and extend arts education practices? Wihas of professional development
programs support teacher change in the infusid@®fwithin an arts education program?
Effective Professional Development

What models of professional development work? &liean established recognition in
the field of education that educators must contlgueone and reshape their knowledge of
teaching and learning. This knowledge is firstigated in teacher education programs, and
then becomes part of teachers’ lifelong learnirgepss, through continued professional
development opportunities and reflective practkarell, 2008). According to Ross,
Rolheiser, and Hogaboam-Gray (1999), “the key tdgssional growth is inquiry. For teachers
this once meant implementing the findings produngéxpert researchers. Now it means
teachers becoming researchers, inquiring into fireictices for purposes of professional
renewal” (p. 255). Models for professional devehgmt have shifted toward more
constructivist approaches, including reflectivegbiee and action research methodologies
(Farrell, 2008). Such models present ways forthteescto “change and move toward their own
carefully articulated goals to improve their sctgoheir relationships with each other and the
teaching processes for students” (Sideris & Sk@841p. 40). Current constructivist notions
on the professional development of teachers mainitat teachers should be actively pursuing
their own questions and dilemmas, reflecting alticon their practice to construct new

knowledge and theories about content, pedagogyleanders, building upon their own
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knowledge base, and interacting within a sociatean(Ball & Cohen, 2000; Brooks &
Brooks, 1993; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Rock & Le\2002).

The American Educational Research Association (AERAO5) published an article in
Research Points: Essential Information for EdumatiPolicy titled “Teaching Teachers:
Professional Development to Improve Student Achieset,” which presented key research
findings to help shape policy for the professicteelopment of teachers. Studies in the
article suggested that “teachers are more likeghenge their teaching when professional
development is directly linked to the program theg teaching” (p. 3), and that “teacher
professional development can improve student aehient when it focuses on teachers’
knowledge of the subject matter and how studentenstand and learn it” (p. 3). The article
also addressed the need for prolonged engagemprifessional development: “the more
time teachers spend on professional developmentntre significantly they change their
practices,” (pp. 2,4) and that “participating irofassional learning communities optimizes
time spent on professional development” (p. 4).

Models for effective professional development stsmeeral characteristics. Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin (1995) suggests that such risoad to be: (a) experiential —
connecting teachers through hands-on tasks ofitggcdssessment and observation that
clarify the processes of learning and developm@ptinquiry-driven - founded in teachers’
questions, inquiry, and experimentation as welieagarch in the field; (c) collaborative,
involving dialogue and sharing of knowledge amodgaators; (d) connected to and growing
out of teachers’ work with their students, as vasllexploration of subject matter and teaching

methodologies; (e) sustained and rigorous, suppdayenodeling, coaching and problem
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solving around specific issues or dilemmas in pcacand (f) linked to other elements of
school change
Teacher Learning

In developing a professional learning model fockeas, we must first understand how
teachers learn. Constructivist theory plays aiaamt role in understanding teacher learning.
Ball (1996) offered nine factors which influencadber learning. These were: (a) teachers’
prior beliefs and experiences and how these expegeshape their professional learning; (b)
subject-matter knowledge, where the teacher’'s connsand of the subject determines her
ability to teach for understanding; (c) knowing #tedents, hearing and understanding their
perspectives on learning are thought to be ess$eviten teaching for understanding; (d)
importance of the context (inner city, rural, ptevar public education), and understanding
how these factors can inhibit and facilitate teashefforts; (e) competing demands on time,
when adopting new ideas and practices requiresingvdeeply held notions of learning and
knowledge; learning to develop new ways of teachiogeflect and assess one’s work takes
time, and is a complex process; (f) reflecting aacfice in ways that facilitate their learning,
through dialogue, reflective journals, or by engagn action research; (g) follow-up on
training through long-term support, in the formcofaching or ongoing interaction with
colleagues; (h) modeling of new approaches thrqueghr mentors, staff developers and teacher
educators; and (i) teacher control of the agenelgrohining the nature and focus of the
programming offered.

While these ideas are fairly general, and do ndtess a particular kind of teaching, they

are useful considerations for the structuring atteer education (Ball, 1996).
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The factors presented by Ball suggest that thene&ccontext is crucially important in
designing professional development models: prajassdevelopment cannot exist in a
vacuum (Schifter, 2008). The nine factors impagteacher learning are interdependent and
interrelated, and the development of a professi@aahing model should address these factors
in a balanced and holistic manner.

Much research has been specifically devoted tosiigyating professional development
programs to help teachers integrate technologythew practice. In a review of the literature
on preparing teachers to use technology, Cradiegrran, Cradler & McNabb (2002) present
several strategies that foster teacher confidenderderest in technology. Mentors who
model best practice play an important role in cliagn@ow teachers teach. Practicing teachers
benefit from working with and observing mentors vare skilled in using technology with
outcomes-based curricula (Abbot & Faris, 2000)milarly, Zhao, Pugh, Sheldon and Byers
(2002) argue that mentors who can help teachers éelzhnology to their specific classroom
needs are critical to the success of innovative né¢éechnology. Teacher input is also a
critical factor when designing professional devetept around technology. In considering
teachers’ perspectives, concerns and issues, wgmize and honoueachers'voices in order
to change practice (Sandholtz, 2001). Sandho@i2XPalso pointed to the importance of a
constructivist environment through active, handswgploration and practice within a non-
threatening environment. Collaboration betweenttess is crucial, and considerable time for
collaborative learning and practice is needed te@lig teachers’ confidence levels in using
technology (Coley, Cradler & Engel, 1997). Longrerofessional development has also
been identified as critical to change teacher pradh adapting and infusing curricula with

technology (Wetzel, Zambo, Buss, & Padgett, 20@ystems such as providing blocks of
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time for teachers to work and learn collaboratiyalyd strategies for team planning, sharing,
learning and evaluating are paramount to the ssaafesny professional learning model
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).

Carney (1998) examined a teacher professionalilgamodel aimed at infusing
technology into the constructivist classroom. Heentified four elements which he deemed
crucial for effective teacher learning: (a) chaflea to frames of reference (i.e. to effect teacher
change, teachers must be placed in situationssefidilibrium), (b) situated learning, (c)
collaborative reflection, and (d) long-term collaignteraction and support.

A Way Forward through Action Research
A professional development model that addressey mamsiderations about teacher
learning and is gaining worldwide respect and redam is action research (McNiff &
Whitehead, 2006). We can trace the beginningstidraresearch to the work of Kurt Lewin,
who viewed action research as a cyclical, dynamécallaborative process in which people
tackled social concerns impacting their lives ¢&jer, 2004). Lewin’s (1946) cyclical model
of planning, acting, observing and reflecting fiiated the process of social change, as
participants took ownership of problems, and soeglanges in their practice (Stringer, 2004).
Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) articulate the actesearch approach as:
... a form of collective, self-reflective enquiry wrtbken by participants in social
situations in order to improve the rationality gustice of their own social or
educational practices, as well as their understanoli those practices and the
situations in which these practices are carriedp.r8).
McNiff & Whitehead (2006) further expand the defiion, suggesting that “[a]ction

research is about practitioners creating new idéasit how to improve practice, and
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putting those ideas forward as their personal teeaf practice” (p. 5). In asking
“What am | doing? What do | need to improve? awavidio | improve it?” practitioners
show how they trying to improve their own learniagd influence the learning of others
(p. 7).

Action research is a powerful form of professideakrning because teachers
themselves investigate their own practice, as theg ways of living more fully in the
direction of their educational values” (McNiff & WWehead, 2006, p. 8). Identifying
problems or concerns in one’s own practice is tbekwf the action researcher, because
she knows her practice best. Action researctasma of “insider research” — where the
researcher is an integral and inextricable pathefstudy who asks: “is my/our work
going the way we wish? How do we improve it?” S&aotions of action research
illustrate the methodology’s reflective and colledtove nature, sharing the common goal
of improving practice or outcomes to facilitate isbchange.

Challenges of Action Research

As with any research method, there are challengsscated with conducting
action research. Mills (2007) describes severaidra teachers face. Time is one of the
biggest challenge encountered by teachers engagedion research. Finding the time
to develop an action plan, collecting and analyzlata can be an obstacle for teachers
who already feel overwhelmed by the many otherarsibilities within a teaching day.
Moreover, reflective time is also required to magesions to action plans to integrate
new insights and data interpretations. Teachews approach action research not as an

add-on, but rather an integral part of their pcxcti
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Another issue around the challenge of time, pddrco this action research
project, involves the time required to learn neehteology. Mehlinger (1997) suggests
that teachers need more than 30 hours of handggmrience and training to successfully
adopt new technology into practice. Teachers reqangoing, extended training that
goes beyond single, “one-shot” workshops to affeethers with the time to explore
new technology skills and applications that willgheupport technology integration in
the future (Nudell, 2004).

Another challenge for teachers, according to Mdlghe difficulty in formulating a
research question. Teachers often feel disillesicor overwhelmed with the idea of
improving their practice, wanting to implement angdete overhaul of their practice,
rather than focussing on one manageable aspeath@es need to elicit the help of a
“critical friend” to help them identify a researfdcus and question that meets their
individual and class needs. Mills also suggesdstisistance to change can be an
inhibiting factor for teachers engaged in actiosegech. Support from school and school
district are critical if the action research ido®successful. If teachers do not have the
support they need, the action research is ledy likdead to change. In order to combat
this obstacle, teachers should provide a raticimaltheir research, emphasizing how
their study will benefit their students and school.

Types of Action Research

Action research signifies different things to diéfiat people. Bradbury and Reason
(2002) consider action research as a “family” atipgoative, experiential and action-oriented
approaches to research. According to Creswell§g@0review of the major research

contributions in education illustrates that them tavo dominant paradigms of action research
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that are typically discussed, participatory actiesearch and practical action research.
Participatory action research has a social and aamtgnorientation, and a focus on research
that contributes to emancipation or social charfgarticipatory action research can also be
referred to asommunity-based inquiry, collaborative action resba participatory research,
or critical action research.Participatory action research has an emancipatoryra
“improving and empowering individuals and organi@as,” as such, it often involves work
with disenfranchised populations (Lawson, 2008).

Practical action research differs from participgtaction research in that its focus is on
individual teachers solving classroom problemggeams of teachers addressing internal
school issues. Practical action research canamkke form of individual or team-based
inquiry, but the focus is on teacher developmendtsindent learning. Practical action research
espouses the “teacher-as-researcher” notion, auwings that teacher-researchers have
decision-making authority to study their own preetas part of their ongoing professional
development (Creswell, 2005).

Collaborative Inquiry Groups as a Form of Action Research

One form of practical action research that hasrgatkas a promising strategy for the
bringing about meaningful change in teacher pradtichat of collaborative inquiry groups —
also referred to asoperative inquirfHughes & Ooms, 2004; Tillema & van der Westhuizen,
2006). In collaborative learning communities, drgabups of teachers come together to
collectively investigate pedagogical and contestiés. The old adage, “two heads are better
than one” underpins the collaborative inquiry apgto— multiple perspectives help make

sense of the complex and dynamic nature of teacd@mddearning.
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Collaborative inquiry was inspired by the work oéridn and Reason (as cited in
Goodnough, 2008), and is based upon launching catipe inquiries into significant issues of
practice. This model has been shown to improvehieraand student performance, as well as
enhance professional efficacy (Sagor, 2000), acolgr&zes teachers as inquirers, decision-
makers and generators of knowledge (Short & ButR86). Teachers-as researchers are
supported in a social context and are engagedstesatic inquiry about their teaching,
identifying individual or common issues and dilensnseeking to make changes in their
classrooms or schools.

As a model for professional development, collabeeanquiry provides an opportunity
for teachers and administrators to examine issoas multiple perspectives, working together
to find solutions to problems. Collectively, teachengage in positive actions to improve their
own practice, thus positively impacting on studeatning (Burbank & Kauchak, 2003). Such
a methodology has the power to promote new cokitemvledge, engage teachers in critical
colleagueship, and to create and sustain a comynoinimquiry (Hughes & Ooms, 2004). The
collaborative inquiry approach is aimed at bringiogether people with similar experiences
and concerns with the focus on learning throughesusd dialogue, interaction and
collaboration (Goodnough, 2008; Lawson, 2008).

In traditional approaches to research, the rebedrcrole is that of knowledgeable expert
who maintains a distance from the subjects, imiotal remain objective. In such approaches,
the researcher is often viewed as the initiatggador and controller of the study. According
to Lawson (2008), in this traditional approach, theearcher selects the issue to be
investigated, formulates and implements a plangatiders and analyzes data in order to

determine the findings. In collaborative inquiRgason (2002) points out that all members
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involved in the inquiry are both co-researcherspsehthinking and problem-solving contribute
to generating ideas, designing, implementing andagiag the project, and drawing
conclusions from the experience, and also co-styjparticipating in the activity that is being
researched. Such an approach to inquiry viewsamrehers and participants as co-learners and
co-constructors of knowledge, with relationshipieting more equity among all participants”
(Goodnough, 2008, p. 8). Lawson (2008) states:

In the co-researcher approach central to actiogareh, it is not essential, nor even

preferred, that the researcher or other particgogerhain objective. Instead, value is

placed on bringing one’s own thoughts, opinionsl léie experiences to the

forefront of the research (p. 60).

Through the cyclical process of collaborative imguieachers develop their own
inquiry questions about student learning in theinsettings. They do this by taking stock of
what is going on in their practice, and identify@mgoncern. The next step is to consider a
possible way forward, and trying it out. Thisaléwed by monitoring the action, by
gathering data or information, and then later ity on the data. Both the data and
reflection are shared with others in the collabweainquiry group to extend thinking.
Teachers then modify their practice, in light of #avaluation and feedback from others within
the group (McNiff & Whitehead, 2006). With thisyaher cycle of inquiry is born.

An example of collaborative inquiry used as a pgsienal development model can be
found in the work of Joan Hughes and Ann Ooms (2004eir research looked at the
development and implementation of a content-foctseldnology inquiry group, where groups
of teachers met to identify problems of practicd arguire into technology-supported

solutions. The collaborative inquiry approach uesgoused many of the characteristics for
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optimal learning, including: (a) situating teachetthin their own social context where they
had opportunities to collaborate, discuss andeefléth colleagues from their own school; and
(b) to be exposed to alternative practices anctselvhere they could observe the positive
impact of these practices on students’ learninige fEsearchers identified four factors that
were essential to the success of this approaclgrda) identity, focus and participation,
meaning group members sharing a common goal, ktiieg a clear purpose and expectations
for participation; (b) participation of a facilitat meaning a media specialist or technology
coordinator who is more knowledgeable about teagiohl innovations than the group
participants; (c) provision of time to support firecess of innovation diffusion; and (d)
opportunity for group members to engage in thein @etion research. Findings from the
study support collaborative inquiry as promisingr@ach for the professional development of
teachers.

Challenges of the Collaborative Inquiry Approach

Wenger et. al (as cited in Dooner, Mandzuk & @hft2008) define a learning
community as a “group of people that act on an ornggbasis to develop their knowledge of a
common interest or passion by sharing individusbueces and by engaging in critical
dialogue” (p. 565). Using this definition, thewllaborative inquiry can be considered a form
of professional learning community.

Several challenges are associated with the coliéilve work of a professional learning
community. According to Dooner, Mandzuk and Chft@008), group members may struggle
with their conflicting perspectives of effectivaatding practice, the uncertainty related to their
own professional knowledge, or with unclear intetations of educational goals — all of which

can present conflict and interpersonal tensioniwighprofessional learning community.
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According to Yamraj (2008) whose doctoral dissestats titledThe Challenges and
Complexities of Initiating a Professional Learni@@mmunity of Teachersbstacles to
sustaining a professional learning community caolassified as logistical, personal and
socio-cultural. Yamraj found that logistical cleayes reflected less teacher-controlled and
more externally-controlled situations, such asifigdhe time to meet as a group and confines
of the school such as deadlines and curriculumirepents. Personal challenges included
more teacher-controlled actions, including attecdaat meetings, dedication or commitment
of group members, as well as professional attituddse socio-cultural challenges included
conflicts that teachers encountered within the stholture, and their impact on teachers’ and
students’ attitudes.

It is helpful to keep these challenges in mindtighout the collaborative inquiry
study, as they will help to illuminate and evalutite collaborative work of participants.
Theoretical Framework

Constructivism. This action research is guided by the theorieoo§tuctivism and
social constructivism. Constructivist theoristsessthat we actively construct our own
understanding and knowledge of the world throughosun experiences, followed by the
reflection upon those experiences (Jonassen, FA8det & Inhelder, 1968). Constructivism
is founded upon works of Piaget, Dewey, Von-Glasetits Kant and Kuhn (Yilmaz, 2008),
who believe that knowledge is not a fixed objeat, father, constructetiroughthe individual
as a result of her experience. Knowledge and argtthe result of perspective, and therefore,
relative to the knower. Constructivist theory pes$ihat knowledge is temporary, non-
objective, constructed from within, developmengaid socially and culturally mediated

(Fosnot, 1996; Yilmaz, 2008).
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Although there are several variants of construstitneory such as cognitive, radical,
situated and co-constructivism (Yilmaz, 2008), th#yshare four common tenets: (a) new
knowledge is built on previous learning, (b) leamis an active rather than passive process,
(c) language is a significant component of therlggy process, and that (d) learning
environments should be learner-centered (Kanukan&ehdson, 1999). Constructivist theorists
postulate that “learners are intellectually geneeaindividuals (with the capacity to pose
questions, solve problems, and construct theoridskaowledge) rather than empty vessels
waiting to be filled” (Yilmaz, 2008, p. 162). Teauls are learners and learning is a
constructive process.

Constructive learning takes place both 'in the helaugh the development

and modification of schemas (e.g. reflection onuke of a new teaching

method), and 'in the world’, through interaction aiiscourse (e.g. discussion of

that teaching method with colleagues) (Fisherghtig & Loveless, 2006, p.

12).

Proponents of constructivism also hold the nottat tearning involves thoughtful
reflectionandreflexivity. We are in control of the learning process, dslpprocess is
strengthened by reflecting on our own experiencegking and sharing about what we know,
what has been learned, and how it was learnedch&es construct their own theories as they
engage in critical reflection on their practiceheTrelationship between thesearchemland
researchareinextricably linked, and new knowledge is creatsdree research process unfolds.

Too often, our educational practices are not atigngh our beliefs about education,
schooling, teaching and learning. Inquiry can heglpcators interrogate their educational

practices and beliefs so that they are more camistith each other. In fact, beliefs and
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practices are ideally in dynamic interaction: ptactices change to reflect altered beliefs and
our beliefs change as we engage reflectively ictpa (Short & Burke, 1996). Constructivist
theory is shaping the ways in which professionakttgoment activities are structured and
facilitated in many inservice settings (Rock & Lev2002). "Teachers must be given ample
opportunities to learn in constructivist settingsl @onstruct for themselves educational visions
through which they can reflect on educational pecast’ (Brooks & Brooks, 1993, p. 121).
Current constructivist perspectives on teacheisfgssional learning state that teachers should
be pursuing their own questions, building uponrtbain knowledge base and interacting
within a social context (Rock & Levin, 2002).

Social constructivism. Knowing is not only individually constructed butcsally
constructed, influenced by our interactions withess, by communicative forms and by
culture (Brooks & Brooks, 1993; Vygotsky, 1962)oc&l constructivists believe that learning
is socially situated, and is enhanced through nmeguli participation in social contexts.
Proponents of social constructivist learning theaace more importance on the social aspect
of learning, stressing the role of “the other” lve tearning process. Lev Vygotsky, one of the
key thinkers in social constructivist theory, exgad on the work of Piaget and other
cognitivists, looking specifically at how sociatémactions and collaboration influenced
learning. Vygotsky rejected the cognitivist asstions of Piaget that it was possible to
separate learning from its social context. Vygpts&lieved that all cognitive functions
originate in social interactions, and that learnives not just the process of assimilation and
accommodation of new knowledge, but a process blydearners were integrated into a

knowledge communityhttp://gsi.berkeley.edu/resources/learning/sodialix Social
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constructivists believe learning to be being mextidiy language and social discourse, primary
enabling tools for learning (McMahon, 1997).

The concept of collaboration is central to the oastruction of knowledge. One
Vygotskian principle that has significant implicats for collaborative inquiry as research is
that of the ‘Zone of Proximal Development’ (ZPDJygotsky (1978) defined ZPD as “the
distance between the actual developmental levéésssmined by independent problem
solving and the level of potential development efednined through problem solving under
adult guidance or in collaboration with more capgieers” (p. 86). Through a process of
scaffolding, a more knowledgeable individual presdupports to facilitate the learner’s
development:

Teachers, no less than other people, experiencet$ygs ‘zone of proximal

development’ (ZPD) in their constructive socialrleéag with others —

colleagues, students, ‘trainers’. In the ZPD, treeher learns, with assistance,

that which cannot be achieved unaided, for instamaeigh the process of

coaching (Fisher, Higgins & Loveless, 2006, p. 12).

As learner-researchers, we work with teachers gstisgland critical friends to deepen our
understanding. McNiff & Whitehead (2006) point dhiat “although placed at the center of
our own inquiry, the researcher is seen as in compéth others in the research and in the
wider community” (p. 39), always in relation witkthers and environment. Learning is deeply
associated with our connection with other humandmei

Change theory. In the field of education, change is a ubiquitdweme: change in
curriculum, policies, practices, management, stmest and procedures are but a few examples

of the attempts made to ameliorate the educatiexgadrience. Teachers see new approaches
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come and go, and just as they become comfortabl&mmwledgeable with one new approach,
another takes its place (Schifter, 2008). Whilewations in education are well-intentioned,
most come in top-down fashion (Cuban, 1986), aedraguently the decisions that are
mandated by administrators or other outsiders whamat in touch with the realities of the
classroom. Few attempts are ever made to enéidtelp of teachers as collaborators and
partners to implement change in practice (Buckingh2007). As a result, Buckingham
indicates that change in education — if it occuiralla comes about at a slow and incremental
pace.

Teachers, who are socialized into the practiceac¢hing from a very young age, are
creatures of habit: “the current and historicét raf the classroom teacher is highly ritualized”
(Hoban, as cited in Cuban, 1986, p. 61). AccadmLarry Cuban, continuity, rather than
change, characterizes teacher practice. Tead®idd teach in the way they were taught.
We do what is most comfortable and dependable r#tiae taking unpredictable risks in our
teaching. Teachers’ reluctance to change is nogdflodrigues (2005):

Expecting someone to consider change requires thespeculate on the impact of

that change. After all, if you have been successfyour classroom practice...then

why would you engage in practices that are likelyebpardise this success, and

cause angst or disruption? For the most part, teashers are keen to maintain the

status quo, even more so, if the status quo hatedsn a degree of harmony and

order (p.56).

Any level of change requires educators to accepidéa of change in their current
pedagogy. While this appears to be straightfornendnge is a complex, dynamic and

variable process. There is no simple, one-sizedit single-factor theory for change
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(Schifter, 2008). There are, however, common theehdt can be distilled in investigating
change within its multiple layers of complexityn éxamining the Continuous Practice
Improvement model for infusing technology into tti@ssroom, Catherine Schifter used
several lenses to determine whether change hadredda teachers, and to what level these
changes occurred. Schifter found several commiegln looking at a variety of change
theories: (a) possessing knowledge about the mtrmvand the desire to learn more about it,
(b) a readiness to take risks, (c) trying the iratmn with students, and (d) possibly adapting it
to meet students’ needs. The ability to commueitia¢ significance of the innovation or
change to relevant stakeholders to enlist supp@isio an important factor in determining
successful change. Sustaining meaningful chantgking up an innovation also involves
social elements such as cooperation, collaboragiot,mutual support.

In order for teachers to adopt a new innovatiaa their practice, first they must be
shown how taisethe innovation; they must be sure that the inrniomawvorks and that it solves
a problem that is agreed to be a problem in tis¢ filace (Schifter, 2008). In the case of
technology integration, David Buckingham (2007)ges}s that teachers will be much more
likely to adopt an integrated approach if they pere there to be a role for the technology to
promote their own pedagogic or curricular goal® gdes on to state that change is a social
process, not just an individual process, and ishmore achievable when teachers are
strongly supported by others. Rogers, in his Biffa of Innovation (DOI) Theory (as cited in
Warford, n.d.), presented a way of predicting arplaining the adoption or rejection of new
ideas and practices. He reported on the potdreiagfits of a systemic approach for
educational reform using the theory of DOI: “Arcéig potential contribution could be

made by the education research tradition, steminamg the fact that organizations are
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involved, in one way or another, in the adoptioredficational innovations...organizational
structures are inevitably involved in educatioragbgtion decisions” (Rogers, as cited in
Warford, n.d., p. 3). Rogers proposed five cri¢hat teachers consider in order for an
innovation to be accepted into use: (a) relatineathge, or, is the innovation considered
better than what is currently in use? (b) complybior is the innovation compatible with the
culture of the school? (c) complexity, or is theamation simple and easy to understand? (d)
trialibility, or is the innovation available to ested before adoption? and (e) observability, or
can the results of the innovation be observed bgrs®? (as cited in Schifter, p. 33) Just as
Schifter used Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations Theto assess teachers’ integration of ICT
through the Continuous Practice Improvement mddede these criteria to examine teachers’
experiences in my collaborative inquiry action egsh study, using the framework as a lens
through which to explain teachers’ adoption orctga of technology.

Studies of educational change conducted much ehslithe Rand Corporation (as cited
in Schifter, 2008), showed that effective stratedee implementing innovations and change in
teacher practice included the following:

e concrete, teacher specific and on-going training,

» classroom assistance from project or district staff

» observation of the project in other classroomsistridts,
* regular project meetings,

» teacher participation in project decisions,

* local development of materials, and

* principal participation in training (p. 36).
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Such strategies are aligned with Rogers’ critesradiffusion of an innovation and suggest
stability over time as key to facilitating changehese strategies, therefore, will be considered
in the development and implementation of my coltabige inquiry action research model
when | outline my innovation in greater detail.

The purpose of my action research project was sggdeimplement and evaluate a
professional learning model that helps teacherssmtechnology into their arts education
practices in creative and meaningful ways. | padicularly interested in seeing if this
professional learning model would inspire teachemge. How did | assess teacher change in
response to the collaborative inquiry model forfessional learning? Fullan and Pomfret
(1977) present a model for measuring change inotum and instruction practices. The
researchers posit that there are five dimensiocbafge vis-a-vis the implementation of an
educational innovation: changes in (a) subjectenar materials, (b) organizational structure,
(c) roles and behaviours, (d) knowledge and undedstg, and (e) value internalization. |
used Fullan & Pomfret’'s (1977) theoretical framekviar evaluate and assess teacher change in
practice following the collaborative inquiry model professional development.

This chapter first presentadreview of literature related to the contenthaf study,
notably, arts education, technology as an enalbtialy and teacher professional
development. The theoretical framework was thesgmted through a review of literature
relating to constructivism, social constructivisnddeacher change. The next chapter
presents details on the research methodology asisistudy, including data collection

techniques and data analysis.

46



Chapter Three: Methodology

Chapter Overview

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an dvaca@ount of the research process
undertaken in this study, including an overvievacofion research, and a description of
the study’s methodology, data collection and datyais techniques. First, a
description of the nested research design applieguiesented, followed by a rationale
for action research. Next, the innovation, pgptcits, data collection and procedures of
the study are illustrated, followed by a descriptid data analysis methods. In this
chapter, | conclude with a discussion of the etlgoasiderations made in this study, as
well as comments to address research quality. l¥itkae limitations of the methodology
are presented.
Research Design

To effect curriculum change and changes in thinlsmgounding the use of technology,
teachers need to take a “...critical and experimegptoach to their own classrooms”
(Nunan, as cited in Kervin, 2007, p. 2). Such ppraach suggests teachers as action
researchers who conduct research on their ownipesanhd solve personally significant issues.
The related literature, however, stresses the itapoe of carrying out action research within a
supportive, collaborative, professional commun@ydackett, 2002; Dawes, 2001). Such a
process is more likely to inspire change in teaglpractice. This study employed the
principles of action research on two levels. Fastion research served as a lens through
which | investigated, evaluated and improved my @nactice as an ICT mentor. In this role,

| support teachers’ infusion of technology acrdgsdurriculum. Second, teachers used the
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principles of action research as they generated awtion plans to address individual and

collective areas of concern in their practice.

Teachers’ Professional
Learning through Action
Research

Researcher’s Professional
Learning

Figure 1. Nested research design approach.
My research project was based on the following mpgions about action research, as
outlined by Stringer (2004):

1. Change: Improving practices and behaviours by changingithe

2. Reflection: People thinking, reflecting, and/or theorizing abtheir own
practices, behaviours, and situations;

3. Participation: People changing their own practices and behaviots
those of others;

4. Inclusion: Starting with the agendas and perspectives ditmst
powerful and widening the circle to include all $ecaffected by the
feature problem;

5. Sharing: People sharing their perspectives with others;

6. Understanding: Achieving clarity of understanding of the diffeten

perspectives and experiences of all involved,;

48



7. Repetition: Repeating cycles of research activity leadingai@solutions
to a problem;
8. Practice: Testing emerging understandings by using therhabasis for
changing practices or constructing new practiced; a
9. Community: Working toward the development/building of a leamn
community. (p. 5)
Lawson (2008) pointed out in her dissertation thase assumptions emphasize the reflective,
action-oriented, participative features which cbteaze action research. These features also
reflect a social constructivist theoretical perdpecthat underpins this study.
According to Schmuck (1997), action research is\agyful form of inquiry for teachers
because it is:
» Practical: practical improvements are the focus;
» Participative: teachers, administrators, educatiassistants, students and
parents can all be involved in meaningful ways;
« Empowering: all participants have a voice, and @amtribute to and benefit
from the process;
e Interpretive: meaning is constructed using paéois’ multiple realities in the
situation;
* Tentative: there are not always right or wrongnaers; rather, there are
possible solutions based on multiple viewpointst an
» Critical: participants look critically at specifproblems and act as change

agents. (p. 29)
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This study employed the principles of collaboraiivguiry, a participatory methodology
that fosters both learning and generation of neantedge (Goodnough, 2008). This approach
to inquiry was “self-directed” rather than “otharetted” and invited collaborative
participation in exploring and constructing diffetéorms of knowledge through sustained
interaction (Goodnough, 2008; Reason, 1989). Tpardicipants were given opportunities to
generate individual and shared research questoiisengaged in ongoing reflection at an
individual and collaborative level, enabling shameglaning-making to emerge. The
professional learning model reflected Ball's (1986)e considerations for facilitating teacher
learning, as discussed in chapter two of this study
Innovation

| designed, implemented and evaluated a profeddiesraing model that used the
principles of collaborative inquiry in order to faqut teachers’ use of technology to enhance
arts-based teaching and learning. Teachers whredhacommon professional development
interest in ICT and arts education were invitegadicipate in the study. Teachers
brainstormed their own issues, concerns or dilemandsmagined ways forward, but their
guestions were guided so that they related to @ahé&egt of arts and technology.

This project afforded teachers with time and opyattes to think, act, observe and
reflect on their own and others’ practice as theyeeimented with and tested digital
technologies in their practice. The action rede@rovided an opportunity to learn from
others, through dialogue and collaboration. Throtgflective practice and critical inquiry,
teachers constructed and shared their own knowlalkiget how their work in the arts and

technology fits into educational theory (LaferrieBeeuleux, Baker & Fitzsimons, 1999).
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Participants

In order to recruit participants for this study,iawitation to attend an information
session was distributed to classroom teachers lhasvarts specialists in our school, outlining
the purpose of the project. The information sessiso provided an opportunity for potential
participants to ask questions they may have hamt firiagreeing to be part of the study. The
meeting was followed by a letter, further descrgjine objectives and nature of the project,
outlining expectations for participation in thedgu Participants in the study were recruited
by invitation and voluntary participation, and wesked to sign the letter indicating informed
consent and their willingness to participate inghely. In essence, this is a convenience
sample which “relies on available subjects — thake are close at hand or easily accessible”
(Berg, 2009, p. 50). Although there are some r&sdsociated with this sampling strategy, it is
an appropriate fit for an action research studihisf kind.
Timeline

The action research project spanned over five weekis the collaborative inquiry group
meeting together initially for one full day. Oneek later, we met again for a half day, and a
week later, for another half day. Participantsenesked to stay after school during the fifth
week to conclude and conduct participant-led inesvg. Educational leaves were secured
from the school division, providing six teachershwone full day of release time. The other
day of release time for teachers came from thedshbeadership Committee funds. Internal
coverage for teachers was also provided for teaehesise time on an as-needed basis.
Data Collection and Procedures

According to Stringer (2004), the major purposé¢hef data collection phase of the action

research project is to understand the experienogerficting individuals. He suggests that the
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information acquired through this process enaltlesattion researcher to enter the world of

the participants, in order to better understandiataipret events that are connected to their

lived experience. In action research, the prircgdltriangulation is employed to confirm

findings. This means that information is collectexin a variety of sources, adding to the

trustworthiness of the study (Wolcott, 1988). Asided by Stringer (2004), “Triangulation

involves the use of multiple and different soureesthods, and perspectives to corroborate,

elaborate, or illuminate the research problem &dutcomes” (p. 57).

To address triangulation Wolcott (1994) organizathdources into three dimensions,

which he refers to as “The Three E’s”: experiegcenquiring, and examining. Using “The

Three E’s” ensures a balanced approach to datectiolh resulting in triangulation. The Three

E’s are described as: (a) experiencing throughrgbsen and field notes; (b) enquiring

through prompting questions, exit slips, questiamsasurveys, and interviews; and (c)

examining using existing records such as archigalichents, portfolios, policies, artwork,

maps, audio/videotapes, artifacts, and student wamnkples. To ensure that triangulation

could be practiced in my study, | gathered dataurdtiple ways. Table 1 shows a data matrix

that was used to align my research questions veita sburces.

Table 1

Data Matrix

Research Questions

Data Sources

In what ways has the collaborative
inquiry approach to professional
learning had an impact on teachers
learning and thinking about the use
ICT in learning in, through and abot
the arts?

Pre and Post Study
Questionnaires
dllassroom and
ifTechnology Lab
Observations (field
notes)

Action Plans

Lesson Plans

Reflective
Journals

(table continues
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Research Questions Data Sources

In what ways has the collaborative | Pre and Post Study | Classroom and | Reflective
inquiry approach to professional Questionnaires Technology Lab | Journals

learning had an impact on Observations
participants’ changed practice?
Lesson Plans

How do dialogue and collaboration | Pre and Post Survey] Interviews Observations
foster the construction of knowledge Questionnaires (audiotape) (field notes
related to teachers’ integration of IGT during

to support their arts education collaborative
program? inquiry

discussions)

The five week innovation began with an introductietyer (Appendix A) and group
session outlining the purpose of the research grojearticipants were introduced to an
overview of action research and the benefits aasatiwith the process for professional
growth. We also set ground rules to establishthoseof trust and cooperation. | began by
showing a brief video on action research to settmgext for inquiry, as well as a montage of
interesting arts and technology exemplars to pigterest. We discussed the purpose and
objectives of the project which were: (a) develambection of technology-rich resources
(new digital tools, Web-based curriculum materiatsffware/hardware applications) that
model intelligent, creative uses of technologydducators and future professionals; (b)
demonstrate the creative potential of ICT in aegnated arts education program through
mentorship and peer modelling and scaffoldingp¢oymote collaborative planning and
teaching between arts specialists, classroom temehnd ICT mentors in the school; (d) help
teachers become critical users of ICT in their fica¢ discerning when infusion is suitable in
an arts context; (e) build teacher capacity throcmimunity-building and sharing of ideas; (f)

encourage teachers to seek out rich, innovativeteees” to enhance their teaching through
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the arts; and (g) provide new tools for studentsative expression and educators’ creative
teaching.

Participants were asked to complete a needs-assesguestionnaire that addressed
their comfort and confidence levels and curreniagedy with ICT. The questionnaire
explored teachers’ familiarity and use of hardwardtware programs, web applications, and
other digital tools. Participants completed tlams questionnaire at the end of the project.
Next, we discussed issues of concern or inter&sting to the use of technology in our
practice. Teachers crafted research questiongdofidual interest and explored possible ways
to address them. The “Timeline for Action Resed&object” can be found in Appendix B and
“Sample Action Research Template — Project Oufiimné eachersin Appendix C. Teachers
had opportunities to dialogue about possible smhsgtito the questions and concerns that arose.
The value of such dialogue is addressed by Haudintdr) in the comments below.

On-going dialogue sessions allow participants ottaone another as they undertake

actions. Participants share perceptions, quesiindsoncerns during dialogue. This

sharing of ideas and actions leads gy@upunderstanding of the work and what it
means. The dialogue sessions help participantata from posing questions and

critically examine their own experiences from aduter context. (p. X)

Teachers were invited to share their concerns ssuks with the larger group in order to
seek feedback and potential solutions. We usedepirmapping software to chart our
questions, dilemmas and potential solutions. $aiged as data that informed my planning for
provision of next steps in the form of mini-lessoff$e data also helped me to plan for
modelling and scaffolding possibilities for techogy to support arts teaching and learning.

Teachers were asked to implement a strategy ori ‘onaject” that would help to address their
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qguestion. We met weekly to dialogue, collaboraig mutually support one another through
the action research process. We shared data @&eheg of student growth, and discussed
problems and potential solutions. Teachers Bthesession with a refined action plan which
also served as data available to measure teaahstigr They identified new strategies or
ideas they would test, and methods for collectiata to show evidence of student learning.
We also discussed ways that I, as the technologyanecould help support teachers in their
action plans.

Teachers were invited to keep reflective journ@ls-Gardcia & Cintron, 2002) on a
weekly basis, or if preferred, contribute to thewse blog site. These reflections served to
guide us through our conversations, and show eg&lehteacher learning. In order to explore
teachers’ pedagogical thinking, questions were gio¢a) \What have | learned that | was not
previously aware of? (b) What has been clarifmdiie? (c) What do | want to pursue to find
out more? (d) What new skill have | acquired fi@itl not have before? (e) What do |
understand today that | didn’'t before? (f) How giddents respond to my lesson?

In addition to reflective journals | also collectieéchers’ action plans in order to
document teacher change. Participants used amaesearch planning template (Appendix
C) to record their plans, actions, observationd,raflections. At the end of each collaborative
inquiry group session, participants were invitedise their action research cycle to record
and/or revise action plans related to their usedfnology. Participants were invited to share
their plans, actions, observations, reflectionsl, @vidence of change during the collaborative
inquiry sessions.

Participants were also asked to submit a lessan pllining the lesson’s objectives

(including the lesson’s intent, the students’ task criteria for learning), the arts focus, the use
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of technology, and the teacher’s role. Initiallipad hoped to have teachers submit two lesson
plans — one at the outset of the study, and onartbits conclusion. However, due to the
timing in the school year and teachers’ busy sclesdgit was only possible to collect one
lesson plan from each teacher-participant.

Finally, after completion of the study, teacherdipgated in an interview matrix
technique which | facilitated. Five key questiovexe crafted in order to ascertain the
effectiveness of collaborative inquiry as an appho@ professional development. Each
teacher was responsible for one research questioihwas given time to record their own
responses to the question, and to interview otiuelyparticipants to collect information
related to the research question.

Data Analysis

Shagoury Hubbard and Miller Power (1993) suggest ‘tthata analysis is a way of seeing
and then seeing again. It is the process of brgqngrder, structure and meaning to the data, to
discover what is underneath the surface” (p. @gta analysis involves reflecting on the
information gathered, and transforming the data amtompact system of ideas and concepts
that can be applied to solutions to the probletmaatd (Stringer, 2004). In action research, the
researcher sifts through the accumulated datastd thie information that is most relevant to
the problem being investigated. Stringer says $bcess of distillation provides the
material for an organized set of concepts and itletsenable them to achieve greater insight,
understanding, or clarity about events of inter@st'97). The intent is to achieve sound
solutions to problems by uncovering concepts ardddhat make sense to the stakeholders

involved.
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As qualitative data were analyzed throughout thdysttrends, patterns, connections and
commonalities began to emerge from interviews attative inquiry session field notes,
lesson plans, reflective journals, action reseayadtes and questionnaires. These trends and
patterns enabled me to achieve greater insightkamidy about the collaborative inquiry and
teachers’ experience (Stringer, 2004). In ordenterpret and make sense of the qualitative
data, | employed interpretive data analysis stragegs outlined by Hesse-Biber and Leavy
(2006). First, | prepared the data, to determieetty what | would analyze. | colour-coded
data according to data source. The next step$vieda@ata exploration and data reduction. |
attempted to sort the data according to researebtigms. Next, | unitized the data, dividing it
into units of meaning or codes. These units ofmmgpwere identified with single-word
descriptors, aligned with corresponding page amdgvaph numbers from the data source.
Next, | sorted the units of meaning and formulatatbgories which were cut up and housed in
envelopes. This tactile activity enabled me t@getze themes and identify patterns,
connections and commonalities within the datarghoized these themes in a table in order to
summarize, make meaning and ultimately, answerasgarch questions (Stringer, 2004).

Since collaborative inquiry aims at honouring tloéces of participants, it was imperative
to ensure that participants’ voices were refletkedugh data collection and analysis. In order
to respect this principle, | modeled Lawson (2008pse participants’ compelling oral and
written remarks, quotes and anecdotes were catfléotélustrate and support the findings of
the research study. | expected that my analygmdicipant voice would give rise to what
Stringer (2004) refers to as “epiphanies and ilhative experiences” (p. 96), powerful

moments of knowledge construction or enlightenment.
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The pre- and post-study questionnaires containadtgative and qualitative data. As the
participant group was small in size, quantitatiaéadrom the questionnaires were analyzed
using descriptive statistics to determine partictpachanged attitudes, views and perceived
needs. Mean scores for each item on the questrenmare calculated and then compared at
the end of the study to determine overall tren@salitative data from the questionnaires were
analyzed using a coding strategy to identify owarerg themes and patterns related to the
research questions, and guided my planning foregjuent mini-lessons and hands-on
exploration time for teachers.

Information gleaned from the pre-study questioresawas later compared with the
results from the post-study questionnaires to caengeowth and change in teachers’
perceptions about their pedagogy with ICT. Dumgngup dialogue sessions, | took field notes
from my observations and impressions of discussidiss provided supporting information
related to the primary issues and needs of teachedsillustrated how dialogue and
collaboration play a role in knowledge construction

Participants were asked to respond to promptingtepres in their reflective journals.
Participants’ responses served as an indicatie@aaher learning, and were analyzed against
Fullan & Pomfret’'s (1977) framework on change tlyeor

| also collected artifacts, such as teachers’ legdans and action plans. At the outset of
the study, | designed a rubric to analyze teachesson plans. Due to end-of-year timing and
demanding schedules, it was not a realistic expentéo have teachers complete a formal
lesson plan. Consequently, | used the rubricqagde and analyzed teachers’ records of
planning in a more holistic manner, in order toniify general trends of increased, meaningful

technology use. Throughout the study, teachet®racesearch plans were gathered and
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analyzed for trends and patterns related to evelehchange in professional practice, as
teachers had the opportunity to revise their pletteoughout the course of the inquiry
process. The data collected and analyzed wereddodestablish emerging categories. | used
Fullan and Pomfret’'s (1977) model as a lens toyaredkey indicators of change.

Ethical Considerations

In conducting an action research project with mieegues, close attention was given to
ethical considerations. As a researcher-partitipathe study, | was a peer in the action
research process. However, there were times Ihaag been perceived as having “power
over” my colleagues setting myself apart from thaug as | collected data and recorded my
observations in the form of field notes. As a teadeader in the school, it was important for
me to establish a climate of equality, warmth aegponsiveness, so that participants would
not feel undue pressure or stress. Ultimatelytigpants’ perceptions of my role may have
influenced some of the data gathered, which wiltliseussed in the limitations section in the
pages following.

Ground rules for mutual respect, trust and confidéty were discussed at the outset of
the study. Participants’ confidentiality and dofycare were considered at all times. Steps
were taken to ensure that all information sharegdicipants were kept private — including
their identities, and data shared only with periaisérom participants. Duty of care was
practiced in storing all information securely, atked filing cabinets. Sensitivity to
participants was maintained through ongoing diado@s participants were given time to talk
and share teaching events in a mutually suppoetiveronment. Written permissions from all
participating members were obtained. Protocolsrimrmed consent were followed (Stringer,

2004). All participants in the study had a voioel avere encouraged to share their ideas freely
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and openly. The development of the work remairisitble and transparent to suggestions
from other participants. Findings were verifiediwgarticipants by member checking and
permissions were obtained for disseminating andgmting findings publicly. Participants
were thanked and copies of research findings shaitedhose involved in the project (Curry,
1996; Morin, 2008).
Research Quality

To ensure that my action research study was Malised Anderson, Herr, and Nihlen’s
(as cited by Mills, 2007) criteria: democratic datly, outcome validity, process validity,
catalytic validity, and dialogic validity. Demodi@avalidity refers to accurate representation
of all participants in the study. In assuring deratic validity, | took care that all participants’
views, voices and perspectives were honoured aadlhé®utcome validity requires that the
actions emerging from the study lead to the reswlutf the issue being investigated. My
study demonstrated outcome validity, as there \aetien plans on two levels: those of the
teachers taking thoughtful action with their studeas well as my own action steps, in helping
me to better serve those teachers with whom | wéracess validity was achieved as the
study was conducted in a dependable and competemien ensuring that data collection
techniques addressed and answered research gsedfimtess validity was considered, as |
continuously reflected on the suitability of my @abllection methods through journaling and
informal observations, ensuring that they wereapgropriate technigues in answering my
research questions. Catalytic validity referdi®willingness of participants to take action as
a result of newly generated knowledge from the\stuthe study demonstrated catalytic
validity, as it indeed led to teacher change. heexlearned new ways to meaningfully infuse

technology into their repertoire. Also, due tostecess, the collaborative inquiry project has
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the potential to serve as a model for future ptewl development within our school and
school division. Dialogic validity refers to thalue of the research once applied to the peer
review process. Dialogic validity was addressedhring and disseminating the findings of
the study with my colleagues and the wider protesdi community after public critique.
Limitations of the Methodology

The findings of this study may not be generalizeatle to the narrow geographic
context (our school) and small number of partictpan the study (five). Although this study
presents important insights in order to fosterdaeelopment of effective teaching practices
and professional development models, these insagbtspecific to one unique context
(Stringer, 2004). Readers may find, however, tihatdeas presented transfer to similar
contexts and may be applicable.

The relatively short time frame given to implemastv strategies (five weeks), coupled with
problematic calendar timing for the project (endh#f school yeardlso presented limitations, and
must be taken into consideration when considehedihdings. If the collaborative inquiry
project had spanned over an entire academic yedmparticipants in the study were given
more time to explore and experiment with new tetbgies with more time to implement new
strategies in their practice, this study might hgieédded more meaningful results vis-a-vis
teacher change. Also, due to the short span bete@ktorative inquiry sessions (one week),
teachers had relatively little time to collect aeflect purposefully on their own data.
Therefore, one limitation was maintaining rigouttwe data gathering process of teachers’
action research studies.

As technology mentor for the group of teachers lwe in this study and facilitator for
this collaborative inquiry project, | was well-knawo all participants in the study. Therefore,

the researcher and participants had a pre-exigglagonship. Although this familiarity
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produced a comfortable, relaxed and informal atrhesy and teachers were very willing and
keen to participate in all aspects of the proje@lso posed potential limitations and ethical
considerations. It is possible that teachers wemngesvhat biased in their reflective journal
responses, questionnaires and their answers totdrgiew questions due to the fact that they
were trying to please the researcher. Participargbt have been more candid in their
responses about the collaborative inquiry apprddtie researcher had been unknown to
them.

Another limitation posed by the action researcfuginvolved the range of ICT
proficiency levels amongst participating teachekf.teachers participating in the study
arrived with varying experience and abilities wiishnology. Teachers who were more
technologically fluent might have had more confickemand success with implementing new
strategies than those who had limited prior exposutechnology. The wide range of abilities
made it very difficult for me to plan and presenbitessons that would suit everyone’s ability
levels and unique interests and needs. Frustrii@is mounted amongst a few participants
when they began to feel “left behind” by the compileof steps involved, or when digital
tools seemed unrealistic or out of reach. Thistfation was felt by all group members, and
led to me to slow down in my demonstrations andamqtions, to the point where some
participants may have felt bored or uninspired.

Yet another limitation in the study concerneddhe&ue nature of dialogue. As a
researcher and facilitator, it was problematicaptare the dialogue sessions’ true essence.
Observations in the form of short-hand field natese less than adequate in portraying
participants’ expressions and tone of voice, naad possibly capture every word

exchanged. As a result, meaning may have beeinltst process of data analysis. This
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shortfall may have been resolved through the usidio-visual recording equipment,
enabling participants’ voices and true meaningutese. To compound this problem, |
analyzed and interpreted the data alone, so noéotier reliability was possible.

Finally, due to the inherent bias and subjectivityaction research, my perspective -
drawn from my unique experiences as a technologyten¢éeaching at an inner-city school -
will likely have influenced the interpretation cétd, shaping the findings, conclusions and
implications of this study. Also, my relationshjith the teacher-participants involved in this
study coupled with my own personal assumptions, h@ae given rise to researcher bias.
Action research does not seek to hide these bibsésather, aims to construct a holistic
understanding of the dynamic and complex socialohairthe classroom and school (Stringer,
2004).

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to provide an ovena#the action research design
methodology employed including a discussion ofitim@vation, participants as well as
description of data collection and procedures enstudy. Data analysis methods, ethical
considerations and research quality of the studgwiscussed. Finally, the limitations of the
methodology were presented. Chapter Four exptbeeindings related to collaborative
inquiry as a model for professional developmerdriter to support teachers’ use of

technology to enhance arts-based teaching andrigarn
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

Chapter Overview

This chapter presents the findings of the studiciwivere based on an analysis of data
sets drawn from various sources including: (dilfreotes, (b) reflective journals, (c)
interviews, (d) lesson plans, (e) action reseayctes, and (f) questionnaires. The approach
will be to present emergent themes and specifia ddated to each of my research questions.
In addressing each question, | first display thevant themes in Table 2 as a way of orienting
the reader to the discussion that follows. Therintegrated approach to the data is used to
provide a holistic representation of the results.
Table 2
Emergent Themes by Data Source

Interviews Field Notes Lesson Plans Action Research Questionnaires Reflective
Cycles Journals

Immediate application to Time and support
practice for exploration

Changes in subject

matter and

materials
Constructivist learning Fostering reflective
environment practice

Social learning Constructivist learning Changes in subject
environment matter and
materials

Social learning Advancing
understanding

Changes in subject matter a
materials

Fostering reflective practice

(table continues)
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Interviews Field Notes Lesson Plans Action Research Questionnaires Reflective
Cycles Journals

Value Features of the
internalization Collaborative
Inquiry Model

Fostering construction of ICT
knowledge through
collaboration and dialogue

Value internalization Power and potency| Plans for changing practice
of collaborative
learning

Social-emotional climate Power and potency of
collaborative learning

Fostering construction of ICT Time and support for

knowledge through exploration

collaboration and dialogue

Advancing understanding Features of the Collaborative
Inquiry Model

Power and potency of
collaborative learning

Impacting Features of a Collaborative Inquiry Model on Professional Learning and
Thinking

Educational change often requires teachers toastggl and change existing teaching
practices (Howard & DeMeester, 2008). “When teeslmaplement new teaching practices
they are taking risks. They leave proven practameslearn to apply new methods, tools, and
strategies in the classroom” (Howard, 2007, p.lft)order for teachers to adopt technology
and successfully integrate it into their curriculuhey must have sufficient time and ongoing
opportunities to experiment and play with the newlg (Dakich, 2009; Nudell, 2004; Schrum,
1999). Nudell (2004) reinforces this notion by statinguiling knowledge takes time, and
needs to be reinforced with hands-on activitielaborative exploration of new materials, and
the freedom to create activities, make mistakesseavork, or try something new” (p. 52).

Time and support for exploration. Research suggests that in order for teachers to

develop facility with and expand and develop these of technology, they need ongoing
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opportunities to explore, investigate new tool&, @sestions of colleagues, and experiment
with new ideas and new resources (Nudell, 2004)e dollaborative inquiry project afforded
participants a safe and supportive learning enwir@mt in which they could take risks and
experiment with new technologies, applying thearteng immediately to their practice. Upon
learningAudacityin one of the collaborative inquiry workshops, @agticipant began to

utilize the program immediately in her practicealelimg students to record their musical
compositions and to self-assess. The teacherdeifortable trying out this innovation in her
practice because she had the group support, cocédend basic understanding of the program
to “give it a go.” “I triedAudacityspur of the moment, and found it very user-frigHd|E.H.
reflective journal, p. 3). She goes on to explain:

usingAudacityhas been working well, especially with Alana’s gogt. | still need to

play with the program and learn how to edit, ctd,.e.l want to spend more time

experimenting witrAudacity..but also want to explore the zoom mic as another

alternative. | really want to learn how to uktovie. | need to learn how to use these

programs and then can explore on my own (E.Hec#fle journal, p. 4-5).

This reflection underscores the importance of geaching, collegial support, the need for
time to experiment and explore in order to buildcopfidence for risk-taking.

Another example that further confirms the needlMiertime and support for exploration
can be illustrated in one teacher’s reflection aloe use off witter. Twitter - an online
micro-blogging tool - offers educators much potainfior breaking down the isolating
classroom walls, allowing teachers opportunitiesditaborate with one another, as well as a
quick method for sharing information or resouragated to curriculum issues. Teachers can

remain abreast of current educational trends, aild their own reliable network of trusted
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teachers.Twitter also offers teachers access and information to®plrofessional
development opportunities in real-time (Wetzel, 200Despite the rich potential dfvitter,
teachers need time and support to explore its faludemselves. “I haven't givefwitter
any time...I need to give it time to see the posisikd” (field notes, 9.2). “There’s a lack of
time to get into these things” (field notes, 9.8).one participant’s reflective journal, she
echoes this concern: “I haven'’t givehitter] enough time, | know, but | wonder if | ever
would? Wading through other people’s communicatesis voyeuristic” (S.R., reflective
journal, p. 4). These responses underscore thertane of time and support needed to
explore the advantages (and dispel the miscongeytaf cutting-edge technologies.
Immediate application to practice. In an interview asking teachers to describe their
general perceptions of the value of collaborathaiiry as a form of professional
development, one participant compared her learnmitige collaborative inquiry model to other
forms of professional development, arguing “it's Been comparable to other workshops
where you get a bunch of worksheets, and lotslkihtaand you come back with stuff. It gets
put aside, but [is of] no immediate use. You n&edse it right away, and put it into practice
for it to work” (L.B., interview, 1.2). This regpse is aligned with recent research in the field
of professional development, arguing the importasfdenmediate application to practice and
authentic feedback (Foltos, n.d.; Joyce & ShowkE984). The problem with such traditional
forms of professional development such as worksotigt teachers often have no
opportunity to apply what they learn in these wadgss, and no manner in which to receive
feedback when thego try to apply what they have learned. These finsliogncur with those
of Joyce & Showers (1994) who found that profesaliéearning models which included

theory, demonstrations and practice, plus ongogagleing and collegial follow up offer the
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greatest prospect for curricular change. One@patint commented on her immediate
application of technology through her classroongblo

I have been using the blog regularly since ourdassion. | find it to be an excellent

documentation tool as well as a great avenue tmfesit reflection....The students have

begun commenting on the posts with some teachdagoe. | anticipate that with more

teacher guidance and exemplars, student reflectwdhBecome more in depth. (L.B.,

reflective journal, p. 3)

Through her immediate application to practice, ffagticipant was able to recognize the value
of the tool, and reflect on ways to improve itsdtion in her practice.

Unfortunately, due to the late timing in the schpedr, other teachers had little
opportunity to apply what they had learned towarthtterm, meaningful projects. End of
school year commitments such as field trips, dablyclosure and school events precluded
teachers from applying their learning in a longriemeaningful manner. However,
participants all recognized the importance of featttfrom colleagues and from the
technology mentor, and valued the feedback thesived about theildeasfor integrating
technology into practice.

Peer coaching and mentoring.My work with teachers in the collaborative inquiry
model reflects an approach to professional learthiagtakes theory, demonstrations and
practice in combination with peer coaching and suppResearch has found that this model
offers the greatest prospect for curricular chadggce & Showers, 1983; Schrum, 1999).
Each week, as participants reconnected at thebowlsive inquiry group, they discussed and
reflected on ideas, strategies and new technoldlgaégsvere put into practice, or that they were

hoping to put into practice at a later time. Ifeef, the collaborative inquiry gave teachers the
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motivation, confidence and “nudge” to try thinggs and apply to their practice within a
supportive community of learners.

Participants indicated that they felt supported emafortable in the collaborative
inquiry group, and that the group dynamics playéarg@e part in helping to make them feel
secure enough to take risks in their learning.oAs participant commented in an interview:
“I'm learning from others in a non-threatening l@ag environment. I'm seeing new
perspectives from teachers and able to put idéagpnactice immediately” (B.E., interview,
2). This same participant later went on to comnadatut the dynamics of small group
interaction: “It was the same group for all sessie everyone was encouraging. If it were a
different group each time, it may have been matienidating.” (B.E., interview, 2.1)
Teachers felt comfortable asking questions in aggro

[the] comfort level was high due to teachers alhgen the same school — we worked

together to navigate new sites, asking ‘how did geuthere’ and ‘what does this do’,

etc. By watching teachers post blogs and ask keesiiooting questions, it seemed

attainable. (B.E., post-study questionnaire, p. 25)

These findings support recent research in the,figldch argues that peer coaching and
support are instrumental to helping teachers impterand adopt new technology skills and
knowledge (Foltos, n.d.; Joyce & Showers, 1994 r@&uch 1999).

Increased confidence and efficacyThe community of the collaborative inquiry group,
coupled with access to and support of a constahhtdogy mentor (me), gave participants the
confidence and self assurance needed to step etkstt “comfort zone” in order to take risks
that would ultimately lead to meaningful changéisTinding is supported in the literature by

Sandra Kay Plair (2008) who suggests,
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The existing format for technology-related professil development lacks the continuity
that teachers need to develop the confidence ditd®f leading to technology fluency.
Teachers crave a constant support person, in plos@nity and available to fill in the
gaps that arise with the rapid changes associatedechnology. (p. 70)

The collaborative inquiry model helped restoreipgréants’ confidence in taking new
risks, and also opened up new perspectives andtmdtdirections for technology, which
ultimately fostered a sense of capacity in teach@nse participant remarked, “I think when
you’re doing anything collaborative, you're exposedvay more in terms of quantity and
quality of available options and ideas...where yaei\sbat others are already doing, it gives a
leaping off point for what you can do” (D.M., im#ew, 6.2). Another example of confidence
and efficacy is illustrated through a participaméflection on employing a new instructional
strategy, titlegprocesobservation, which was shared by other membetsamtoup, as a
means to actively observe student thinking, antetp students articulate their thinking to
others: “[I will try] process observation using the interactive whiteboard...[where] student
do the activity while | observe” (L.B., reflectiyeurnal, p. 6). Other participants were keen to
try blogging with their class, as a form of studentl teacher reflection. These strategies were
new to teachers, but the culture of support and@agement within the collaborative inquiry
group gave participants the confidence needed/toew strategies in their practice.

These reflections are aligned with a social-comsitvist perspective, which argues that as
learners participate in a broad range of jointvétigls and experiences, and internalize the
effects of working together, they acquire new sigjas and knowledge (Palincsar, 2003;
Vygotsky, 1978). Where once participants may haltaritimidated and anxious to even

attempt to play with new digital tools and expenrheith new instructional techniques; the
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collaborative inquiry group offered peer suppontz@iragement and assistance for one
another, allowing participants to feel more condbt¢ to “have a go.”

Access to technology resourcePuring collaborative inquiry sessions, each pgraait
brought with them a division-owned notebook (laptopmputer which they had access to at
all times — during class time as well as at hotdaving immediate access and up-to-date
hardware surely impacted on teachers’ confidendecamfort level, as well as a willingness
to take risks.

In her study titledreachers’ Perceptions about the Barriers and Catislyor Effective
Practices with ICT in Primary Schoglsva Dakich (2009) found that teachers who had their
own computer and time to practice their skills leelphem build competence and confidence in
using new technologies. Dakich also found thatiolpp “helped teachers become more
familiar with ICT, and provided them with opporttias to experiment with new technologies
in their own time and within their own comfort zdrfp. 448). Access to equipment at home
and at school is critical for teachers’ extendeztpece and for building their comfort levels
(Schrum, 1999). Such research findings resondteame participant in the study, in her
reflective journal:

I’'m looking forward to trying out new websites wistudents. [I'm] feeling very

confident after practicing at home [with my laptopl'm] noticing ease of using the

blog. [I’'m] feeling like | need to work on this ewsummer in preparation for next year.

My confidence is rising. [I’'m] feeling more free try new things and websites. (B.E.,

reflective journal, 4)

Individualized professional development.Participants appreciated having the time to

work at their own pace and at their own level, Bndccordance with their own individual and
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program needs. This approach contrasts significemthe one-size-fits-all professional
development model that pervades current teaché&gsional development practices. In the
collaborative inquiry model, teachers identifieditinterests and needs, and therefore
workshops and mini-lessons could be organized aitatéd to suit participants’ unique needs
and goals (see pre-study questionnaire). Onecpatit articulates this finding very clearly:

“I really like that [collaborative inquiry] allowse to choose the direction of my professional
growth” (L.B., reflective journal, 1). This respsmis echoed by another participant, who
describes the action research process as “logidaptive, self-directed and therefore
applicable and meaningful. Teachsh®uldbe able to identify areas of change” (D.M.,
reflective journal, 1).

Interestingly, participants also remarked on tlgmisicance of the organic, flexible and
fluid approach to this professional learning modebrder to help them achieve their goals.
“The fluid, dynamic approach rather than a statgid one, allows us to make changes and to
go in different directions as you need” (D.M.entiew, 7.2). Other participants also
remarked on the fluidity of the process: “The aouity of the process allows us to refine our
goal, and continue to revise our ideas...this is @afig helpful for learning new
technology....” (S.R., interview 3.4). Two particiga agreed to dedicate a period in the
timetable to self-directed technology learninghia tab next year. This objective illustrates a
desire to set personal learning goals, and tovotlorough with them with the support of
colleagues.

Individual goal-setting was very important for gpommembers — the invitation to identify
one’s own pedagogical issue, and move forward atoajs personal learning continuum,

acknowledging growth and development over time &agaging and reassuring at the same
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time. “[This form of professional development aled us to] try, re-evaluate, reassess and try
again,” (L.B., interview, 1.2).“and the fact that we were with a cohesive grollpywed us to
“meet, set goals, try them out, talk about themhatworked, what didn’t — learn from
colleagues about what worked and try it out agéinB., interview, 1.4). The value of the
collaborative inquiry approach lies in “the oppaiity to create a goal for yourself — it
becomes part of your practice, as opposed to afirieD session” (L.B., interview, 10.3).
These responses parallel current research, whigleaithat,

with extensive guidance from a master teacherpamof peers and a detailed

professional development curriculum, teachers casye largely self-directed goals,

working on a lesson plan of their own choosing wilkihowing support is available to
them. Teachers can focus on their own interestpasfessional pursuits, learning
actively, discussing their ideas with colleaguesl geflecting on the types of activities

they want to add to their teaching repertoire. (@&Li@004, p. 52)

Examples of the individualized nature of the cadladtive inquiry model are illustrated in
participants’ action research cycles. Participahestified a need for change in their practice,
and then decided on a plan of action. This prosedsscribed through one teacher-
participant’s action research plan as well as éftective journal: “[My plan is] to learn how
to create a class blog with supporting technolomiesder to explore Reggio-style
documentation and to expand reflection potentiaktodents” (S.R., teacher’s action plan).
The participant then goes on to identify the leagnsupports and strategies required to fulfill
her plan: “Classroom blog to ‘showcase’ studentries (in-process)...Visual art, poetry,
creative writing...Use of digital photography, audszording, video editing” (S.R., reflective

journal, p. 9).
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Another participant remarked on the value of indlialized, flexible learning: “Collaborative
inquiry allows you to make changes, and go in d&ffié directions as you need” (D.M.,
interview, 7). These responses illustrate teackiesre to take ownership of their
professional learning, to decide for themselves timy wish to improve their practice, and
take steps forward at their own pace to reach tualfs.

Features of the collaborative inquiry model. At the end of the study, participants were
asked what types of professional development hadtbatest impact on practice.
Consistently and across the board, participargsrded those experiences wheeads-on
learning, repetitive practice, in-context modeliagd demonstrationgndongoing projects
where teachers were given the time to experimethcaliaborate with otheras most
meaningful and effective.

| find this approach far more valuable [than ottmerdels for professional learning]. The

time to try, regroup, reflect and try again allowad to delve deep into technology and

arts-based learning. I've achieved a great deabnfidence due to the time afforded to

this project. (L.B., post-study questionnaire24)
This participant also goes on to describe anothgortant feature of the collaborative inquiry
model — time for dialogue and collaboration: fididialogue and conversations with
colleagues to be the most useful in creating megmiichange. Particularly when the
conversations are ongoing” (L.B., reflective jodr?d. These features are supported in the
literature: “for any PD activity, teachers needdito plan, practice skills, try out new ideas,
collaborate and reflect on ideas. Acquiring tedbgy skills and becoming proficient at new
ways of teaching in which technology is approptiabetegrated requires additional time”

(Rodriguez, 2000).
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Constructivist learning environment. In her article titled “Time to Experiment,”

Nudell (2004) cites three features for creatingadpctive learning environment for teachers
for successful technology integration. She ardi@a a constructivist perspective, that just
like our students, teachers are active learnerdeand best when they are given opportunities
to engage in hands-on, active learning experiendesonstructivist learning environment is
characterized by active engagement, inquiry, praldelving, and collaboration with others
(Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Jonassen, 1994). The importahcenstructivist learning is supported
by participants’ comments in pre-study questioregiwhen asked to describe the types of
professional development that had the greatestdhgrapractice: “hands-on practice is a
must!” (B.E., p. 17); “hands-on learning,” (E.H.1j); “hands-on professional development
experiences...repetitive experiences to learn amdhretformation, and experiences where we
left off — a continuum is needed rather than a wmaw topic” (D.M., p. 17), and “ongoing
practice” (L.B., p. 17). After the study, one pegant reflected on the importance of active
involvement: we were “not just talked at, but ilwexd in...this is always more meaningful.
Thedoingwas the important part — having the laptop riglere, trying it out, doing it — this
was most valuable” (E.H., interview, 4).

Collaborative dialogue and the importance of socidearning. Another feature of
meaningful professional development, accordingad@l (2004) involves providing
opportunities to collaborate with peers. Timedooup discussions and reflection helps
establish a supportive community of learners inclvheachers can learn from one another, as
well as from the facilitator. Upon establishingsicommunities of learners, teachers are more
likely to continue to share knowledge and suppo# another in the future. Participants in the

collaborative inquiry group agreed: “l learnednsoch from others, whether it was helping me
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figure something out or introducing me to new teahgies, websites, etc.” (E.H., post-study

questionnaire, p. 24), “exposure to other peoptEsis and projects is inspiring,” (S.R., post-

study questionnaire, p. 24);
the opportunity to collaborate and time to meetrdle last few weeks has allowed me
the time to feel true growth in my professionalgige. I'm committed to trying new
things based on my personal goals to share witlgrivgp each week. (L.B., post-study
guestionnaire, p. 24)

Another participant echoed the importance of calfabon when she stated in an interview,
two heads are better than one. | learn througérsthery well...[I’'m] learning from
colleagues. By collaborating with colleaguesusipes you to do more yourself — | want
to help others, just as they're helping me, saughes me to work on my own
professional learning. Helping each other is whsiould all be about. (E.H., interview,
5)

Sustaining learning over a longer term.The final feature described by Nudell (2004)
involves training over an extended period of tirdestrong professional development program
provides teachers with the time needed for autb@mguiry, reflection and collaboration.
Given adequate time, teachers are able to establsipportive learning environment where
they are free to ask questions, build on one anstkeowledge, and learn at their own pace.
The collaborative inquiry afforded participantshwiime to experiment and explore new
technologies, over an extended period, which wgklyivalued by all group members.
Several participants indicated in the pre-studystjoanaires as well as dialogue sessions that
time was the biggest inhibiting factor to integngthew technologies successfully. When

asked about the biggest challenge to effectivggmateon of technology, one participant

76



responded that finding the “time to investigate plssibilities in a meaningful and supportive
way” was an obstacle (S.R. pre-study questionnpir&6), while another explained that “time
is [the] number one challenge and [the] fear thand) to integrate technology will use too
much [time] since | have very limited technologylriedge and confidence” (D.M. pre-study
questionnaire p 16). Reflecting on a recent warkdio learnGarageBangdanother participant
expressed her disappointment with the traditiorshing approach, responding, “I didn’t learn
a thing! Others got to use it, but | didn’t gebagh time to try” (p. 1 field notes 2.4). Another
participant echoed the same concern: “we needtbrtedk about technology issues and
questions...” (field notes, p. 1, 4.4). This findisgechoed in the literature by Mehlinger
(1997), who estimated that teachers need more3ddrours of training and hands-on
experience to successfully adopt new technologypnactice.

For several teachers involved in the collaboraitiegiiry project, this was the first
opportunity where they were able to spend a siggifi amount of time exploring the different
uses of technology, and more importantly, drawip@ation plans which addressed their
unique needs and goals, integrating their newlyiaed technology skills. “The time to try,
regroup, reflect and try again allowed me to deleep into technology and arts-based
learning. I've achieved a great deal of confidedge to the time afforded to this project”
(L.B., post-study questionnaire, p. 24). Anothartigipant remarked: “time over successive
sessions builds knowledge and confidence” (S.Rst-pmudy questionnaire, p. 24), while
another commented on the dynamics of the intimede “[1] loved [the] small group
interaction and time to explore” (B.E. post 24).

These sentiments reappeared in participant intesviater on in the study: “having the

time to explore some of the websites and toolsimeauable, [as well as the] time to see

1



what'’s out there before deciding what to pursueE(Binterview, 10.3). The desire for more
time is echoed by one participant, in her reflecjournal: “teachers are somewhat isolated in
their classrooms and finding time to collaboratéhveblleagues is to often put by the wayside”
(L.B., reflective journal, 2). Such reflective ments emphasize the value that teachers place
on having the time — outside of class, with otlaerd alone — to explore, experiment and build
confidence with new digital tools.

Learning to evaluate technology with pedagogical tent. Although risk-taking and
experimentation are desirable, if not critical pices for the successful integration of new
technology; meaningful and authentic technologusidn also requires thoughtful critique and
analytical thinking. Not only is the appropriatea@nd suitability of the technology important
to consider, but one must think carefully aboutititent or purpose of the learning, and
whether the new technology supports the learnitenirin a meaningful fashion. “Being
prepared to use technology and knowing how th&nlogy can support student learning
have become integral skills in every teacher’s ggsional repertoire” (UNESCO, 2008).
Throughout the study, participants questioned remhriologies thoughtfully, and analyzed
their value to support student learning. As evadehin teachers’ lesson plans, assessment for
learning criteria (Clarke, Owens, & Sutton, 200@&yvi2s, 2001) were used to ensure that
technology helped progress student learning. dhaatits were careful to identify the lesson’s
purpose or intent, outlined the enabling taskscatthg where and how technology would be
used to support the lesson outcomes, and deterf@aaung criteria that would enable
students and teacher to decide if the objectivébefesson were learned (Davies, 2001,

Sutton, 1995).
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In one collaborative inquiry session, | challengjeel group to look critically at several
interactive websites. Constructive discussionsiaparpose and intent emerged from all
group members. One participant commented in agiadly interview, that such discussions
were of most value to her: “[We need to] ensuee the technology is moving children’s
learning forward.” “[It is important to] criticalllook at the technology and know your intent”
(K.A, interview, 8). She goes on to describe thaiseussions as most helpful: “is [the
technology] being used purposefully or just keeghglents busy? Looking at these ideas
critically, as a group was most valuable” (L.Bigirview, 6). As collaborative inquiry sessions
extended over time, participants had the opponunitielve deep into new technologies,
critically evaluating whether they might truly suppstudent learning, and reinforce the
purpose of the lesson.

Fostering reflective practice. Professional reflective practice is a “complex and
intellectually challenging activity” (Moran & Daltg 1995, p.22). It is an ongoing process of
examining and refining process that takes timeaadstained commitment (Cole & Knowles,
2000). Ideally, reflective practice leads to nestian or verification of one’s existing actions.

Action research requires participants to reflecttmeir actions continually in order to
improve (McNiff & Whitehead, 2006; Stringer, 2004)hroughout the collaborative inquiry,
two forms of reflective practice emerged: reflentin-action (thinking on one’s feet) and
reflection-on-action (stepping back from one’s pi@cto ponder and evaluate one’s actions)
(Schon, 1983). These forms of reflective thinkimgre made evident throughout participants’
reflective journals, group discussions and intewgie Reflection-in-action was illustrated by
one teacher who described having to “think on ket’f as her lesson did not go at all as

planned, but instead of “going down with the sirgkship”, she decided to take a divergent
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path, and applied the new digital tools she hachki “It was nothing close to the lesson
plan, but | took a divergent path and demonstréiédbility. The kids and | had a blast”
(E.H., field notes, 16.2). Another example ofeeflon-inaction was a spur of the moment
decision to have students’ compositions digitadigarded so that they could self-assess their
performance. “I tried ovAudacity..it was a teachable moment” (E.H. field notes.8.3)

The extended timeframe for the collaborative ingaiforded participants withmeto
think carefully about their own practice, enablieflection-on-action. “[Action research]
causes you to reflect on what you're doing, cahgftdnsider the direction you're going to
take — for both the children’s learning and youngwofessional learning” (D.M., interview,
7.2). Another participant remarked in an intewyie‘[collaborative inquiry provided an]
opportunity to create a goal for yourself which dr@es part of your practice, as opposed to a
one-off PD session” (S.R., interview, 10.8).

Reflection-on-action was illustrated through thatamuous goal-setting that manifested
throughout the collaborative inquiry process —ddenced in group dialogue sessions, action
plans, reflective journals, and in-class observetioOne example describes the art and music
teachers deciding that in order to advance their lmarning and achieve the goals they had set
out for themselves, they would like to reserveat isl the technology timetable for the
following year. Another example of reflection-oatian was the work of one participant
whose goal was to use a blog as a vehicle forWweramnd her students’ reflection. Due to the
early lab closure, she was unable to arrive afitfa stage of this project. However, she
writes about her experiences and engages in rigitech her attempts:

Access to the lab has thrown a bit of a wrenob inbm 2’s Superhero project. Alana

and | worked with Savannah (took a photo, copiadtd@ Paint, manipulated it — wings,
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mask, etc. — but | think we’ve run out of time. Mig goal is to become familiar with

setting up and managing a blog. | have materhfanother investigation (rockets)

which | can use as the vehicle for my ‘blog’ leagni | think it might be met with some
resistance, but wouldn'’t it be great if class blagse the vehicle for sharing within our
school? At staff meetings...this would promote Regdige documentation,
reflection...At first, the technology support teacheuld help teachers with the
mechanics of it...(?) Regardless, I'm excited abbtdrinext year. In addition, my

current technology goals are: 1) to improve indhesa of digital photography, 2)

video/video editing. (S.R., reflective journal7%-

The insights that participants gleaned from thein @eflections and their analysis of
their own and others’ practice were fed back imaxpce. A forum was established for
sharing individual experiences in which colleagocesld respond, challenge and support one
another. This forum fostered a collegial, collaive climate that supported participants’
professional development (Riding, Fowell & Levy 959, where critical reflection flourished.

The collaborative inquiry project impacted teadearning and thinking about the use
of ICT in arts education in at least three waygjaive teachers the confidence to experiment
and take risks; a medium to engage in thoughtfdlaameful critique about new technology in
order to support student learning, as well as anfoto think reflectively about their practice. |
will now discuss ways in which participants’ praetichanged and evolved throughout the
inquiry.

Impact of a Collaborative Inquiry Model on ChangedPractice
Fullan and Pomfret (1977) present a model for m&agwhange in curriculum and

instructional practices. The researchers ideqtifiee dimensions of change vis-a-vis the
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implementation of an educational innovation: (@)ject matter or materials, (b)
organizational structure, (c) roles and behaviofgsknowledge and understanding, and (e)
value internalization. | used Fullan & Pomfret'sael as a lens to analyze the qualitative data,
and to evaluate teacher change. These five dimessiill now be discussed within the
context of this study.

Changes in subject matter and materials.Fullan and Pomfret (1977) define subject
matter as the content of the curriculum “that #echer is expected to transmit to the student
or that students are expected to acquire on theirar in cooperation with their peers” (p.
361). "Materials are characterized by written mate, the spoken word, audio and visual
tapes, and demonstrations.” (p. 362). A contemgqgrarspective on the researchers’ model
would also likely include new technologies and caiep peripherals such as cameras,
SMART Boards, video equipment, or digital soundrders. Assessment procedures, the
researchers maintain, are also included undemuies matter category.

There are several examples of changes in subgténand materials in the study. In
analyzing teachers’ lesson plans, all participardgated that they would be employing at
leastonenew technology or digital tool to support lessomicomes.Audacity, MovieMaker,
virtual art galleries and other websites, clasg$lBhotoStory 3SMART Boards, cameras
and digital microphones were resources and toalsvikre described to support the learning
objectives in teacher lesson plans.

In the pre-study questionnaire, inquiry group pgrants were asked to describe ways
they have used technology to support and enhaeaeativn teaching, as well as student
learning in, through and about the arts. Thre&gypants described using the internet to find

videos or images to deepen student understanditggesthance their own teaching in the arts.
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One teacher described an example of usiMgwal ubevideo, titled “Storm at Drake Passage”
to extend students’ inquiry on ships, explainingttbhe afforded “students a virtual experience
which might then allow for richer creative expressi(S.R., pre-study questionnaire, p. 16).
Another teacher-participant described her usegifaliportfolios with students as a form of
assessment. Yet another example shared involsadiant-led, arts-integrated inquiry, where
technology was used to plan and question, gatleenake sense of information, communicate
and share understanding with others. Such ricmples illustrate that some teachers were
already using technology creatively and resourtefaltheir practice. These teachers helped
spark the collaborative inquiry group’s creativaking, prompting other teachers to ask
questions such as, “how did that work?” “how dadiy..”, setting the stage for group ideation
and synergy.

Other participants in the group offered more bagemples of technology applications.
Such examples appeared more like “digital worksh&ethere student use was limited to
simple “fill-in-the-blank” activities, or were used place of an overhead projector. These
examples of more rudimentary technology applicatidostrate teachers’ basic knowledge,
and minimal confidence to take risks in their teagtwith technology. Upon the conclusion
of our collaborative inquiry, teachers’ descripsaf new applications of technology were
much more authentic, meaningful and interesting.

Most participants experimented with at leaseénew digital tool or program and applied
it to their practice. For example, one particip@arned how to usgudacity a free digital
sound recording and editing program, and then imptged it into her practice, using it daily
with her students as a reflective tool — so thademts could hear themselves playing their

instruments, and offer suggestions for their owprisrement.
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Many teachers had experimented with classroom ldegsform of documentation,
influenced by the Reggio Emilia approach, possiglent work, inviting reflection from their
own students and the world:

I've learned how to post to our school blog andéhereated several new posts about

projects in class. I've begun to use the blogdouinent student reflections through

comments. I've also begun to use the blog aschileg tool by posting specific inquiry

guestions for students. (L.B., post-study quesiaie, p. 23)

The blogs were used as a new teaching tool todot® new subject matter, as a fresh, new
reflection tool for students, as well as for docatagion of student growth for assessment
purposes.

Four teacher participants described changes theydwoake to their practice in the
following year. One teacher set three goals foséléfor the following year: “to plan and
guestion, and gather information as a class orsagiinterest, using Google and online art
galleries and art gallery virtual tours; to furtlespand arts projects [occurring in the
classroom], and to support student learning anéstahding through digital photography —
city ABC’s, city numbers, etc.” (B.E., post-studyesgtionnaire, p. 23). One teacher felt that
her practice with technology would shift to moreacfollaborative, project-based approach,
and another teacher looked forward to making hesttieag more interactive through the use of
a SMART Board. Other teachers envisioned changgbstechnology in the next school year,
feeling enthusiastic to experiment and try new apphes: “Next year, | want to try these new

technologies — use online galleries, create ordaimol galleries. | look forward to having my
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SMART Board installed, to exploring new sites [ataljing risks” (D.M., reflective journal, p.
5).

Not all participants revealed changes in subjedtenar materials. Two participants
chose to experiment and play with new digital tablsing collaborative inquiry sessions,
however, did not implement any of these new prastiato their program. One participant felt
overwhelmed and unable to take the leap to hermractice, maintaining that she was
“terrified that it [technology] won't work” (D.M.field notes 4.1). However, in her post-study
questionnaire, she did indicate two new ways sked technology to enhance her own teaching
in the arts: “l used an online gallery to gatheisaivisuals, and | used a website to alter,
enhance and explore images” (D.M., post-study dumastire, p. 23). Although this teacher
perceived her application of technology to be irssmuential, these two examples of new
technology use illustrate a willingness to tak&sjsand again “have a go.”

Another participant simply did not have the timertgplement new ideas into her
practice, due to end-of-year conflicts which ledt kery little time to work with her own
students. Due to the timing of the collaborativguiry, as well as the unanticipated closing of
the computer lab, meaningful, long-term projectseneot achieved. However, all teachers
indicated their excitement and anticipation for tlext school year, as ideas were sparked and
seeds planted.

Changes in organizational structure. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) argue that structural
changes include modifications in “formal arrangetaemnd physical conditions — different
ways of grouping students, alternative spatiatargoral arrangements, the presence of
personnel to perform new roles, and an adequatdysapnew materials” (p. 362). One

example of such a change involved the music tegudmticipant taking her students to the
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technology lab to explore thrts Alivewebsite — an interactive website dedicated tohieac
and learning about the performing arts. Never ilgelfiad this teacher explored an alternative
spatial arrangement for the music class.

Teacher-participants expressed their desire tbrasnthe collaborative inquiry group
for the following school year. In one of our digie sessions, a discussion unfolded about
participants’ desire to do more of the collegiarsihg at monthly staff meetings. In essence,
this suggests a change in the organization of sta#itings to enable dialogue. Sharing our
successes, the group felt, was motivating and edteollaboration. The collaborative inquiry
group felt that they could be the leaders to steeischool direction for the following school
year for such a sharing forum.

In the same vein, another example of change inntzgaonal structure became apparent
when group members proposed a solution to reorgdah&school timetable for the following
year, suggesting that it should be studepitsjectsandclassroom need$hat determine
technology lab time, rather than the technologisst@ing simply distributed equally to all
classrooms. These two examples are particulaghjfgiant as they are aligned with current
research and trends in action research, which nezegyand honours teachers as agents of
change. Given the comments made by teachersarviews, reflective journals, dialogue
sessions as well as a general sentiment of grdigasty, teachers began to see themselves as
powerful and capable of effecting positive changéhe organizational structures of the
school.

A final example of a change in organizational ciiiee was that of a teacher using class
time to work on a technology-integrated projechenoes This particular teacher-participant

generally explored technology with the supporthef technology mentor, in the technology
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lab. However, due to the unforeseen circumstahbawng the lab shut down, she decided to
work with the student in her own classroom — witymelp in the background, using the
technology resources she had available to her.aBti¢he student worked collaboratively
capturing photographs, and digitally editing thenteil a story about heroes. This teacher may
not have attempted something like this on her onor po the collaborative inquiry study, but
felt confident in her ability to take the risk aegperiment autonomously.

Changes in roles and behavioursChanges in roles and behaviours are characterized b
Fullan and Pomfret (1977) as new teaching stylew, functions to support these styles, new
role relationships between teachers and studeatshérs and administrators and teachers and
consultants. Throughout the collaborative ingpirgject, teachers shared their knowledge
about specific programs and tools with one anoti@&acher participants became “experts” of
certain programs and digital tools, and othersieanery quickly who to go ask when they
had an issue or question about a specific progrBeachers in the group assumed roles of peer
mentors and coaches, modeling their technologypsaly for other participants to learn
from. One example of peer mentoring was when eaelter-participant, who was a very
quick learner, was able to demonstrate blogging wihers in the group, and the entire process
she went through to create her class blog. Othdlge group were very intrigued, and began
experimenting with the process themselves. Cdalediaring within the group also exposed
the talents, interests and expertise of group mesnkeading participants to discover group
“experts” in domains such as photography, desighvésheo-editing.

Another example of change in roles and relatigyshias that of teacher and student.

My observations of teachers in the lab and in ctasss were that by the end of the

collaborative inquiry project, many teachers fetirmcomfortable allowing their students to
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“take the lead” and teach them about the technolddgny teachers observed that their
students had a wealth of knowledge about technolmgiywere initially reluctant to hand over
control to the student. Once teachers felt momefodable to take risks with their learning,
they began to engage and seek the assistancalehsxperts. For example, during one of
the technology classes | had an opportunity to mes¢he teacher had difficulties with a
program, and simply asked her students if anyomevkmhat to do next. She elicited the help
of an eager student, who quickly helped with toalteshooting. Such an occurrence became
more common, as teachers began asking their temfinally-savvy student-helpers to engage
in a sort of peer-teaching, helping not only fellolassmates but also their teachers. This
finding supports Black’s (2006) research, who asginat students are being asked to take a
much more active role in schools. According to B|atudents are taking positions of power:
they operate equipment, run labs, conduct workshepsh their peers, collaborate, and
in some cases teach their teachers in formal gt They are taking on a variety of
roles ranging from assistant and technician to slook leader and educator...These
students end up taking more leadership roles iin thesssrooms and in the school

community. (p. 23)

Knowledge and understanding. The fourth dimension of change relates to the
knowledge and understanding that participants a@eeit the innovation’s various elements,
such as “its philosophy, values, assumptions, tibEx; subject matter, implementation
strategy, and other organizational components’l&@Ru8. Pomfret, 1977, p. 364).

Throughout the study, participants commented eir #xcitement about learning new
digital tools, and how they would apply them toithactice. During dialogue sessions, in

reflective journals and in post-study questionrgiparticipants shared their knowledge and
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ideas with one another, contributing to the knowkednd understanding of their colleagues: “I
learned to post to the blog, to use social netwgykites to connect with other professionals, to
reflect with students on their experiences in flassroom.” When asked to reflect on how she
contributed to the learning of others in the grahe responded: “once | learned to use the
blog, | was able to help others with their postsB(, post study questionnaire, 25).

Not all teachers perceived that they contributedtb@r group members’ learning: “I felt
like 1 was one of the lower level technology-awtgachers. | learned a lot by listening and
doing” (B.E., post-study questionnaire, p. 25).ofrer participant echoed this perception:
“the others teach a different program than | do amdmore knowledgeable than | am” (E.H.,
post-study questionnaire, p. 25). One participam¢aled her frustration about not being able
to contribute to group learning: “I find I'm strulggg to manipulate simple computer
procedures so while I'm impressed with what [othe&an do, | can’t! | have no samples, |
cannot do basic things, | cannot manipulate sif@hers] are way beyond my skill set”

(D.M., post-study questionnaire, p. 25).

Although these participants’ perceptions revealéchied contribution toward others’
learning, they did acknowledge a deejpelividual understanding of the new technologies, as
well as more sophisticated knowledge about howetinesv technologies could best serve
theirs and their students’ needs. In their refflecjournals, teachers shared how their
understanding of certain technologies grew dedyamoming aware of their uses, applications
and implications. As one participant commented,

[I am] excited about the blog, although [I] recagnthat a blog’s true value is not just as

a vehicle for displaying student learning. lt'siateractive medium. As a reflective tool
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with young children, perhaps viewing the blog aaglihg a reflective discussion would
be of use. (S.R., reflective journal, p. 3)
Another teacher reflected on her learning aboutguaiblog with her class:

I have been using the blog regularly since ourdassion. | find it to be an excellent

documentation tool as well as a great avenue tmlesit reflection. | have written four

posts for my classroom thus far. The students bagen commenting on the posts with
some teacher guidance. | anticipate that with neaeher guidance and exemplars,

student reflections will become more in depth.B(Lreflective journal, p. 3)

Later in her reflective journal, the teacher engagecritical self-reflection, noting that “next
year, | will be more clear about the task, intemd ariteria on the blog.” She also commented
that she “found it very useful to be reading [studg posts while they were working in the
lab, giving them immediate feedback and either agpg their comment or not.” These
comments illustrate the teacher’'s own personahlegr consolidating her knowledge about
how best to use the technology to support stueéamhing.

Value internalization. The final dimension of teacher change involveshees valuing
and commitment toward implementing the various elets of the innovation. Throughout the
study, there was evidence of teachers’ perseve@mteommitment to using new
technologies thoughtfully and meaningfully in thaits education practice. Time and time
again, teachers commented that when somethingadiganaccording to plan, they simply
carried on, taking divergent paths, and ended amieg something new in the process. When
technological glitches got in the way of a sucagddssson, many teachers called for support
from colleagues, or attempted to “fix” the problémemselves, or with the help of a capable

student. Prior to the collaborative inquiry prajetis unlikely that these teachers would have
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even attempted using these new technologies withr@e#on-one support from the technology
mentor.

Many participants shared their interest in carryamgwith the same approach to
professional learning the following year. The mafla successful project, commented one
teacher, is “if we are willing to put our own tinmo it, this means it has merit” (S.R.,
interview, 3.3).

Most participants applied their learning from tledlaborative inquiry group in at least
oneaspect. Most teachers committed to exploringhtwve technology, and then trying it out in
their practice. The commitment to learn was evigelby the group synergy, brought about
by sharing and dialoguing about the possibilitiemany new technologies. A contagious
excitement was shared amongst all participants ealutdn’t wait to test these ideas out in
their own practice. At one collaborative inquigssion, participants began to spontaneously
share their ideas and experiences with one anofftezir pride of accomplishment, interest in
what others were doing and support for one anatlasrtangible. Questions and comments
emerged, such as “how did your kids do that?” “wdngteat idea!” and “I'm going to try this
next time” were indicative of participants’ intetesid keenness to experiment with new ideas.
It was through participants’ successful attemptsitegrate technology into their arts education
programming that led to changes in their valuesmnibsophical stances about technology
infusion. Once participants took risks and felinortable in doing so, they began to feel and
see success in their teaching practice, whichdeéthhsformations on two levels: an
individual value shift — recognizing and realizithg advantages and creative possibilities of

new technology for their own program; as well ag@up value shift, where group members
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saw the successes that others were having, anddénaed an inclination to trying out such
ideas in their own practice.

Enthusiasm and excitement amongst participantsolssrved during many
collaborative inquiry dialogue sessions. In paifac, during one presentation of the latest Web
2.0 tools, where | demonstrated tools suckvasdle, Flickr, Twitter and VoiceThreadll
participants eagerly began pitching in with ideag possibilities. There was much sharing,
excitement and synergy that was palpable througdircyants’ eager facial expressions and
non-stop dialogue.

Other facets of changed practice While Fullan and Pomfret’s (1977) model offers a
straightforward theoretical structure for measugogicular change, | have also discovered
examples of teacher change that went beyond ttexiarof this model, offering new insights
of changed practice. These examples will be belpfidentifying possible areas for future
research and inquiry.

Changesin collegial relationships: Professional learning communities foster teacher
learning. The development of a strong professional learnorgraunity was a critical factor
in changing the practice of teachers. Participteitcomfortable sharing in the small-group
context, yet compelled to push each other to adrifgvel — looking critically at their own
teaching practice and their own ICT knowledge, wagkogether to improve their practice.
One participant confirms this notion:

by collaborating with colleagues, it pushes yodaamore yourself. | want to help

others, just as they're helping me, so it pushesaweork on my own professional

learning. It's about stepping it up a notch...weevall on the same page, and everyone

has kids’ interests at heart. (E.H., interviews)p.
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An anecdotal example that strengthens the ide@aghiers pushing colleagues to higher-
level thinking occurred when we were exploring raigital tools, and sharing how they might
be used to support our practice. Participantsiibeballenging each other with questions and
observations that raised each others’ thinkinghayher level. One participant commented
that we need to use the technology to extend legraithat it should not be the focal point of
our instruction, but rather, the curriculum or ldag outcome should drive the learning, and
the technology be used to support, enhance andeitat process (field notes, 6.2). As the
participants discussed the implications of newtdldbols, they were helping one another to
look critically at these tools, and in essencepingl to hone and refine each others’ practice.

Amplifying teacher voice: Teachers taking ownership of their professional
development. Another way the collaborative inquiry model changestructional practice was
by giving teachers a voice. Teachers were empalgyehoosing the direction for their own
professional learning, which in turn, helped thenfieel confident in making changes at a
broader level. Time and time again, teachers dssmithe value of the collaborative inquiry
model for professional learning, and the advantaf@estion research as a means to transform
practice. They echoed a common disappointmenttwélturrent nature of professional
development, arguing that a top-down approachyaehieves long-term, meaningful change.
Participants concurred that change is indeed neiadéé current structure and format of
professional development, and felt that the collatiee inquiry model offered the greatest
potential for transforming teacher practice.

Teachers were involved in all stages of their psifenal development, from its planning
and development, to its implementation, assessraadtpngoing revision. Teachers in this

project were given a unique opportunity to makeviial decisions about their own
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professional development, identifying their ownaeee not being directed by others as to what
theyshouldbe learning. Involving teachers as active paréots in the planning and
implementation of their own professional developtrearabled teachers to identify themselves
as agents of change in their own practice.

Employing Fullan and Pomfret’s (1977) model forasering pedagogical
transformation given the five criteria for evalumgtiteacher change: (a) subject matter or
materials, (b) organizational structure, (c) radesl behaviours, (d) knowledge and
understanding, and (e) value internalization) guarthat transformation was indeed evidenced
in teachers’ curriculum and instructional practidagheir endeavours to integrate technology
into their arts education programming. | will navgcuss the impact of collaboration on
participants’ knowledge construction within thedstu
Fostering the Construction of ICT Knowledge throughCollaboration and Dialogue

Social construction of knowledge.The collaborative inquiry model provided an avenue
for the construction of knowledge. In order to mxae howthe model helped foster the
construction of knowledge, it is important to catesihow new knowledge is created in the
first place. Arguing from a social-constructivisrspective, the main sources of knowledge
are constructed by the collaborative efforts ofugroof learners. In this framework,
knowledge is constructed through one’s interactith the world as a social construct. In
fact, Vygotsky (1978) believed that all higher legegnitive processes develop out of social
interaction. Knowledge does not exasitsidethe individual, waiting to be transmitted, but
rather through one’s interaction and collaboratiatih others and with the world. The most
meaningful learning occurs best when learners hasteance to communicate their thoughts in

a dialogic process where we create and negotiaémimg with one another. When multiple
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voices, perspectives or discourses are presentewviulidividuals engage and interact with one
another to create a shared understanding, interstidofy occurs. This intersubjectivity —
differing points of view coming together to negtg¢iaeaning — is the rationale behind
collaboration.

The concept of collaboration is central to the oastruction of knowledge. Wikipedia
defines collaboration as “a recursive process wtweoeor more people or organizations work
together in an intersection of common goals — f@maple, an intellectual endeavour, that is
creative in nature—by sharing knowledge, learning lbuilding consensus” (Wikipedia,

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collaboratiom.p). How did collaboration take place throughou

this inquiry? To answer this question, | will examthe strategies and experiences of the
collaborative inquiry group, and how they engagethe process of knowledge construction.
Importance of scaffolding. Vygotsky's social-constructivist theory gave risdhe
development of scaffolding theory, where learnake ton new knowledge from an expert.
Scaffolding is achieved through a gradual reledsessistance and support, until the expert
feels that the learner has now become an expeztfent, making the new knowledge their
own. In the collaborative inquiry model, scaffelditheory was employed so that
teacher/learner-participants could construct tbein ICT knowledge, effectively transforming
this knowledge into thapplicationof knowledge to practice. Teachers were offered
explanations and demonstrations of new digitalgoahd invited to participate in the process
of exploring these tools. As the ICT expert-fdatior, | helped verify and clarify their
understanding about technology. There was alseat deal of modeling and demonstrating,
so that participants would feel comfortable intigythese tools in a group, and then later, on

their own. | also encouraged participation fromcteers to offer support to one another —
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taking on the role of “expert” and sharing theimnienowledge and skills with others in the
group. | offered both challenge and support, st larner-participants always felt learning
was in their reach, and they could achieve success.

Scaffolded instruction in the collaborative inqumodel emerged through eight stages:
a) pre-engagement of the teacher-learner, whdraréd a “mash-up” video of world-class
exemplars of arts and technology infusion, piquagicipants’ interest; b) establishing a
goal, where teachers discussed an area of the&itiggahey would like to improve and setting
a realistic goal for themselves; c) diagnosingrtéeds and understanding of teacher-learner,
where | surveyed teachers through a pre-study iquestire to invite input, and collected
anecdotal evidence of needs during collaboratigeiny sessions based on questions and
general impressions; c) providing individualizediagance, where | worked individually with
teacher-participants both in the collaborative inggroup, as well as in their classrooms
(participants also paired up with one another gegxapprentice pairings to receive
individualized support); d) maintaining pursuittbé goal, each week we met to review our
action plans, discussed the challenges and suscekear actions, and engaged in collective
problem-solving; e) offering feedback, where theugrand | provided immediate descriptive
feedback, specific to what was working, pointing oext steps for learning; f) control for
frustration and risk, creating an environment whesehers felt free to take risks and consider
alternative ways of thinking; g) supporting theeimalization of new idea toward
independence, where participants internalized neategjies and became less dependent on me
for support; and finally, h) generalization to atlbentexts, where opportunities were afforded
for participants to practice new strategies in i@t of contexts. Scaffolding strategies used in

the collaborative inquiry project included: joproblem-solving, creating a climate of warmth
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and responsiveness, questioning, and cooperativeihg (Hogan & Pressley, 1997, Larkin,
2002).

A professional learning community is born. A key impetus for the social construction
of knowledge in our collaborative inquiry group whe establishment and nourishment of a
professional learning community. Reichstetter @Gfefines a professional learning
community as a group “made up of team members wgolarly collaborate toward continued
improvement in meeting learner needs through aeshaurricular-focused vision” (p. 1).

In a culture of inquiry, the teachers in this gramgaged in authentic interactions
including openly sharing failures and mistakes, destrated respect and constructively
analyzed and critiqued practices and procedureszgwia, 2003) — actions which characterize
a professional learning community. “I learned sacnfrom others, whether it was helping me
figure something out or introducing me to new testhgies” (E.H. post-study questionnaire, p.
24). “We all learn through the ideas, challengescesses of each other” (S.R., interview,
10.1). “Collaborative inquiry becomes part of ypuactice. Support of other people’s ideas
and knowledge and critiques is useful” (L.B., intew, 10.5).

As a collaborative inquiry group using the actiesgarch model, participants identified a
problem or area of concern in their own practicgsidered and selected courses of action,
and reflected on and evaluated their actions. Méet, set goals, try, talk about it, what
worked, see and learn from colleagues what wortkesh try it out again.” (L.B., interview,
1.5). Teachers appreciated the continuity of fhig@ach, working with the same group of
people to refine goals, put ideas into action, i@a$sess one’s practice within a supportive
community of learners. “Collaborative inquiry asgs continuity of process, which allows

people to be exposed to new ideas, try them outlde an idea and then share with the
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group” (S.R., interview, 10). Participants deepktieir own individual understanding, but
also contributed to the collective understanding mroblem solving of the group. The sense
that “two heads are better than one” was echodddwher participants: “l learn through others
very well. By collaborating with colleagues, itghes you to do more yourself — | want to help
others, just as they’re helping me so it pushesawaork on my own professional
development. It's about stepping it up a notchHEinterview, 5.2).

Such a response is aligned with social constrsttttieory, which defines learning as an
active, social process (Vygotsky, 1978). Socialstauctivist scholars argue that sharing
individual perspectives results in learners cormsitng a deeper understanding together that
would not have been possible alone (Greeno, CdlliResnick, 1996). Teachers commented
throughout the collaborative inquiry that they agpated having an encouraging group with
which to share ideas and problem solve. One aatit describes the importance of solving
problems by “talking through potential obstaclefiwgolleagues” (L.B.), and that others are
always able to share a new perspective. As paaints collaborated with one another, they
developed their own capacity, building from anddieg off one another.

Zone of proximal development. These findings also support Vygotsky’s (1978) tlyeor
of the Zone of Proximal Development, which is defiras “...the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined through indepgrm@blem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through prolsielving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 78)erRmllaboration enabled teacher-participants
—who arrived with varying levels and knowledge amgerience — to learn from a more
“capable other.” Knowledge was co-constructedubtoteam sense-making (Chan & Pang,

2006). This finding is also supported in the reagesearch of Eva Dakich (2008), who
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describes the importance of collaboration in thefgssional learning community for teachers
learning technology:

The school leadership facilitates teacher collamman order to promote successful

integration of ICT in learning and teaching. Théfgoteachers opportunities to share

ideas and learn from each other in the more ineraad comfortable environment of
smaller groups referred to as Professional Learfigams. Working in smaller teams
within the school environment reduces some of tleegure and counter-balances anxiety
and information overload. It encourages teachelsain at their own pace and reach
beyond their comfort zone without experiencing gigant levels of frustration.”

(Dakich, p. 449)

When teachers engaged with a more capable “ottiegy’were able to refine their thinking
and performance to make it more effective. Inessgthe collaborative inquiry model helped
to “stretch” teacher/learner-participants to a leiglevel, without having to experience major
frustration.

Social-emotional climate. In the post-study questionnaire, one participaptared that
because all teacher-participants came from the sahwol and knew each other well, the
comfort level was high, and felt at ease to aslstijoes of one another, without the fear of
being embarrassed. “I loved the informal approeasix or less colleagues team
collaboratively to approach new subject materiak] lgss intimidating” (B.E., interview, p.

9). Teacher-participants were able to ask trotnaesng questions of one another, and solve
problems collaboratively. Participants descrilesthing how to blog, how to use social
networking sites to connect with other professispasing voice/sound editing/recording

software, as well as exposure to a variety ofulseébsites as being most valuable.
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While most participants described at least one thay learned from others, one
participant felt that her learning, as well as tantribution to others’ learning, would have
been developed further withore timeto extend ideas and share them with group members:
“perhaps if we had more time to develop ideas &rdes there would have been more learning
between members in the group” (S.R., post-studgtipmnaire, p. 25). Although most teacher
participants described at least one way in whigly tearned from others, interestingly only
one teacher participant felt that she contributethé learning of others. “Once | learned to
use the blog | was able to help others with thestg’ (L.B., post-study questionnaire, p. 25).
Other participants felt that their personal knowjeaf technology was extremely limited, and

”

therefore perceived that they “took” more than thggve.” “[1] felt like | was one of the
lower level technology-aware teachers. [l] learaddt by listening and doing” (B.E., post-
study questionnaire, p. 25). “The others teacHifardnt program than | do and are more
knowledgeable than | am” (E.H., post-study questare, p. 25).

The small-group, interactive, intimate context af oollaborative inquiry cohort was a
critical factor toward fostering a professionalrldag community. One participant commented
that she “loved the informal approach — six or leg$eagues team collaboratively to approach
new subject material is much less intimidating’"EB interview, 9.1). These feelings
resonated amongst group members:

[as a] “small group, we are able to collaborate diatbgue vs. sitting in rows, listening

to a speaker. [Itis a] non-threatening environmeith the same group for all sessions —

everyone was encouraging. If it were a differenoug, the experience may have been

more intimidating (B.E., interview, 2.5).
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These findings are aligned with those of Demetsadial.’s (2003) and Dakich’s (2009)
observations, that teachers learn better in tHesedting of their own workplace when they are
not isolated culturally and structurally. In symofessional learning communities, teachers are
more likely to engage in ongoing learning relat@thie integration of ICT, “which helps them
develop their agency to facilitate pedagogicaltshifDakich, p. 451).

Power and potency of collaborative learning.Prior to the collaborative inquiry in a
pre-study questionnaire, participants were askelbsoribe their most influential professional
development experiences. Many participants citediian learning experiences as having the
greatest impact on professional practice. Classnagits and observations, observing and
learning from mentors, repetitive experiences aagdtre, and ongoing, cyclical professional
development projects with opportunities to plararehand reflect with other group members
were mentioned as some of the most meaningfuldyjpeofessional development.

Responses from group members in the post-studstiqneaires were diverse, but very
positive. Participants described the benefithefdollaborative inquiry: (a) learning from
others, (b) an opportunity to collaborate with @amether, and (c) a sense of goal setting and
accountability to share experiences and ideastwélgroup. Several teachers discussed the
cyclical nature of the project as having the mogiact; time to apply new ideas, regroup, and
try again allowed one participant to “delve deep irechnology and arts-based learning” (K.A,
post-study questionnaire, p. 24). The plan/actolegreflect model supported the slow and
deep nature of participants’ professional learnergphasizing that such learning can be “fluid,
changing, adapting rather than static” (W.L, pdstig questionnaire, p. 24).

Other participants attributed the benefitiafe to building knowledge and confidence.

All participants described the collaborative inguapproach as being more valuable than
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traditional professional development models. Isgwa participant’s commentary expressing
her desire to continue this approach next yeargrad@e-group cohort: “Time over successive
sessions builds knowledge and confidence. | wbkédto continue as a lower floor team”
(S.R., post-study questionnaire, p. 24). “I wouke to carry on the same approach next year.
It was a successful project...if we are willing ta pur own time into it, this means it has
merit” (S.R., interview, p. 3.3).

In one collaborative inquiry dialogue session, ipgrénts began to discuss the success of
the project, and the impact of collaborative leagni Several participants were so moved by
the impact of our group sharing, they suggestedstiaéf meetings evolve into a forum for
sharing, collaboration and celebration. One pigditt remarked on the importance of
collegial sharing: “Sharing even the tiniest ssses is motivating. It fosters collaboration
amongst staff members” (S.R., field notes, 10.3).

Many participants felt that the collaboration was most valuable part of the
professional learning. “I liked getting ideas fratiers — this sparked new ideas, more
divergent thinking. | came up with ideas | miglt have come up with on my own.” (L.B.,
interview, 9.8). Dialogue exposed participantagw ideas, and new ways to apply
technology. “In some ways, the process of ideaispdelped participants refine their own
ideas. For example, a mini-lesson on the fredalootative digital tooWoiceThreaded to a
discussion about its many applications in the ctass. Teachers began sharing ideas and
possibilities, then individually refining those afebased on their own unique contexts and
student needs (field notes, p. 12.2).

Although several teachers found idea sharing tedhgable, one teacher had difficulty

making connections to her own practice (music)e feft that she needed to stress
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performance in her program, and therefore wouldhawt time to invest in exploring and
experimenting with these new ideas with her stugleAin example of collective problem-
solving emerged at this juncture, as another teauffered the suggestion of making
connections to musical compositions online, or hgwtudents play a piece, listen to it, and
reflect on it using some of the digital tools weltmseen exploring.

Knowledge construction: Importance of dialogue ancollaboration. Dialogue and
collaboration played an important role in the teashconstruction of knowledge related to
teacher-participants’ professional practice. Savearticipants shared that simply being
introduced to new ideas and new ways of thinkingdugkfoster new knowledge. “I have had
time to broaden my awareness of what is possillendrat is out there” (S.R., post-study
guestionnaire, p. 26). “Dialogue and collaboratiawe shown me many possibilities of
exciting ways to use technology in creative wa@&ssroom teachers are creative with what
works with their students. | have learned thatdlae a lot of possibilities” (D.M., post-study
guestionnaire, p. 26). One participant discovénatl she had several resources within the
school to help with troubleshooting needs: “| heat that | am not alone! And that help is
near” (E.H., post-study questionnaire, p. 26). theo participant described dialogue and
collaboration as important factors for initiatingrrown pedagogical transformation: *“I find
dialogue and conversations with my colleagues tthbenost useful in creating meaningful
change. Particularly when the conversations ageiog” (L.B., reflective journal, p. 2.2).

Yet another participant echoes this point: “conagos with colleagues is always helpful for
learning about professional practice. We are ghioap of learners, so to share helps me learn.
Dialogue ishugelyimportant to me, and there is never enough tinaoteo!” (E.H., reflective

journal, 1). These findings suggest that teaclaetiggpants constructed knowledge from
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others through the sharing of ideas and strategmening one another up to divergent thinking
and new possibilities.

Dialogue and collaboration also helped participéees less isolated, and offered
reassurance that help was always near. As a oodlae inquiry group, participants
constructed knowledge through collective probleiwisg at dialogue group sessions. At
times, group members challenged one another aededffalternative ways of thinking about
technology. Participants did not always agree with another, but these differences always
led to greater understanding. Through dialogierauttion the participants in this study
cultivated closer collegial relationships which lelea them to work, learn and solve problems
together. This led to a deeper understanding byathbers of the collaborative inquiry group.
These findings on dialogue and collaboration clesumpport Vygotsky'social constructivist
theory which emphasizes the shared and socialreatisin of knowledge.

Key Indicators of Changed Practice

Most participants felt that dialogue and collabmrahad a strong impact that resulted in
some changed professional practice. For exampkteacher regularly uses a classroom blog
as a teaching tool which has resulted in experimgntith process documentation and
reflection. Also, the blog sparked several studedtinquiries and encouraged students to be
more transparent with their thinking.

Plans for changing practice. Four teacher participants described changes thejdwo
make to their practice in the following year. Qaacher felt that her practice with technology
would shift to more of a collaborative, project-edspproach, and another teacher looked
forward to making her teaching more interactivetigh the use of a SMART Board. “Next
year, | will try some hands-on sites that | hadamiliarity with prior to group meetings.

Focus of technology as a class has shifted to mames-on, collaborative group projects (with
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support)” (B.E., post-study questionnaire, p. 26ther teachers envisioned changes with
technology in the next school year, feeling enthstst about experimenting and trying new
approaches. One teacher felt that in order fotdertegrate technology regularly, her practice
and program would need to be transformed signifigaril perceive a strong change is needed
in my practice to use these technologies reguldrbyould see my professional practice using
online galleries...and websites. | look forward sing the SMART Board in my classroom”
(D.M., post-study questionnaire, p. 26).

Advancing understanding. In a similar vein to knowledge construction, a copmm
feeling among all teachers was the notion of “regghe bar” for one another. Sharing small
triumphs in one’s practice with one another wasivating, inspiring, and kept group members
“on their toes” knowing that they would be respaiesifor sharing examples of student work
next time. “The experience is very motivating’s &n opportunity to share something you've
done (your family won't notice, but if we sharenith others, it can inspire growth and
engender excitement)....[This process was an efiectne for] pushing each other to a higher
level” (B.E., interview, 2.1)

Reducing isolationism. The significance of collegial recognition was rdeeaat many
points throughout the inquiry. Comments such hat“tvas a great idea!” or “I'm very
interested in how you did this...” were affirming amdtivating for teachers. Teaching can be
a very isolated profession; often, the good woek thachers do goes unrecognized by others.
As echoed by one patrticipant, “Teachers are somieialated in their classrooms, and finding
time to collaborate with colleagues is too often ippthe wayside” (L.B., reflective journal,
2.3). The collaborative inquiry provided a forfimn sharing questions, concerns and

outcomes, as well as a means for being acknowlelolgedlleagues. Through professional

105



dialogue and constructive feedback, the collabegatiquiry helped eliminate the isolation

that teachers often face, creating an ethos oepsidnalism and positive reinforcement for the
good work that was happening in classrooms. Seiciiarcement and feedback from others is
noted in the literature to help to raise individaatl group morale, as well as to inspire
continued successful practice (Johnson, 1993).

Fostering divergent thinking. Dialogue sessions were breeding grounds for inspira
idea generation, and idea sharing. As ideas wédtiwated and discussed, excitement about
the potential of new technology escalated. Iniostance, excitement was very obvious when
two teacher-participants arrived to the sessioly edihey immediately opened their laptops,
began to share and discuss their ideas, and sheweaaples of how they had put new learning
into practice. Their pride of accomplishment, iet# in each other’s work and support for one
another was palpable (field notes, 16.1). Anoth@mple of synergy can be illustrated
through the following observation. Upon introdwgiine collaborative inquiry group to a
variety of Web 2.0 tools, teachers immediately Ipetgachime in with possibilities and ideas
for implementation. Exposure to alternative waf/thnking led participants to stretch their
imagination, exploring ideas they may not have d=gepossible prior to group sharing. Such
synergy was evidenced throughout the collaboratiggiry project, and participants seemed to
“feed off” one another, offering suggestion afteggestion about potential applications. Their
excitement and enthusiasm was made very evidetgdapers’ gestures and facial expressions,
as well as the volume of conversations.

The analysis of teachers’ reflective journals jmed great evidence of idea generation,

in the form of mind maps, lists, charts and weBarticipants used the space in the reflective
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journal to record possibilities they encounterethm collaborative inquiry group, as well as
those ideas found online in their own professideatning networks.

Fostering divergent thinking through online professional learning communities.
Participants were also exposed to and invited tbggaate in online professional learning
networks, for examplelwitter andArtEd 2.Q which opened up a larger network for virtual
idea sharing.

I have also been logging in Tavitter on a regular basis. ThrougWwitter, | have come

across a number of arts-based websites and blogéetato. In addition, | have posted

an interest in learning more about the Reggio aggrpand have received a number of

direct messages from other educators with web-bessdirces to refer to (L.B.,

reflective journal, p. 3).

Such virtual professional learning networks affargarticipants the opportunity to connect,
collaborate and share their learning with othez-lkinded educators, fostering divergent
thinking beyond the confines of their school wallhese forums offered participants an
electronic space for sharing ideas and receivingediate feedback. The speed, facility and
accessibility of such networks gave participants reeas and constructive feedback within
moments.

Social Constructivist Perspective

Vygotsky’s social constructivist theory emphasittess socio-cultural nature of learning —
learning cannot be separated from one’s contextatgued that knowledge is constructed
through experience and interaction with one’s eeltand social context, and that language is a
critical impetus for learning (Vygotsky, 1978). &findings and conclusions of this action

research study support social constructivist theloegause, like the participants in Lawson’s
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(2008) cooperative inquiry study, the knowledgestarcted by teacher-participants occurred
in a social context. The findings also support ®gfy’s position that language is essential to
knowledge construction, as participants used disddg make meaning related to their
professional practice.

Shortcomings

The collaborative inquiry approach was not withissitritics. While participants were
generally enthusiastic and keen about the colldilveranquiry approach for their own
professional learning, some drawbacks were alsedno

Diverse range of technology proficienciesOne participant described personal
insecurities about technology as a limiting fadtwrgrowth. She stated, “Sometimes, people’s
insecurities about technology take over a bit” (SpRst-study questionnaire, p. 24). Another
drawback to this approach was the diverse rangecbhological knowledge and ability levels
within the group, one participant “sometimes feleavhelmed or lost” (E.H., post-study
guestionnaire, p. 24).

One participant felt that the approach only amgdifivhat she did not know about
technology when she commented, “Dialogue and cotketion hugely made me aware of how
much | don’t know...how much I need to spend time efidrt informing myself.” (D.M.,
interview, 6.7). The participant goes on to expkiiat “it's useful, because you can’t grow if
you don’t know.” Recognizing and acknowledging b&xge in her own learning continuum
would ultimately help her set goals in order to méerward. This self-awareness was a
common thread woven throughout teachers’ journeysigh the collaborative inquiry study.
Other perceptions, however, revealed a differerggextive. Association with others in the

group helped some participants feel that they Wreoealone,” that being with others in the
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same position helped them realize that they wetésotated in their limited technological
experience. It was satisfying to learn that otleeyserienced challenges too. Participants also
remarked that it was beneficial to observe othgpsitudes so that they would have an “in-
house go-to” person to seek when they had difiesiito troubleshoot.

In considering the collaborative inquiry model foture professional development in the
area of technology integration, it would be valeatal explore homogeneous proficiency
groupings. In this scenario, participants wouldtowe to engage in dialogic interaction, but
within closer proximity of one another’s knowledgeills and abilities. In this way,
participants could keep up with one another, chiapt work at the same comfortable pace
while continuing to challenge each other, but avgdlistressing frustration.

Time. Time was also a hindering factor for the group. il/participants argued that
they appreciated having a sustained, long-term hfodéheir professional learning, the five
sessions were less than adequate to explore the ideas, applications and strategies
possible. An inquiry such as this one would haae & far greater impact if it had spanned
over the entire academic year, meeting weekly -ovdekly to explore new ideas, share
successes and challenges, and provide supporetarmther. “[I have] no time to
implement...[I’'m] feeling unprepared since | haveatasses with no new projects. | have
high pressure to finish up existing projects” (D, k&flective journal, 5). Not only was the
spanof the inquiry less than adequate, so too wasitthiag in the school year (mid-May to
end-June), when teachers are winding down theodglear, organizing field trips, and not
terribly interested in professional developmenhisicalendar timing drawback was echoed by
several participants which made it challengingdarticipants to truly stay in the “groove” of

professional self-improvement.
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Collaboration time was also mentioned as a linotat teachers at our school have no
common or shared planning time. A collaborativguiny model at our school would suggest
that after-school or lunch hour periods were nergs®r meetings, which teachers were not
necessarily inclined to initiate at the point imé& of this study.

The findings of this study suggest that a collabeeanquiry project spanning over the
course of an entire academic year would allow forerpowerful collaboration and dialogue
amongst teachers, and more significant changetower A model spanning over a longer
term would also yield more in-depth, meaningfuljpcts with students, reflective of the time
it takes for true learning to transpire.

Personal Reflections

As the facilitator and action researcher of thigjget, it was extremely challenging to
plan responsive professional development for teaclaad take field notes simultaneously. |
wanted to be actively involved in the dialogue aotlective problem-solving, but felt
challenged to record my observations at the same tin addition, as | was leading the mini-
lessons based on group interest, there were maments during the group’s interactions and
response to the new technologies that | wish Idesh able to capture, but simply did not have
the means. This could have been resolved thrdwghige of a video-camera, to record group
inquiry sessions.

Another learning experience for me was the timihthe project, and the expectations |
placed on teacher-participants to submit a lestaom pnd revised action research cycles. This
was simply not a realistic expectation for mid-Mayie. In the midst of the project, | found
myself asking “how could | have made this more ngaadle for June?” Just as learners are

most fresh at the beginning of the day, teachenta are freshest at the outset of the school
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year, when goal-setting for the upcoming year makest sense. In the future, a consideration
would be to plan a collaborative inquiry beginningseptember or October, spanning the
entire academic year, so that long-term, meanirgdfahge can be effected in a more
conducive and less stressful, time-constrained grann

Conclusion

This chapter has presented the results gleaneddnoamalysis of the data collected
throughout the collaborative inquiry project. Thgh careful reflection upon the data, and in
an effort to honour and reflect participants’ vaicehave attempted to resolve my initial
research sub-questions.

The teacher-participants involved in this studyaad with varying experience and
proficiencies with technology. The three generaliassroom teachers and two arts specialists
involved in the project also came with distinctgperctives about arts education. All teachers
had generally positive responses to the collabaatiquiry model as a form of professional
development to help them integrate new technoldgtestheir arts education programming.
The collaborative inquiry impacted teachers’ leagnand thinking about the use of ICT in
their arts education program in several ways. hewscfelt that the collaborative inquiry group
afforded support, encouragement, a forum for dizéognd collaboration as well as a means to
explore alternative perspectives and ideas theydwatherwise not been exposed to. New
habits of mind were beginning to emerge, includmgeased confidence and efficacy for risk-
taking and exploration, increased capacity for @eatahg ICT with pedagogical intent, as well
as honed reflective practice and goal-settingesgias. In addition, change in practice was
observed as tracked through changes in subjecénsatt materials, organizational structures,

roles and behaviours, knowledge and understandidgalue internalization.
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Dialogue and collaboration proved to be infludnhahelping teacher-participants foster
their construction of ICT knowledge. Dialogue amdlaboration helped advance
understanding as participants pushed each otleehigher level, raising the “pedagogical bar”
for one another, helping to inspire continued sssfié practice. Divergent thinking was also
fostered through dialogue and collaboration, agyants shared ideas and offered new ways
of seeing. Alternative perspectives were sharedhamoured, stretching learning in various
directions. The social-emotional climate of thdamorative inquiry group — six participants
from the same school context with similar valued educational philosophies — was
conducive to actualizing this meaningful dialogné gollaboration.

Limitations of the innovation plan included itsdfrtimeframe — five weeks — which
contributed to the lack of meaningful, long-ternojpcts being achieved. Also, timing in the
school year was a limiting factor for authenticfessional growth, as teachers were
preoccupied with end-of-year commitments sucheld frips, awards day and report cards.
Another limitation involved the diverse range off18kills and abilities within the
collaborative inquiry group. This heterogeneouwsuging was not particularly conducive for
individual learning, and added to participants'stration levels — especially when they were
less adept with ICT.

For my professional growth, action research haser@o be a valuable tool as a means
to improved practice. The cycle of identifyingeed and setting a goal to develop my
practice, drawing up a plan, following through witkll thought-out action steps, carefully
observing the impact of those actions and finaiecting on the process has facilitated

growth in my practice, in my role helping otherdeers. | will now turn to presenting the
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conclusions, recommendations and implications isfgtudy in Chapter Five. Future

directions for research will also be given.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations
Chapter Overview
This final chapter presents a discussion of thefielngs as they relate to the purpose
and research questions guiding the study. Linoitetiof the innovation plan and implications
for professional development and classroom praetieaalso presented. The chapter
concludes with future directions for research.
Restatement of Purpose
The purpose of this action research study wastbdinew way forward in my role as
technology mentor. | aimed to provide quality gssional development for teachers that
responded to their unique needs, in order to lemtintegrate technology in meaningful,
creative, and purposeful ways. Ultimately, | hop@dupport teachers in their efforts to
enhance student learning in, through and aboudrtise
Restatement of Research Questions
The central research question explored in thidystvas: As an ICT mentor, how can |
use the principles of action research to suppadtters’ professional learning in the integration
of technology in an arts education program? THewing sub-questions helped to guide the
study further:
1. In what ways has the collaborative inquiry apploticprofessional learning had an
impact on teachers’ learning and thinking aboutuse of ICT in arts education?
2. In what ways has the collaborative inquiry appro@cprofessional learning had an
impact on participants’ changed practice?
3. How do collaboration and dialogue foster the cartdion of knowledge related to

teachers’ integration of ICT to support their &tisication program?
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Summary of Key Findings

As a technology mentor seeking to improve her pracaction research presented me
with a unique approach to: (a) providing effectprefessional development for teachers that
was responsive to individual needs, and (b) supmptéachers’ integration of technology in
meaningful and creative ways. Through a cyclelafiping, acting, observing and reflecting, |
was able to not only implement a successful maateirfy own professional growth, but
effectively shape teachers’ learning and develogragnvell.

The collaborative inquiry approach impacted teaddaming and thinking about the
integration of ICT in arts education in a numbemadys. In affording teacher-participants
with blocks of time to collaboratively explore neligital tools with the support of a
technology mentor (me), as well as providing camsé@cess to technology resources, teachers
developed confidence and capacity for risk-takimgachers developed a sense of efficacy as
they applied new learning to their practice aneénezd constructive feedback from their peers.
Through a constructivist approach which includeddsaon practice, experimentation and
collaboration, participants learned new ways tegnate ICT meaningfully into their practice.

The individualized nature of the model, coupledwiie extended timeframe allowed
participants to establish and sustain their owmieg agenda, giving them ownership and a
sense of empowerment, as they chose the direatidpace for their own professional growth.
The collaborative inquiry model provided an avefarggroup sharing, problem solving and
collegial support. Collaboration and dialogue fostiesynergy for idea generation and
generated excitement around technology infusicartidipants honed their reflective practice
and sharpened their critical thinking skills asyttearned to evaluate new technologies with

pedagogical intent.
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As a result of this action research study, panéiots revealed several changes aligned
with pedagogical transformation which included) ¢hanges in subject matter and materials
such as the integration of new digital tools togarparts learning; (b) changes in
organizational structures as evidenced by partitgalesire to shift the traditional
professional development model to a collaboratiegiiry model; (c) changes in roles and
behaviours such as assuming mentorship and exyppest {d) increased knowledge and
understanding, fostered through dialogue and cottketlon; and finally (e) the internalization
of transformed values, moving toward an opennedsraarest to exploring new technologies
to support their arts education practice.

Collaboration and dialogue played a central mlkelping teachers construct ICT
knowledge in order to enhance and support thesreattication program. The collaborative
inquiry model enabled a professional learning comityitto emerge, which in turn, helped
advance understanding as participants challenge@woother to raise the “pedagogical bar.”
Alternative perspectives and new ways of seeingwhared by participants and helped to
inspire divergent thinking.

Implications for Professional Development

Despite its limitations, this study has importanplications for professional
development and classroom practice. One of theé mg®rtant findings to come out of this
research is the need for a paradigm shift in theg aves and technology professional
development is structured. Traditional workshopd i@-services do not effect meaningful,
long-term teacher change in learning to integr@fE ihto practice. Instead, a model that puts
teachers in the “driver’s seat” of their own prafiesal learning, that empowers teachers to

make decisions about how and what to improve i firactice - a model that sees teachers as
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researchers, inquiring into their teaching practiadfers the greatest prospect for pedagogical
transformation.

Professional learning must involve a long-termtainged sequence of professional
learning experiences that moves teachers from catmepision through development, to
implementation and evaluation of their own indivadimed action plans. This kind of
professional learning is needed in order to hedglters find a way forward in their practice, in
order to make meaningful change (Morin, 2009).

Professional development should also be linketiécsthool context, and if possible,
take place within the school, built into the praiesal teaching day. In this way, teachers are
less likely to feel that they are adding more ®&irthprofessional plate”, but rather, that their
professional learning is seamlessly integrated timéar practice — an especially important
aspect of action research.

Professional development must also focus on indaliparticipants’ unique needs and
interests as learners. It must begin with whathees already know, and build knowledge and
capacity from that point. A constructivist apprbas most valuable, especially when
exploring technologies within an arts educationtertt Hands-on, interactive strategies with
many opportunities for collaboration and dialogueagst teachers are critical factors for
effecting professional growth. A structure forytbng teachers with support and immediate
feedback — perhaps in the form of a peer coachabmblogy mentor — is also instrumental in
the success of a professional learning model.

Finally, we must consider strategies for sustaiqrgfessional learning communities,
where teachers have opportunities to meet regulkarkyxamine their work from multiple

perspectives, to work collaboratively to generaletsons, to share successes and challenges
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with one another, and to engage in reflective jpractSuch strategies increase the chances of
success for the adoption of an innovation, andrenthat teachers feel nourished
professionally by a supportive community of leasn@lorin, 2009).

The collaborative inquiry model presents a vialgpraach to teacher professional
development, because it addresses all of thesédevasons. The collaborative inquiry model
honours teachers as inquirers, decision-makersganerators of knowledge. This approach
holds significant promise as a professional legymmodel, especially in the area of technology
integration.

Implications for Classroom Practice

In the arts, new digital tools present tremendqsodunities for pedagogical
transformation, offering students and teacherswaws to express themselves creatively,
virtual learning communities to support teacherth@ir practice, and new ways to make
meaning, communicate, share and reflect on learnisgthese new technologies emerge,
teachers are faced with complex decisions abouttbomtegrate these technologies in ways
that support student learning, and enhance thathtag.

Technology must not be seen asuéstitutefor the real, hands-on learning that occurs in
an arts education program, but it can offer margsitilities to support and extend the creative
work that is already happening in arts-based aasss. Technology can also make a
distinctive contribution to the creative proced$eiing new tools, media and environments for
learning to think and act creatively (Loveless, 280

In order for teachers to regularly and meaningfuitggrate ICT into their arts education
practice, they must have access to up-to-date tdotpy resources— both in the classroom, and

at home — as well as access to a more capablersyggpson, either a peer coach or technology
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mentor, or even more capable student. Regulasaaed likely spur teachers’ spontaneity
and a willingness to “have a go,” implementing rerategies with new digital tools.

Mark Prensky (2006), in his article in titled, “Stwag Tech for the Classroom,” identifies
four stages of technology adoption: (a) dabblinttywechnology, (b) doing old things in old
ways, (c) doing old things in new ways, and (d)ndanew things in new ways. Jeff Utecht
(2008) takes Prensky’s technology adoption modelsiap farther, formulating important
questions for teachers, which are useful in lookihgnplications for classroom practice: (a) Is
the technology being used “just because it's tHelgAs the technology allowing the
teacher/students to do old things in old ways?s(t)e technology allowing the
teacher/students to do old things in new ways? fikaadly, (d) is the technology creating new
and different learning experiences for the studeri®sensky reminds us that there are many
different ways to use technology, and a wide specfior its creative application. Technology
can be used as a reference tool, for the purpdseomation retrieval all the way to its
application as a creative or social tool. We n@gaush teachers beyond simply using the
SMART Board as a contemporary version of the chadkd, or using the internet to replace
the encyclopedia.

Teachers must capitalize on new Web 2.0 tools Halwarate with one another, giving
students new ways to share and reflect on theinileg as young artists. Teachers with access
to the latest digital tools can help their studdr@some literate in new and dynamic ways, as
they are given new means to express their ideasghrnon-traditional media - through text,
images, video, audio — ways that are sure to hooKdgital natives” into learning.

While the potential exists for ICT to reshape arath$form pedagogy, educators must

critically evaluate new digital tools in order tssgss advantages and disadvantages. In this
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way, teachers will be better equipped to selectagply technologies that best support their
learning intent, and meet their students’ uniquedseand learning contexts.

New ICT tools give rise to exciting possibilities the advancement and promulgation of
successful strategies for arts education. Newalitggchnologies cross boundaries of space
and time to enhance teaching and enrich learnitigararts. These tools expand opportunities
for arts educators and their students who now ravavative ways to publish, share and to
reflect about the role of arts in education witkitlpeers from all over the world (Texas
Commission on the Arts, 2001). Virtual learningrsounities offer new places and spaces for
creating and sharing arts-making processes withr gtfofessionals, by providing opportunities
to mentor and be mentored beyond the limitationsaafitional classroom walls (Dunmill &
Arslanagic, 2006).

Future Directions for Research

New digital tools offer exciting possibilities ftne advocacy and development of
promising practices for arts education. Researchis area has the potential to advance arts
education program design, funding, teacher pedagondyadvocacy for the importance of arts
in and across the curriculum. New growth meansi@exl to generate and share new
knowledge about the effective and creative usediriology in arts education.

Further research is needed to explore the creptitential of ICT, and its impact on arts
pedagogies. An examination of new strategies apdbaghes that may be required is also
warranted. Further inquiry into the effects of nexwhnologies on learning and the merits of
integrating technology in arts education prograngwiith diverse student populations are

needed.
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In terms of professional development for teachesmilar study to the present one,
extended over a longer period of time — one acatlgear — would be an intriguing direction
for future research. Teachers would participathésame collaborative inquiry format as this
study, but would be given more time between sesdimmake sense of their learning in
practice. Extended time and “space” would giveheas an opportunity to reflect more deeply
about how their action steps are affecting stutkarhing outcomes. It would also give them
more time to test out new strategies in their peactind collect data to inform future
decisions. A longer-term collaborative inquiry iaalso strengthen and sustain a
professional learning community amongst group mesbe

Another interesting focus for research would beastrlining the dynamic of the
collaborative inquiry cohort to a more homogenegnagiping. Group members would self-
evaluate on the continuum of technology adoptidnasng themselves from an awareness
stage all the way to creative application to newterts stage. In this way, participants who
are less technologically fluent would suffer lessstration, focussing more on basic
applications to practice. Those participants wienenready to creatively apply technology to
new contexts would be supported and challengetidiy tapable peers who would help nudge
them to a higher level.

A Final Word

New technologies hold tremendous possibilitiesafts educators. A professional
development model that honours educators as inguolecision-makers and generators of
knowledge, offers much promise for the promotiohest practices of ICT integration in arts

education. In this study, it was found that actiesearch presents a powerful way forward in
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helping educators integrate new technologies ireammgful, creative, and purposeful manner;

ultimately enriching student learning in, througtdabout the arts.
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Informed Consent Letter (Teacher Participants)

University of Manitoba Letterhead will be used.

April 14, 2009

Research Project Title: Exploring Promising Practices for New Technoésgin Arts
Education through Action Research

Student Researcher: Alana Chernecki, Master of Education Programgdt&siin Curriculum,
Teaching and Learning

This consent form, a copy of which will be left wit you for your records and reference, is
only part of the process of informed consent. Itteould give you the basic idea of what the
research is about and what your participation willinvolve. If you would like more detail
about something mentioned here, or information noincluded here, you should feel free
to ask. Please time the time to read this carefylland to understand any accompanying
information.

Purpose of the Research:
To investigate how a collaborative inquiry approsziprofessional learning supports teachers
in their integration of technology into arts edueatprogramming.

Research Procedures: Early years classroom teachers and arts speciiisty school will be
recruited to participate in a professional develeptrprogram lasting 5 weeks. Teacher
participants will meet four times for collaborativeuiry sessions, the first session lasting a
full day, followed by two half-day sessions (1:03:30). Funding has been secured to provide
teacher release time for these sessions. Teaahérpants will also be asked to attend two
after-school sessions, each lasting approximatéigi2s. Dates and times will be discussed
and negotiated at our first session to suit pgdicis’ schedules.

In addition to collaborative inquiry sessions, llywrovide support to teacher participants in

the technology lab during scheduled technology sinae well as in their classrooms. While in
the lab and classrooms, | will act as co-teachdrrasearcher-observer, recording observations
in the form of field notes about the use of tecbgglto support arts pedagogy.
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Your Participation in Data Collection: You will be asked to participate in a variety ofala
collection procedures if you consent to participatthis study. These procedures will involve
the following:

e Completing a pre-study and post-study needs-assessuestionnaire to determine
your comfort level with technology (10-20 questiprexjuiring approximately 20
minutes each).

* Maintaining a reflective journal (or contributingyr reflections on a secure blog site)
during the research study in response to promtoues. Time will be allotted during
each collaborative inquiry session to reflect (libutes), but you will be encouraged to
add your reflections throughout the course of thdys(approximately 20 minutes per
week).

* Planning and submitting two lesson plans, oneeabtitset of the study, and a second
at the conclusion of the study (30 minutes each).

« Generating a mini action-plan to address a pergosiginificant issue in your practice.
These action plans will be revisited and revisezhegeek as your understanding grows
as a result of collaboration, dialogue and groupMadge construction. The initial
action plan may take longer (30 minutes), but felfgg revisions should only take 5-15
minutes.

« Participating in post-study group matrix interviesuich will be recorded in writing
using a tool provided. This final portion of thedy will occur after school, and will
last approximately 1.5 hours.

Risk/Benefit Assessment: Potential benefits to participation in this studglude the
development of technology-rich resources to enhé&gmehing in the arts, increased teacher
capacity through community-building and sharingdefas, greater staff cohesion and
collaborative support, as well as opportunitieketoyn from and with others. There is no risk
associated to teacher participation in professideaklopment programs.

Confidentiality and Anonymity: The identity of the teachers, school, and schoasion will

be protected in any published reports or presamtsti Participants’ anonymity and will be
preserved by the use of pseudonyms. Direct quoigfrom group conversations, reflective
journals, interviews and questionnaires may be ,usetdyour identity will always be
protected. All data will be confidential, securediatored in a locked area of my home and
classroom for which | will have sole access anaving before, during and after the research
activities. | will not use any real names in thedd notes or data collection for teachers or
school participating in this study. Pseudonymstierteachers, school and school division will
be used in the written report, and subsequent ptatsens. All data records kept on my
computer will be password protected and accessklydogrme. Upon completion of the study
and oral defence of the thesis, all data will bletéel and/or shredded and discarded.

Participation and Compensation: Participation in this study is entirely voluntaagnd you are
free to request information at any time. You dse &ee to withdraw from the study at any
time for any reason by informing me of your deaisiand/or refraining from participating in
any aspect of the data gathering, with no repeionss Except for the release time to allow
for participation in the daytime sessions, therik lvéd no compensation for participation in this
study.
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If after receiving this letter you have any queassi@bout this study, or would like further
information to assist you in reaching a decisiooulparticipation, please feel free to contact
my supervisor, Dr. Francine Morin at 474-9054roorin@cc.umanitoba.cay contact me by
e-mail or phone at the addresses below.

Your signature on this form indicates that you haveunderstood your satisfaction of
information regarding participation in the research project and agree to participate. In

no way does this waive your legal rights nor releasthe researchers, sponsors, or involved
institutions from their legal and professional respnsibilities. Your continued

participation should be as informed as your initialconsent, so you should feel free to ask
for clarification or new information throughout you r participation.

Alana Chernecki

Phone: I

Email: achernecki@wsd1l.org

This research has been approved by the Education driNursing Research and Ethics
Board, and by the Principal of your school. If youhave any concerns or complaints
about this project you may contact any of the abovweamed persons or the Human Ethics
Secretariat at 474-7122, or emaiMargaret bowman@umanitoba.ca A copy of this
consent form has been given to you to keep for youecords and reference.

Participant’s Signature Date

Researcher’s Signature Date

Feedback: The findings of the study will be made available/éa upon completion of the
research project. Please indicate your desiredeive the results of this study below.

Q Yes, | wish to obtain a summary of the resultthef study, once they become
available.
Email address:

Q No, | do not wish to obtain a summary of the ressaf this study.
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Appendix B
Pre-Study Questionnaire
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Pre-Study Questionnaire

1. Currently, I use technology in my classroom to support arts-based learning
(learning in, through, or about the arts).

Please choose one answer only.

Q everyday

QA three times a week

Q once a week

Q once every two weeks
a once a month

Q twice a year

Q once a year

d never

Q other:

2. I use technology with my students in the following stages of the inquiry
process:

Please check all that apply.

QO plan and question

O gather and make sense

Q produce to show understanding
O communicate

Q reflect

3. Please indicate how frequently you use the following technologies as part of
your instruction. Place an “"A"” beside each technology if used to support arts-
based activities.

= never
several times a year
several times a month
several times per week
daily

1
2
3
4
5

laptop in the classroom
computers in computer lab
iPod

digital microphone
electronic keyboard

CD player

digital camera

video camcorder

LCD projector

scanner

SMART Document camera
SMART Board

Other (please specify):
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4. How often do you use the following internet resources and digital tools?
Place an "A"” beside each technology if used to support arts-based activities.

never
several times a year
several times a month
several times per week
daily

1
2
3
4
5

Blogs

Wikis

Webquests

Interactive websites

Virtual art galleries and museums
E-mail

Voice recording software

Google Docs

Google Earth

Paint/drawing programs

Image editing software

Digital storytelling programs
Movie-making / editing programs
Concept-mapping programs

Music composition/recording software
Dance composition/recording software
Other (please specify)

5. Which items do you consider to be significant obstacles to you using
technology for instruction?

Please check all that apply.

limited availability of equipment

limited personal knowledge of technology

limited professional development

limited technology assistance for troubleshooting

limited knowledge about integrating technology in instruction
limited or outdated software

limited or outdated hardware

lack of time

Other (please specify):
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6. How are you most likely to learn about new technologies for instruction?
Please check all that apply.

friends outside of school

students

school-based professional development
divisional professional development
teaching colleagues at your school
internet sites

newspaper / magazine / journal
educational technology consultant
television

technology mentor

Other (please specify):

7. Please read the descriptions of each of the six stages related to adoption of
technology. Choose the stage that best describes where you are in the adoption
of technology. Please check M one stage.

Stage 1: Awareness
I am aware that technology exists but have not used it - perhaps I'm even avoiding
it. I am anxious about the prospect of using computers

Stage 2: Learning the process
I am currently trying to learn the basics. I am sometimes frustrated using
computers. I lack confidence when using computers.

Stage 3: Understanding and application of the process
I am beginning to understand the process of using technology and can think of
specific tasks in which it might be useful.

Stage 4: Familiarity and confidence
I am gaining a sense of confidence in using the computer for specific tasks.
I am starting to feel comfortable using the computer.

Stage 5: Adaptation to other contexts
I think about the computer as a tool to help me and am no longer concerned about
it as technology. I can use it in many applications and as an instructional tool.

Stage 6: Creative application to new contexts
I can apply what I know about technology in the classroom. I am able to
technology as an instructional tool and integrate it into the curriculum.
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8. Technology Integration Interests

On a scale of 0 to 5, rank these topics or skills in terms of how much you want to learn
about them through the course of the collaborative inquiry project.

no interest

little interest
interest
moderate interest
very interested
my top priority

u b wWNHO
|| | |

Pedagogical Focus

Example of Digital Tool

Interest (0-5)

Gather and make sense

Digital cameras, video,
microphones and
scanners, YouTube videos,
Virtual art galleries,
concept mapping software,
Webquests (virtual
scavenger hunt)

Collaboration with others around the world

Skype, Wikis, e-mail,
social networks, blogs

Student reflection

VoiceThread, blogs

Sharing and Celebration

Blogs, iMovie,

Teacher networking and sharing ideas with
others around the globe

Social networks, Twitter,
EdTechTalk

Communicating understanding

PhotoStory (digital
storytelling), Movie-
making, Garageband

Creative expression

Paint.net

Garageband

PhotoStory

iMovie

Scanners, cameras, video
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9. Please describe three ways you have used technology to enhance your own
teaching and/or support student learning in, through or about the arts.

1.

10. What do you view as the greatest challenge or obstacle to your
effective integration of technology in student lessons this year?

11. Anything else you would like to share about your use of
technology in the classroom or what you would like to learn?
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12. In your experience, please describe the types of professional development
that had the greatest impact on your practice.

12. How important are dialogue and collaboration in your professional learning?

Not Important Very Important
1 2 3 4

Sources:
« http://dsscoe.googlepages.com/teachersurvey.pdf
- Christensen, R. (1997). Effect of technology integration education on
the attitudes of teachers and their students. Doctoral dissertation,
Univ. of North Texas.
Based on Russell, A. L. (1995) Stages in learning new technology.

Computers in Education, 25(4), 173-178. Available at:
http://www.tcet.unt.edu/research/online/stages.htm
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Post-Study Questionnaire
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Post-Study Questionnaire

1. Currently, I use technology in my classroom to support arts-based
learning (learning in, through, or about the arts).
Please choose one answer only.

Q everyday

A three times a week

O once a week

O once every two weeks
O once a month

O twice a year

U once a year

U never

Q other:

2. I use technology with my students in the following stages of the
inquiry process:
Please check all that apply.

Q plan and question

Q gather and make sense

Q produce to show understanding
U communicate

Q reflect

3. Please indicate how frequently you use the following technologies as
part of your instruction. Place an “"A” beside each technology if used to
support arts-based activities.

never
several times a year

several times a month
several times per week
daily

apPpPwnN =
L | 1 O T ||

laptop in the classroom
computers in computer lab
iPod

digital microphone
electronic keyboard

CD player

digital camera

video camcorder

LCD projector

scanner

SMART Document camera
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SMART Board
Other (please specify):

4. How often do you use the following internet resources and digital
tools? Place an “"A"” beside each technology if used to support arts-based
activities.

never
several times a year

several times a month
several times per week
d

1
2
3
4
5 aily

Blogs

Wikis

Webquests

Interactive websites

Virtual art galleries and museums
E-mail

Voice recording software

Google Docs

Google Earth

Paint/drawing programs

Image editing software

Digital storytelling programs
Movie-making / editing programs
Concept-mapping programs

Music composition/recording software
Dance composition/recording software
Other (please specify)

5. Which items do you consider to be significant obstacles to you using
technology for instruction?
Please check all that apply.

limited availability of equipment

limited personal knowledge of technology

limited professional development

limited technology assistance for troubleshooting

limited knowledge about integrating technology in instruction
limited or outdated software

limited or outdated hardware

lack of time

Other (please specify):
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7. Please read the descriptions of each of the six stages related to
adoption of technology. Choose the stage that best describes where you
are in the adoption of technology. Please check M one stage.

Stage 1: Awareness
I am aware that technology exists but have not used it - perhaps I'm even
avoiding it. I am anxious about the prospect of using computers

Stage 2: Learning the process
I am currently trying to learn the basics. I am sometimes frustrated using
computers. I lack confidence when using computers.

Stage 3: Understanding and application of the process
I am beginning to understand the process of using technology and can think
of specific tasks in which it might be useful.

Stage 4: Familiarity and confidence
I am gaining a sense of confidence in using the computer for specific tasks.
I am starting to feel comfortable using the computer.

Stage 5: Adaptation to other contexts

I think about the computer as a tool to help me and am no longer
concerned about it as technology. I can use it in many applications and as
an instructional tool.

Stage 6: Creative application to new contexts
I can apply what I know about technology in the classroom. I am able to
technology as an instructional tool and integrate it into the curriculum.
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8. Technology Integration Interests

As a result of the collaborative inquiry study, please indicate your current
interest in learning about the following digital tools to support arts-based
activities. Please rank these topics on a scale from 0-5.

no interest

little interest
interest
moderate interest
very interested
my top priority

aPwWNHFHO
L | VI T ||

Pedagogical Focus

Example of Digital
Tool

Interest (0-
5)

Gather and make sense

Digital cameras, video,
microphones and
scanners, YouTube
videos, Virtual art
galleries, concept
mapping software,
Webquests (virtual
scavenger hunt)

Collaboration with others around the
world

Skype, Wikis, e-mail,
social networks, blogs

Student reflection

VoiceThread, blogs

Sharing and Celebration

Blogs, iMovie,

Teacher networking and sharing ideas
with others around the globe

Social networks,
Twitter, EdTechTalk

Communicating understanding

PhotoStory (digital
storytelling), Movie-
making, Garageband

Creative expression

Paint.net
Garageband
PhotoStory

iMovie

Scanners, cameras,
video
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9. After participating in the cooperative inquiry project, please describe
three new ways you have used technology to enhance your own teaching
and/or support student learning in, through or about the arts.

1.

10. What has been the greatest challenge or obstacle to your
effective integration of technology throughout this project?
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Cooperative Inquiry as Professional Development:

Cooperative inquiry is a type of action research where small groups of teachers
come together to investigate pedagogical or content issues in a supportive
knowledge community. The old adage “two heads are better than one” is the
argument for this approach, and is based in the idea that teachers need to be
nourished professionally by a supportive community of learners. They examine
their work from multiple perspectives and work collaboratively to find solutions.

11. To what degree was cooperative inquiry an effective professional learning
strategy for you?

Not Effective Effective
1 2 3 4

12. Describe the impact of this cooperative inquiry experience on your
professional learning.

13. Describe drawbacks to the approach, as a professional learning strategy for
teachers.

14. How does the cooperative inquiry approach compare to other models of other
professional learning (PD experiences) in which you have participated?
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Dialogue and Learning

15. How important has the dialogue between participants in the dialogue group
been for your professional learning?

Not Important Very Important
1 2 3 4

16. To what degree do you perceive that your learning was enhanced by the
contributions of others in the group?

Not at all Significantly
1 2 3 4

17. If you perceive that you did learn from others, please provide examples. If
not, why not?

18. To what degree do you perceive that you contributed to the learning of others
in the group?

Not at all Significantly
1 2 3 4

19. If you perceive that you contributed to the learning of others, please provide
examples. If not, why not?

160



20. Please describe the ways in which dialogue and collaboration have fostered
knowledge related to your professional practice? What have you learned?

21. To what degree do you perceive that the dialogue and collaboration had
impact that resulted in changes to your professional practice?

No Impact Strong impact
1 2 3 4
22. If you did perceive changes in your professional practice, describe these
changes, citing examples and evidence if possible. How has your professional

practice changed as a result of your participation in this collaborative inquiry
group?

23. Other comments. Please provide any other information that you deem
important to this research study.

Thank you kindly for your participation in this study. Your feedback is very
important to me!

Alana
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Sources:

http://dsscoe.googlepages.com/teachersurvey.pdf

Christensen, R. (1997). Effect of technology integration education on
the attitudes of teachers and their students. Doctoral dissertation,
Univ. of North Texas.

Based on Russell, A. L. (1995) Stages in learning new technology.
Computers in Education, 25(4), 173-178. Available at:
http://www.tcet.unt.edu/research/online/stages.htm

Lawson, J. (2008). An examination of cooperatiwgiry as a professional learning
strategy for inner-city principals. Doctoral digs¢ion, University of Manitoba.

162



Appendix D
Teacher’s Action Plan
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Teacher's Action Plan
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Appendix E
Lesson Plan Rubric
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Arts + Technology Integrated Lesson Plan Rubric

0 = no evidence, 1 = weak evidence, 2 = some evidence,
3 = strong evidence, 4 = very strong evidence

1. Lesson Objectives:
Tasks (what will students do?), Intent (what will students learn?) and
Criteria (how will students know they have achieved success?) for the
lesson are well developed, and criteria for success are co-constructed by
students and teacher.
(i.e. is the purpose for the lesson clear, and do the tasks enable the lesson
purpose to be achieved?)

0 1 2 3 4

2. Arts Focus:

The lesson incorporates outcomes from the Draft Manitoba Curriculum
Frameworks of Outcomes for Arts Education: K to 8, in either an
integrated or discrete manner.

Arts language and performance skills
Creative expression
Arts in context
Valuing arts experience
0 1 2 3 4

O O O O

3. Technology Justification
Technology supports student learning in a meaningful way, engaging
students through active participation and/or collaboration.

0 1 2 3 4

4, Creative Pedagogy with Technology

There is evidence of new technologies being used to creatively enhance
teaching methods and/or evidence that familiar technologies are being
used in innovative ways.

5. Collaboration
The teacher has collaborated with colleagues (arts specialists/technology
mentors) to seek out ideas, resources and/or feedback for lesson planning.

0 1 2 3 4
Notes:
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Interview Matrix Technique
Interview Questions
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The Interview Matrix
Description of Activity

Create four or five key questions that you will iséelp teachers review a topic or explore a
topic that is new to them. The questions shoulddmeewhat open ended so that they cannot
be answered with “yes/no” or short one word/ondesee answers.

Have teachers work in groups the size of the nurabguestions that you have. For example,
for 5 questions, have teachers work in groups of 5.

Have teachers in each group “number off” so eaabher has a number from 1 to 5.
Each of the numbers (1 through 5) is assigned atiuethat pertains to the topic to be
reviewed or explored.

Each teacher is given time to interview the otkachers in their group to collect information
related to the question that they have been gi@pending on the situation, two minutes per
guestion is sufficient.

Then, all the same numbers meet together (all tingber 1's, number 2’s etc.) and share the
information they have collected. Their task i€tanplete a composite list of information that
has been collected from all the groups and to dhésenformation with the whole group. Flip
chart paper and markers or electronic visuals elgful here.

Each number group reports on the information treyelcollected. You can lead the activity
so there is an opportunity for you and the teacteecomment, extend, refine or offer
alternative ideas.

Source: Dianne Bloor, Learning and Teaching Sesyiélgonquin College
http://www.algonquincollege.com/lts/retreat/docunséinterviewmatrix.doc
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Interview Questions

Using Interview Matrix Technique

1. What are your general perceptions in term&@falue of the collaborative inquiry sessions
in which we have patrticipated?

2. What topics of discussion and/or mini-lessoesaamost valuable to you? Why?

3. How have dialogue and collaboration playedl@ irodeveloping your awareness of your
own learning?

4. Is collaborative inquiry an effective stratdgy your professional learning? Why or why
not?
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Appendix G
Additional handouts to teachers:
Collaborative Inquiry Project Outline
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Project Outline for Teachers

1. Reminder for each group member to write/email aseolation(something that you
want to address involving technology in your ants«eh programme) and_a preliminary
questionbefore: (date) . Use dflal@rative Inquiry
Criteria (attached) to help you carve out a sudaéastion research project. We will
begin our first session by listing our questioms] devising possible solutions.

2. Over the next five weeks, you will be asked to iempént a strategy or a mini project
that will help to address your question. You mashato use th&eacher’s Action
Plan template to guide you through this process. Wediskcuss potential solutions as
a group, and help each other through the prodessl be available to support you in
your classroom and in the lab, as well collabogate plan with you before school,
during the lunch hour or after school.

3. In your reflection journal, jot down notes on wigatl are observing (both direct
observations and reflective observations). Alsme prepared to share ways that | can
support you through co-teaching in your classroonm the lab. Also to note, are
resources or software that you wish to exploreserin your teaching.

4. Each week, we will meet to discuss your findinghaiMs working, and what isn’t. |
will also share strategies for technology infusisimaring possibilities for the
integration of new digital tools.

5. On the fourth week, we will meet to share finalgses and celebrate our projects.
We will also discuss next steps for action, perret@s school-based level.

6. Finally, we will meet to interview one another ug@ninterview Matrix Techniquéo
uncover your perceptions about the Collaborativgiiry model for your own
professional learning.

If you would like some help generating a questisith strategies or implementation - please
let me know! | am available to help.
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Appendix H
Additional handouts to teachers:
Collaborative Inquiry Criteria
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Collaborative Inquiry Criteria

A successful collaborative inquiry project:

1.

is based on a powerful inquiry question that guideseachers toward a deeper understanding of
one or more of the key elements of the program ofuglies
o focus on concepts and/or processes in the newarogf studies (technology + arts education)

is designed to impact student learning
0 integrates exemplary instructional strategies
0 includes effective assessment processes

engages teachers in the inquiry process
0 includes a plan for focused teacher professionaldpment
o0 includes a plan for sharing project learnings asilts with colleagues

outlines an effective project management plan
o identifies indicators of success

0 supports school-based initiatives

0 has the support of school administrator

Adapted from:

http://www.teachers.ab.ca/SiteCollectionDocumentg/Quick%20Links/Publications/Other

%?20Publications/ActionResearch.pdf
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Additional attachments:
Letter to Principal
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April, 2009

Dear

As you are aware, | am a graduate student workinigng Master of Education in
Curriculum, Teaching and Learning at the Universityanitoba. | am hoping to conduct my
thesis research with my colleague ik xxx 8thtn order to do this, the University of
Manitoba requires | receive permission from you Btsd Pauline Clarke (the Chief
Superintendent for the Winnipeg School Division) iy research to take place in our school
and school division.

The title of my thesis iExploring Promising Potential of New Technologie#rts
Education. The planned period of research is five weeks (& to end-June). This action
research study explores how a collaborative ingajrgroach to professional learning supports
teachers in their integration of technology intts @ducation programming. A comprehensive
review of the literature, including the theoretioalderpinnings and related topics will be
included.

As technology mentor for my early years colleagu@gyole is to support teachers’
infusion of technology into all aspects of the auum, collaborating with teachers and
planning technology-rich experiences and projemtstfudents, modeling lessons, and offering
1:1 or small group professional development. Asmsrbased school, our programming
supports the placement of the arts at the centemroiculum, and as a result, much of our work
with technology supports, extends and enhancesistsidearning in, through and about the
arts. New technologies offer unprecedented pakfuti innovative teaching and learning, but
research suggests that teachers feel ill-preparedegrate technology to support student
learning in an innovative manner, and consistemgbort an increased need for professional
development to effectively employ technology initipeactice (Dawes, 2001; Hughes &
Ooms, 2004).

In the last year, my role as technology mentordi@siged, and the time | have to
collaborate and plan with teachers has been miehiZ his limited collaborative time
presents many challenges for me and the teachersklwith. | feel disconnected from
classroom learning, and unable to model technoleigigion in a creative way that connects
meaningfully to students’ own arts learning. Sektdrind that as busy teachers, we do not
have the time to research, explore and “play” wighv digital tools to develop facility with
them, and as a result, we often go back to thedtaind true recipes” rather than taking
creative risks to explore the potential of new teathgies (British Educational
Communications and Technology Agency, 2004; F&bHiggs, 1997; Schifter, 2008). The
challenges | face in my role as technology menéwehinspired me to find a new way forward;
to provide quality professional development for tis&chers | work with, responsive to their
unique needs, where teachers will have the oppityttonexplore, collaborate, share ideas, and
solve personally and collectively significant issule a supportive, social context, ultimately
promoting promising practices for new technologpearts education.

Action research was determined to be the best rdetbgy for this study because it
encourages teachers to investigate their own pedb “find ways of living more fully in the
direction of their educational values” (McNiff, ). Through a cyclical process of planning,
acting, observing and reflecting (Kemmis and McTagdl988), teachers create new ideas
about how to improve their practice, and put thideas forward as their personal theories of
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practice. Action research is also a powerful fafhprofessional development. Current
constructivist notions on the professional develeptof teachers maintain that teachers
should be actively pursuing their own questions @diteimmas, reflecting critically on their
practice to construct new knowledge and theoriesiatontent, pedagogy, and learners.

Early years classroom teachers and arts specialisty school will be recruited to
participate in a professional development prograsting 5 weeks. Teacher participants will
meet four times for collaborative inquiry sessiahg, first session lasting a full day, followed
by two half-day sessions (1:00 — 3:30). Funding len secured to provide teacher release
time for these sessions. Teacher participantsalth be asked to attend two after-school
sessions, each lasting approximately 2 hours. $atd times will be discussed and negotiated
at our first session to suit participants’ schedule

In addition to collaborative inquiry sessions, llygrovide support to teacher participants

in the technology lab during scheduled technolages, as well as in their classrooms. While
in the lab and classrooms, | will act as co-teaetmel researcher-observer, recording
observations in the form of field notes about the af technology to support arts pedagogy.

Each collaborative inquiry session will include to#owing elements:

« Dialogue about issues of concern, followed by stminming of possible solutions,
and sharing of teacher learning

* Mini-lesson — | (or other participant) will modéid use of new technologies based
on participants’ needs and interest

« Action planning — time for participants to thinlgtaobserve, and reflect on their
own and others’ practice, supporting one anothewigh dialogue and
collaboration.

* Reflection time (respond to prompting questioneefiective journals)

Teacher-participants will be asked to participatéhie following data collection

procedures:

* Pre- (Appendix B) angost- study questionnairefAppendix C) to determine issues
of concern and needs for teachers, and to guidglamning for collaborative inquiry
mini-lessons. Additionally, at the conclusion létstudy, the questionnaires will be
compared to determine growth and changes in tesigherceptions about their
pedagogy with ICT.

* Ongoing action plans(Appendix D): teachers will craft research questiof
individual interest, and explore possible waysddrass them, revising their plans
throughout the course of the study. These actiamspwill provide me with insight
about how participants’ thinking has changed assalt of dialogue, collaboration and
critical reflection.

» Twoteacher-created lesson planfne at the outset of the study, and one at the
conclusion of the study) will be compared to explevidence of teacher change and
assessed using a researcher-designed rubric (AppEnd

» Reflective journals. teachers will respond to prompting questionsroter to explore
teachers’ pedagogical thinking about the use dfrtelogy in their programming.

* While in the lab and classrooms, | will act as eaeher and researcher-observer,
recording observations in the formfedld notesabout the use of technology to
support arts pedagogy.

» Interviews (Appendix F): teachers will participate in an nview matrix technique
(Appendix F) in order to ascertain the effectivenefcollaborative inquiry as an
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approach to professional development.

Written consent will be obtained from all teachgasticipating in this action research
project in the form of a detailed consent form §gske see attached).

If you have any question or comments relating i® &lction research study please feel free
to contact me at hom|iib18). sch IS 498)a e-mail:achernecki@wsd1.org
Your signature below indicates that you providenpesion for the described research to take
place afjiillx School. Please return one cophefsigned consent form in the attached
envelope directly to me |JJJllxx School and kéepother for your records. Thank you for
your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Alana Chernecki
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April, 2009
Dear Ms. Clarke,

| am a teacher in the Winnipeg School Divisio {jlij School who is currently
working toward a Master of Education in Curriculuhgaching and Learning at the University
of Manitoba. | am hoping to conduct my thesis aeske with my colleagues [JJjixx School.
In order to do this, the University of Manitoba végs | receive permission from you and
I (ihe principal ol School) for mysearch to take place in our division.

The title of my thesis iExploring Promising Potential of New Technologie#rts
Education. The planned period of research is five weeks {éy to end-June). This action
research study explores how a collaborative ingajrgroach to professional learning supports
teachers in their integration of technology intts @ducation programming. A comprehensive
review of the literature, including the theoretioalderpinnings and related topics will be
included.

As technology mentor for my early years colleagu@gyole is to support teachers’
infusion of technology into all aspects of the @uium, collaborating with teachers and
planning technology-rich experiences and projemtstfudents, modeling lessons, and offering
1:1 or small group professional development. Asmsrbased school, our programming
supports the placement of the arts at the centeuroiculum, and as a result, much of our work
with technology supports, extends and enhancesstsidearning in, through and about the
arts. New technologies offer unprecedented pakfuti innovative teaching and learning, but
research suggests that teachers feel ill-preparedegrate technology to support student
learning in an innovative manner, and consistergort an increased need for professional
development to effectively employ technology initlpeactice (Dawes, 2001; Hughes &
Ooms, 2004).

In the last year, my role as technology mentordi@siged, and the time | have to
collaborate and plan with teachers has been miehiZ his limited collaborative time
presents many challenges for me and the teachersklwith. | feel disconnected from
classroom learning, and unable to model technoleigigion in a creative way that connects
meaningfully to students’ own arts learning. Sektdrind that as busy teachers, we do not
have the time to research, explore and “play” wigthv digital tools to develop facility with
them, and as a result, we often go back to thedtaind true recipes” rather than taking
creative risks to explore the potential of new teathgies (British Educational
Communications and Technology Agency, 2004; F&bHiggs, 1997; Schifter, 2008). The
challenges I face in my role as technology menéwehinspired me to find a new way forward;
to provide quality professional development for tis@chers | work with, responsive to their
unique needs, where teachers will have the oppityttonexplore, collaborate, share ideas, and
solve personally and collectively significant issule a supportive, social context, ultimately
promoting promising practices for new technologpearts education.

Action research was determined to be the best rdetbgy for this study because it
encourages teachers to investigate their own pedb “find ways of living more fully in the
direction of their educational values” (McNiff, ). Through a cyclical process of planning,
acting, observing and reflecting (Kemmis and McTagdl988), teachers create new ideas
about how to improve their practice, and put thideas forward as their personal theories of
practice. Action research is also a powerful fafhprofessional development. Current
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constructivist notions on the professional develeptof teachers maintain that teachers
should be actively pursuing their own questions difemmas, reflecting critically on their
practice to construct new knowledge and theoriesiatontent, pedagogy, and learners.

Early years classroom teachers and arts specialisty school will be recruited to
participate in a professional development prograsting 5 weeks. Teacher participants will
meet four times for collaborative inquiry sessiahg, first session lasting a full day, followed
by two half-day sessions (1:00 — 3:30). Funding len secured to provide teacher release
time for these sessions. Teacher participantsalgth be asked to attend two after-school
sessions, each lasting approximately 2 hours. Latd times will be discussed and negotiated
at our first session to suit participants’ schedule

In addition to collaborative inquiry sessions, llygrovide support to teacher participants

in the technology lab during scheduled technolages, as well as in their classrooms. While
in the lab and classrooms, | will act as co-teaetmel researcher-observer, recording
observations in the form of field notes about the af technology to support arts pedagogy.

Each collaborative inquiry session will include to#owing elements:

« Dialogue about issues of concern, followed by stminming of possible solutions,

and sharing of teacher learning

* Mini-lesson — | (or other participant) will modéld use of new technologies based

on participants’ needs and interest

« Action planning — time for participants to thinlgtaobserve, and reflect on their

own and others’ practice, supporting one anothewuigh dialogue and
collaboration.

* Reflection time (respond to prompting questioneefiective journals)

Teacher-participants will be asked to participatéhe following data collection

procedures:

* Pre- (Appendix B) andgost- study questionnairefAppendix C) to determine issues
of concern and needs for teachers, and to guidglamning for collaborative inquiry
mini-lessons. Additionally, at the conclusion létstudy, the questionnaires will be
compared to determine growth and changes in tesigherceptions about their
pedagogy with ICT.

* Ongoing action plans(Appendix D): teachers will craft research questiof
individual interest, and explore possible waysddrass them, revising their plans
throughout the course of the study. These actiamspwill provide me with insight
about how participants’ thinking has changed assalt of dialogue, collaboration and
critical reflection.

» Twoteacher-created lesson plangne at the outset of the study, and one at the
conclusion of the study) will be compared to explevidence of teacher change and
assessed using a researcher-designed rubric (AppEnd

* Reflective journals. teachers will respond to prompting questionsriter to explore
teachers’ pedagogical thinking about the use dfrtelogy in their programming.

* While in the lab and classrooms, | will act as eaeher and researcher-observer,
recording observations in the formfedld notesabout the use of technology to
support arts pedagogy.

» Interviews (Appendix F): teachers will participate in an nview matrix technique
(Appendix F) in order to ascertain the effectivenefcollaborative inquiry as an
approach to professional development.
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Written consent will be obtained from all teachgeasticipating in this action research
project in the form of a detailed consent form §gske see attached).

If you have any question or comments relating i® &lction research study please feel free
to contact me at hom|l<x), schollx)via e-mail:achernecki@wsd1.org
Your signature below indicates that you providenmsesion for the described research to take
place in the Winnipeg School Division. Pleasenetne copy of the signed consent form in
the attached envelope directly to m{jjjifk<xxd®tand keep the other for your records.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Alana Chernecki

Enclosures: 1
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