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Using Interactive Whiteboards in the Agricultural Education Classroom: How Student Teachers are Using this Technology—Potential Implications for Teacher Educators

Introduction and Background
“Interactive whiteboards (IWBs) are becoming increasingly popular in educational environments” (Haldane, 2007, p. 257). IWBs are large, touch sensitive screens linked to a classroom computer, which allow teachers to access still and moving images with sound and provide a multi-modal portal to address the needs of whole classes, groups, and individual learners (Lewin, Somekh, & Steadman, 2008). IWBs promote pupil interest, more sustained concentration, and more effective learning when teachers know how to use the technology to support a variety of learning styles (Glover & Miller, 2001a, b, c, 2002, 2003 as cited in Glover, Miller, Averis, & Door, 2007). Thus, educators need to design lessons that connect students and the instructor to provide opportunities for learning through multi-media (Nelson & Thompson, 2005). Because teachers often teach as they were taught (Nelson & Thompson), it is imperative that use of IWBs in teaching methods courses for pre-service AGED students is facilitated.  Kotrlik, Redmann, and Douglas (2003) stated, “Even though numerous studies have been conducted about how agriscience teachers use technology, no research has been conducted to determine how these teachers are integrating technology in the teaching/learning process” (p. 82). Although most agriscience teachers actively explore and adopt technology for regular use in instruction, there is limited active experimentation and advanced integration of technology in instruction (Kotrlik et al.). Because little research has been done describing how U.S. teachers are using IWBs generally, or in the AGED classroom specifically, more should be understood about AGED teachers’ use of IWBs, including pre-service AGED teachers. 

How It Works
In their teaching methods course, pre-service teachers were introduced to the concept of IWBs, specifically, SMARTTM technologies (i.e., SMART Technologies, 2009). The introduction of this technology was to encourage their using it in lesson preparation and in the high school AGED classroom during student teaching. An IWB distributor provided a comprehensive demonstration to the students, which included general usage, applications, hardware, and related software (i.e., SMARTTM Notebook SE bracelets). Thereafter, student teachers created lessons incorporating their use of these technologies. Opportunities were then provided to student teachers to present lessons and receive feedback about their lesson presentations, including use of the IWB to enhance instruction. Following the four-week, on-campus courses, student teachers entered their 12-week student teaching experience with SMARTTM Notebook SE bracelets. The bracelets allow mobility for instructors and students alike to access the Notebook SE software from any computer to construct and deliver lessons. Student teachers are required to complete weekly reports to document their use of the IWBs, including use of the software bracelets. Data from their reports are being collected to assess how they are using IWBs.

Results to Date
Nine of the 11 student teachers have access to an IWB, and seven of the nine are using the technology. From data collected, student teachers reported using IWBs to teach lessons on Animal Science, Plant Science, Agricultural Power & Technology, Introduction to Agriscience, 8th Grade Agricultural Explorations, Natural Resources, and Horticulture. Additionally, the student teachers reported using the IWB to deliver content using PowerPoint®, playing games such as Jeopardy and baseball to review lesson content, and interactively identifying livestock anatomy and breeds of livestock. Student teachers are also journaling, i.e., writing narrative comments, about their experiences with the IWBs.         

Future Plans and Cost/Resources Needed
AGED faculty will continue to collect data for the remainder of the fall 2009 student teaching semester, and discuss student teachers’ use of the IWB when conducting observations at the student teaching centers. At conclusion of student teaching, the students will participate in a focus group interview during their capstone seminar debriefing. During the interview, their use of IWBs, in lesson preparation and teaching, will be probed more deeply to better inform faculty about future preparation needs to ensure effective use of IWBs, and what may be opportunities for more systematic inquiry. It is also anticipated that cooperating teachers’ use of IWBs will be studied in the future, including the impact of student teachers on cooperators’ adoption and use of this innovative instructional tool.  

	Item
	Cost Range
	Average Cost

	Interactive Whiteboard
	$1,200 - $3,000
	$2,100

	LCD Projector
	$750 - $3,000
	$1,875

	PC or MAC Computer
	$750 - $4,000
	$2,375

	Software (i.e.,  SMARTTM SE Notebook Bracelets)
	$49 - $55
	$52

	TOTAL
	$2,749 - $10,055
	$6,402
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