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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this expository case study was twofold: 1) to ascertain what components 

of strategic teaching and types of technology six teachers were using at a middle school digital 

academy labeled failing and 2) to explore teachers’ perceptions about their use of strategic 

teaching and technology integration in their classrooms. The case study design utilized semi-

structured interviews, observations, and field notes. The researcher created a unique instrument 

to record the field notes that incorporated three frameworks: the ARI Strategic Teaching Model, 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy, and Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation. By using 

this instrument, the researcher was able to document evidence, or lack thereof, for strategic 

teaching with or without technology integration. 

The semi-structured interviews revealed the participants’ perceptions of their 

implementation of strategic teaching and of their own technology integration. The findings of the 

study revealed that teacher’s implementation of strategic teaching or their integration of 

technology correlated to the amount of pre-service training or relevant professional development 

they had received. The six participants rated their own implementation of strategic teaching and 

their own integration of technology by using Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation of 

strategic teaching that was adapted to also embrace technology integration.  
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

 Transforming educational philosophy and policy to include strategic teaching and 

technology integration involves acceptance of new ideas and practices as well as an 

understanding of its potential impact on learners, teachers, administrators, and a whole school 

district. “Strategic teaching is the process of incorporating purposeful planning, connected 

strategies, and explicit instruction to maximize the understanding and retention of content 

material” (ARI Strategic Teaching PowerPoint, 2009, frame 13). Strategic teaching encourages 

and promotes engaged discourse among learners, which is contrary to the traditional model of 

teachers serving as dispensers of knowledge (Chaney-Cullen & Duffy, 1999) and students as 

repositories (Jaebi, 2011).  

The traditional classroom is one in which the teacher makes all the decisions for the 

learners: where they will sit, with whom they will work, and how they will spend their time 

(Guskey & Anderman, 2008). Instruction is often lecture based with notes generated by the 

teacher (Boyle, 2011). Summative assessment measures mastery (Chaney-Cullen & Duffy, 

2008). In contrast, strategic teaching is a process that promotes the concept of students becoming 

independent learners. It is not teacher-centered; it is student-centered. The purpose of strategic 

teaching is to create learners who take ownership of their own learning (Fischer & Frey, 2008). 

Weert and Tatnall (2005) point out that real learning is a lifelong activity that requires learners 

change their perspectives as they seek new knowledge. In order to create learners who take 

ownership of their own learning and who become lifelong learners, teachers must gradually 
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release responsibility to students while continuing to provide support for all learners during the 

process (Fisher & Frey, 2008). Creating a student-centered classroom in which the teacher 

effectively releases responsibility to the learner takes skill. Too often, many educators do not 

have the training or support needed to develop a repertoire of effective strategies that engage 

learners (Silver, Strong, & Perini, 2009).  

Transforming educational policy to include technology integration is another aspect of 

creating a student-centered classroom. Many of today’s learners are digital natives, a term coined 

by Prensky (2001) who defined digital natives as those born into the digital world while digital 

immigrants are those who had limited to no interaction with digital technology in their youth. 

Teachers need more exposure in integrating technology in their classrooms to address the 

learning styles of digital natives (Dessoff, 2010). However, Thomas and McGee (2012) cite a 

lack of time to train teachers and a shortage of qualified trainers as a barrier to integrating new 

technology. Another barrier is teachers’ resistance to change. Often teachers have established 

beliefs about their roles as educators when they exit college, and it is difficult to transform that 

belief system (Pajares, 1992). 

Perhaps John Dewey (1933) said it best, “The path of least resistance and least trouble is 

a mental rut already made. It requires troublesome work to undertake the alteration of old 

beliefs” (p. 136). Further, Dewey stated “unconscious fears…drive us into purely defensive 

attitudes that operate like a coat of armor” (p. 136). Strategic teaching and technology integration 

are not naturally occurring phenomena. They are learned behaviors. Many educators may 

become defensive at integrating new strategies and new technologies without relevant 

professional development.  
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At the foundation of strategic teaching (Silver et al., 2009) and technology integration is 

the necessity of social interaction (Beldarrain, 2006). Dewey (1916) addressed the need for 

social interaction during the learning process and called it an essential element to growth. During 

a strategic lesson, learners work with their peers in pairs or small groups. Johnson and Johnson 

(1986) claim that students working in groups retain information longer than students who work 

independently.  

In The Strategic Teacher, Silver et al. (2009) list many of the benefits of student 

socialization: 

 Student partnerships improve students’ social interactions (Butler, 1999). 

 Student partnerships lead to deeper and more substantive classroom discussions (Hashey 

& Conners, 2003). 

 Student partnerships increase students’ academic intensity without adding instructional 

time (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons, 1997). 

 Students will spend more time on a task when working with a partner than they will when 

working independently (King-Sears & Bradley, 1995). 

 Students who work in peer partnerships make measureable academic gains and develop 

more positive attitudes toward subject matter (King-Sears & Bradley, 1995). 

 Student partnerships lead to more productive, more genial classrooms where students are 

more self-directed and less dependent on the teacher (King-Sears & Bradley, 1995). 

 When applied to reading, student partnerships enhance decoding skills, deepen 

comprehension, and help students learn how to read difficult, information-rich texts 

(Hashey & Conners, 2003). 
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Context for the Study 

The “traditional classroom” has been teacher focused, however, advocates for student 

engagement are reinventing the “new traditional classroom” by challenging teachers to become 

facilitators of learning (Ruben, 1999). As facilitators, they first model the intended outcome and 

as the lesson progresses, they release the responsibility of learning to the students. The goal of 

the teacher is to provide tools or strategies that the learners can use in multiple contexts 

(Marzano, 2007; Marzano, Pickering, & Heflebower, 2011; Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 

2001). The assortment of tools that a teacher utilizes is fundamental to strategic teaching. Among 

the tools teachers should possess are those that address the learning styles of digital natives 

(Prensky, 2001). Although school districts often list technology integration as an important 

component of their overall academic plan, many of those district leaders fail to provide adequate 

professional development to meet the needs of their faculties (Ketterer, 2008). This is indeed 

unfortunate because Lenhart, Ling, Campbell, and Purcell (2010) found that 95% of all teens use 

the Internet on a regular basis, 80% of them use social networking sites, and 75% have cell 

phones. Considering these statistics, one may assume that students in this age bracket are 

equipped to use digital technology. 

 Watkins, a sociologist noted for his studies in youth and youth culture, addressed the 

topic of youth in a digital media culture in a recorded lecture at the IBM Research Center in 

2010. He said that many learners spend up to ten hours a day interacting with technology and 

such practices have an impact on how they learn in school. He claimed that learners are now 

“creators of content, which causes students to be producers and consumers or pro-sumers of 

technology … and multi-taskers using various media platforms simultaneously”. Watkins asks 
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the question: How do teachers sustain learners’ attention in a classroom setting that does not rely 

on multiple screens or multiple dialogues?   

Statement of the Problem 

With the implementation of Common Core State Standards, school administrators, 

curriculum facilitators, and other educational leaders have obsessed over the idea of academic 

rigor (Maye, 2013, p.29). Although not clearly defined, rigor requires student engagement that 

fosters critical thinking. Research has shown that improving the effectiveness of teachers is the 

single most important aspect of student learning (Wright et al., 1997). Today’s teacher must be 

equipped with multiple, relevant, and purposeful tools to keep learners engaged. Tony Wagner 

(2008) calls the following relevant and purposeful tools “rigor” or “survival skills”: critical 

thinking and problem solving, collaboration and leadership, agility and adaptability, initiative 

and entrepreneurialism, effective oral and written communication, accessing and analyzing 

information, and curiosity and imagination.  

Alabama’s Action Plan for Literacy: Birth Through Grade 12 requires that teachers 

provide rigorous and relevant learning experiences for all learners through the use of 

“appropriate instructional strategies.” These strategies are intended to create a student who has 

the ability to be a life-long learner. In order to create a student with such capacity, strategic 

teaching proponents argue that students need practice, reflection, and coaching to think well, and 

teachers must make thinking skills explicit (Costa, 2008). The goal is for students “to own the 

processes and operate at a level of automaticity to demonstrate expected knowledge independent 

of the teacher” (Maye, 2013, p. 35). 

In addition to incorporating strategic teaching every day, teachers must meet the needs of 

their digital learners. One might assume that new teachers are comfortable integrating 
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technology into their lessons because most are digital natives. However, there is a growing body 

of evidence concerning the need for technology integration for new K-12 teachers (Clausen, 

2007; Wang, Ertmer, & Newby, 2004). Researchers are now exploring ways to build pre-service 

teachers’ capacity for using technologies to enhance teaching and learning (Adamy & Boulmetis, 

2006; Lim, Chai, & Churchill, 2011). In-service teachers have their own challenges as 

technology rapidly changes and professional development opportunities may be limited (Moore-

Hayes, 2011). Studies show that teachers who receive a high quality of technology support 

(access, training, and assistance) are more likely to utilize technology with their learners 

(Ronnkvist, Dexter, & Anderson, 2000). Without adequate, timely, and relevant professional 

development in both strategic teaching concepts and in technology integration, teachers in all 

ranges of experience will find implementation with their learners a difficult and stressful task. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this case study was twofold: 1) to ascertain what components of strategic 

teaching and types of technology teachers were using at a middle school digital academy labeled 

failing and 2) to explore teachers’ perceptions about their use of strategic teaching and 

technology integration in their classrooms. The pseudonym Parmer House Digital Academy, or 

PHDA, was used to protect the identity of the school system, the school itself, and the 

participants. The six participants of PHDA all had a stake in the outcome of the research because 

of the failing school label. 

 The teachers in the study had classroom experience ranging from one month to nearly ten 

years. Each of the participants was in the first, second, or third year of professional development 

that focused on how to implement strategic teaching practices. All of the teachers at PHDA were 

in their first year of one-to-one technology integration. As a Title I failing school, the 
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administrators decided to utilize their resources to implement a one-to-one initiative in each of 

the core classes at the school (English language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science). 

Framework of the Study 

 The framework of this study was a blend of three separate frameworks: Alabama’s 

Strategic Teaching Framework (2009), Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Churches, 2007 & 

2009), and Marzano’s Four Levels of Strategic Teaching Integration (2012). The combination of 

the three frameworks was necessary because each served a separate purpose.  The Alabama 

Strategic Teaching Framework provided the basis for a strategic lesson according to the ARI 

Model of Instruction. Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy was used to measure at what level 

teachers were integrating technology skills into their lessons. Marzano’s Four Levels of 

Implementation provided a scaled score of 0-4 for participants to rate their own implementation 

of strategic teaching. The same components of the Marzano scale were used to evaluate 

participants’ technology integration. 

Research Instrument and Research Questions 

A qualitative case study was conducted in grades six, seven, and eight. This study 

allowed the researcher to observe the level of proficiency with technology integration within the 

context of strategic teaching among teachers of various years of classroom experience. The 

framework of this study was a blend of three frameworks: Alabama’s Strategic Teaching 

Framework (see Appendix A), Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Churches, 2007, see 

Appendix B), and Marzano’s Four Levels of Strategic Teaching Implementation (2012, see 

Appendix C).  

The researcher created a unique observation instrument based on the three frameworks 

(see Appendix D). By using this instrument, the researcher was able to document the components 



8 

 

of strategic teaching that were present during the observation, the utilized technologies, and the 

level of technology integration observed according to Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy. In 

addition, the researcher was able to assign a level of technology implementation using Marzano’s 

scale. Using the same scale for both strategic teaching and technology integration allowed the 

researcher to evaluate the teacher’s level of implementation of strategic teaching and technology 

integration as separate activities although it was assumed that technology integration would be 

embedded into every strategic lesson. If an element was missing, the research instrument allowed 

for documentation with a series of checks, circles, or notes (see Appendix D). 

 The participants in this study had three years or less of strategic teaching professional 

development based on the ARI model (see Appendix A). All of the core teachers were required 

to implement strategic teaching every day in every lesson. Each of the core teachers had 

classroom sets of wireless technology devices including iPads for student use. This case study 

sought to answer the following questions: 

1. What components of strategic teaching and types of technology were teachers 

using; 

2. To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the teachers integrate 

technology into their strategic lessons; and 

3. What were the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic teaching and 

technology use in their classrooms? 

Significance of the Study 

 Strategic teaching requires a certain skill set. Integrating technology into a strategic 

lesson is a separate skill set. Neither skill set is obtainable without purposeful, relevant, and 

timely professional development. In addition, teachers must be willing to change or adapt their 
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practices if they are to acclimate to implementing strategic teaching and technology into their 

lessons. Returning to Dewey’s quote, “It requires troublesome work to undertake the alteration 

of old beliefs,” Ward and Parr (2010) said that teachers need to feel that they are adequately 

proficient in the use of the technology being integrated. To become proficient, more professional 

development is required with a focus on increasing teachers’ skills so that they are able to 

overcome apprehension associated with using technology (Fu, 2013). Perhaps the administrators 

will have a better understanding of what professional development is still needed for this group 

of teachers. On a wider scale, perhaps these participants will serve as a representation of what 

other districts will need to consider when implementing a “digital academy” as a vehicle for 

school reform. 

Delimitations 

 Although this study could have been expanded to other schools of the same category as 

this first year failing school, it would be difficult to encompass what Kirk and Miller (1986) said 

of qualitative research, [It] involves “watching people in their own territory and interacting with 

them in their own language, on their own terms” (p. 9). The close proximity of PHDA to the 

researcher’s school allowed the researcher to accommodate the participants’ schedules and to be 

flexible when arranging for the post-observation interviews. The participants of PHDA 

represented a diverse group of veteran and novice teachers, digital immigrants and digital 

natives.  

Limitations 

 PHDA and its participants were not chosen at random. The academy is the middle school 

that populates the high school where the researcher is on staff. The two schools share students 

from the same socio-economic groups and the same neighborhoods. The high school is a priority 
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school which ranks one level above a failing school. It is important to study PHDA for several 

reasons: 

1. If academic gains and benchmarks are met in an environment where strategic 

teaching with technology integration is utilized, it is important to document how 

these feats were accomplished. 

2. If the failing school is able to make measurable gains, the school district may 

want to replicate the intervention and finance another digital academy.  

The researcher must expound upon certain biases that may be perceived. 

1. The participants know of the researcher because of her presence during shared 

faculty meetings.  

2. The researcher has attended data cluster meetings and is aware of some of the 

frustrations that some of the participants have expressed.  

Assumptions 

 In Researching Lived Experience, van Manen (1990) describes assumptions as the 

existing body of scientific knowledge that predisposes the researcher to interpret the 

phenomenon before coming to grips with the question. Husserl (1970) said that the researcher 

must “bracket” all the preconceived ideas that he or she brings to the study. 

1. It is assumed that every participant is using strategic teaching. 

2. It is assumed that every participant is integrating technology. 

3. It is assumed that all the participants will be willing to complete the study. 

4. It is assumed that the participants will be honest in their discourse and not say 

what they think the researcher wants to hear. 
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Definitions of Terms  

Accountability Act (2013) - Process by which Alabama schools are rated according to 

predetermined achievement measures (ww.alabamapolicy.org) 

Digital Academy- For the purposes of this study, a school integrating technology in its 

classes via wireless technology. (Researcher’s own definition) 

Failing School- Schools among the lowest 10 percent of Title I schools in a given state based 

on achievement on statewide assessments in reading and math over three years. (Office of 

Superintendent of Instruction, n.d.) 

One-to-one Initiative- A program in which each student and teacher has access to technology 

(Penuel, 2006), for example, iPods, laptops, and iPads. 

Priority School- Schools among the lowest 5 percent of Title I schools in a given state based 

on achievement on statewide assessments in reading and math over three years (ESEA 

Flexibility Request, 2012).  

Title I- Part of Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty” that emphasizes equal access to 

education and establishes high standards and accountability. The program name that releases 

funds to impoverished schools (Stein, Leinhardt, & Bickel, 1989).  

Chapter Summary 

 This dissertation is a case study design that explores how six teachers within a failing 

school incorporate strategic teaching and technology integration in their classrooms. Chapter I 

includes the context for the study, the statement of the problem, the statement of the purpose, the 

significance of the study, delimitations, limitations, assumptions, and the definitions of key 

terms. Chapter II provides a literature review that establishes the groundwork for the study. 

Chapter III explains the methods used during data collecting and discusses the unique research 
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instrument used in this study. Chapter IV provides data analysis of the research questions. 

Chapter V provides an analysis of the themes that emerged and the implications for teachers, 

school administrators, and college of education programs.  
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CHAPTER II: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, a discussion of strategic teaching, technology integration, and Marzano’s 

four levels of implementation is provided. This discussion provides the various elements that 

comprise the unique framework used to gather the data for this research. The necessary divisions 

are as follows:  First, Alabama’s adoption and adaptation of Common Core: Alabama College- 

and Career-Readiness Standards is explored. Second, a detailed description of the strategic 

teaching model endorsed by Alabama’s Action Plan for Literacy: Birth Through Grade 12 (see 

Appendix A) is discussed. Third, technology integration and the barriers to its implementation 

are discussed. Fourth, Bloom’s Taxonomy and its revisions over the decades following its 

implementation are explored. Fifth, Marzano’s Four Levels of Strategic Teaching 

Implementation will be described (see Appendix C). The order of this discussion reflects the 

check list of items on the observation instrument used by the researcher during classroom 

observations and the framework of this study. 

Alabama’s College-and Career-Readiness Standards 

 In 2011, Congress declined to renew funding for No Child Left Behind, leaving many 

states perplexed as to how to comply with the 2013-2014 school year requirement of 100% 

proficiency in math and reading (New America Foundation, 2014).  

In September 2011, President Barak Obama and Secretary of Education Arne Duncan 

announced that states would be given an opportunity to receive a waiver from the 100% 

proficiency standards as long as they did three things: 1) adopt college- and career-ready 
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standards for all students, 2) develop differentiated accountability systems, and 3) undertake 

reforms to support effective classroom instruction and school leadership (U.S. Department of 

Education, September 23, 2011)    

States could apply for waivers during three different time slots, and Alabama submitted 

its waiver in September 2012, and the waiver was approved on June 21, 2013 (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2013). The waiver request is called Plan 2020, and it encompasses the college- and 

career-ready standards (CCRS). According to State Superintendent of Education, Tommy Bice, 

Plan 2020 is a vehicle for progressing Alabama’s education system beyond the scope of No 

Child Left Behind. In his press release of the National Education Association’s acceptance of the 

waiver, Bice stated that the plan’s rigorous and comprehensive design will improve educational 

outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of 

instruction. 

Alabama CCRS for mathematics was implemented in the 2012-2013 school year. English 

language arts standards began in the 2013-2014 school term. The intent of CCRS is that it 

encompasses all that a student should be equipped with to be a lifelong learner upon graduation 

regardless of whether the student chooses to enter the workforce or enter college. 

 Common Core Standards for English Language Arts and Literacy in History/Social 

Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects are unique in that English Language Arts is not 

presented as a separate skill set. Instead, embedded in the standards are readings from primary 

documents from history and science. Of great import is how technology integration is embedded 

at every grade level. Students will work at the highest levels of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy to 

evaluate and create a product that provides evidence of comprehension and mastery of content. 

In addition, high school students will take end-of-course exams and the ACT test with writing.  
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Strategic Teaching 

As Alabama’s teachers prepare students for CCRS, Alabama schools are also following 

the guidelines of the ARI. ARI is a statewide, K-12 initiative managed by the Alabama 

Department of Education. ARI coaches provide professional development to the schools that 

implement strategic teaching. They began with teachers in mathematics and English Language 

Arts and then migrated to the other core and elective subjects. 

Strategic teaching is a process that is researched based. Kizlik (2014) describes strategic 

teaching as an instructional process that focuses directly on fostering student thinking, but goes 

well beyond that. He further states that the strategic teacher is “one who is a thinker and decision 

maker who possesses a rich knowledge base, and who is a modeler and a mediator of 

instruction.”  According to Cotton (2000), effective instructional strategies fall into two 

categories: contextual attributes and instructional attributes. The latter covers the following: 

careful orientation to lessons, clear and focused instruction, effective questioning techniques, 

feedback and reinforcement, and review or re-teaching as needed. Although not labeled as 

strategies, these concepts are embedded in the structure of what is called the ARI model of 

strategic teaching (see Appendix A).  

The ARI model leaves very little room for divergence from the model. The only part of 

the framework that has room for variation is explicit instruction. According to the Alabama 

Strategic Teaching Framework with regard to explicit instruction (p. 26), “it is not always 

necessary to employ the entire sequence during each lesson. The level of explicitness depends 

upon the content and the needs of the learners.” However, it is clear that the rest of the ARI 

model is expected to be employed: 
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When the strategic teaching framework is in place daily in every classroom across the 

curriculum, learning becomes visible for students, teachers, and observers. Purposefully 

incorporating these components throughout the before, during, and after phases of the 

lesson assures that students are actively engaged in content learning, the learning is 

visible to all observers, and assessment is occurring frequently to inform immediate or 

long-range instructional adjustments. (p. 26) 

 

One component of strategic teaching is the use of questioning. Many lessons begin with 

an essential question. McTighe and Wiggins (2013) define essential questions as those that are 

essential for students to continuously examine so as to “come to an understanding” (p. 31) of key 

ideas and processes. It is the essential question that guides a lesson plan (Wiggins & McTighe, 

2005). During the professional development provided by ARI, emphasis is placed on the use of 

the essential question; however, it is not included as part of the five components of a strategic 

lesson. The five components are as follows: outcomes, practices, strategies, explicit instruction, 

and TWIRL. Some of the components of the ARI model overlap one another. Most are not 

isolated activities. 

A Description of the ARI Model 

Outcome 

One of the most basic parts of any lesson plan is the learning outcome or what a student 

is expected to know at the completion of the given lesson. Learning outcomes are statements that 

specify what students should know or be able to do as a result of the learning activity, and they 

refer to descriptions of observable student behavior or performance that are used to make 

inferences about learning (Kizlik, 2014). In the ARI model, there is one outcome. 

Practices 

 In the ARI model, there are two parts to the practice component: chunking and student 

discussion. Chunking is a method of presenting information (text, video, audio, and experiments) 

in more manageable pieces. It is most often done as part of explicit instruction. Chunking means 
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breaking information down into smaller parts. In the ARI model, the teacher does the chunking. 

In other models, the students chunk their own text after they have mastered the concept (Ogle, 

1989). At each segment, students use graphic organizers that provide a spatial arrangement of the 

studied or explored material (Stull & Mayer, 2007) or they take notes of key elements or ideas 

found in the segment. Stull and Mayer (2007) point out that providing students with a graphic 

organizer does not encourage generative processing whereas student created organizers do. They 

contend that students will perform better on retention and transfer tests when they create their 

own organizers than students who are given graphic organizers (p. 810). Garner (2008) agrees 

saying, “Too often, we give students preprinted graphic organizers or preset criteria to classify 

information rather than letting them discover patterns based on criteria of their own. Thus we 

deprive them of opportunities to develop their cognitive structures” (p. 36). However, Parks and 

Black (1990) argue that teacher supplied graphic organizers “encourage students to see 

information as components of systems or as contrasting concepts, rather than isolated fact” (p. 2) 

and that “students will use the pictorial outlines to form more abstract comparisons, evaluation, 

and conclusions” (p. 2). 

 The second part of practices is student-based discussion. Silver et al. (2009) contend that 

discussion is the basic foundation for intellectual and personal growth, but it is a skill that has the 

possibility for misuse among learners. Some students may leave the topic being discussed and 

others may not participate. The goal is to increase student engagement with the lesson. In one 

study, teacher-led whole group discussions were compared to student-based small group 

discussions and researchers measured student engagement for both groups (Wu, Nguyen-Jahiel, 

& Miller, 2013). They found that students were more engaged with the lesson when they worked 
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in smaller groups possibly because they found interactions with their peers more stimulating and 

the students may have gained more self-confidence.  

 In the ARI model, students are encouraged to talk with their partners or with their groups 

at various times. Discussion takes place during explicit instruction when students work with 

partners or during TWIRL when students discuss a given topic. 

Strategies 

In the ARI model, there are three strategies: before, during, and after. (The labeling is not 

to be confused with the overall title, Strategic Teaching.)  The three strategies are linked together 

to assist learners in their comprehension of the lesson. The “before strategy” is used to activate 

prior knowledge and to assist students in relating new information to prior knowledge 

(Thompson, Thompson, & Thompson, 2005). It is usually the briefest portion of the lesson. The 

“during portion” of the lesson is the longest section and includes explicit instruction and at least 

a portion of TWIRL. The “after portion” is the time allotted for bringing closure to the lesson, 

answering remaining questions, and completing some type of formative assessment. Some states 

are promoting formative assessment as a tool to help both schools and students meet the 

federally mandated accountability goals (Pellegrino & Quellmalz, 2010). Marzano, Pickering, 

and Pollock’s (2001) research showed student gains of 21-41 percentile points on summative 

assessments by implementing routine formative assessments. By implementing formative 

assessment, the teacher can establish specific learning goals for each learner.  

Explicit Instruction 

 Explicit instruction is a format whereby the teacher releases responsibility of 

comprehension of the designated activity to the learners through modeling, guided practice, and 

independent application (Fielding & Pearson, 1994). Research supports its use. The U.S. 
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Department of Education sponsored three independent studies that concluded that explicit 

instruction should be part of the learning environment for every student including those with and 

without special needs but particularly those of low socio-economic backgrounds (Gersten et al., 

2009; Kamil et al., 2008; The Final Report of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel, 2008).  

In a separate study, Pearson and Duke (2002) studied reading comprehension in primary schools 

and concluded that explicit instruction is key to reader success.  

Pearson and Dole (1987) provide for four phases of explicit instruction. The ARI model 

renames each phase to include the participants. In phase one, the teacher models and gives a 

detailed explanation of the desired learning outcome or defines the purpose of the lesson (I do). 

In phase two, the teacher gives students more responsibility for task completion by encouraging 

students to engage with the teacher while working through another example (We do). This phase 

employs the use of prior knowledge and newly learned knowledge. In phase three, students work 

with a partner or group and complete another example (You all do). In phase three, students 

collaborate with their peers by giving each other feedback and the teacher confirms results. If the 

learners are ready, they work independently on one or more similar tasks (You do). This last 

phase helps students develop fluency and automaticity of the newly acquired skill. 

Other researchers have more detailed versions of explicit instruction. The ARI model has 

four phases, but Archer and Hughes’ (2011) model lists sixteen elements of explicit instruction. 

Some elements of the Archer and Hughes’ list would appear in a different area of the ARI model. 

Their list includes the following: 

1. Focus instruction on critical content. 

2. Sequence skills logically. 
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3. Break down complete skills and strategies into smaller instructional units. (Similar to 

the ARI model of chunking.) 

4. Design organized and focused lessons. 

5. Begin lesson with a clear statement of the lesson’s goals and expectations. (ARI 

model lists this as learning outcome.) 

6. Review prior skills and knowledge before beginning instruction. (This is often done 

as a “before” activity in the ARI model.) 

7. Provide step-by-step demonstrations. (“I do” in the ARI model.) 

8. Use clear and concise language. 

9. Provide an adequate range of examples and non-examples. 

10. Provide guided and supported practice. (This is the “we do” and “you all do” section 

of the ARI model.) 

11. Require frequent responses. (This closely resembles the response to text found in 

chunking in the ARI model.) 

12. Monitor student performance closely. 

13. Provide immediate affirmative and corrective feedback. (This is a form of formative 

assessment usually used as the “after” activity in the ARI model.) 

14. Deliver the lesson at a brisk pace. (ARI model recommends lesson be completed in 

one class setting.) 

15. Help students organize knowledge. (The ARI model encourages graphic organizers to 

be used as part of every lesson.) 

16. Provide distributed and cumulative practice. (In the ARI model, this is the “you” do 

of explicit instruction.) 
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Regardless of the model, explicit instruction may present a problem for some teachers. Because 

its design is so regimented, it may limit the creativity of the teacher (Markusic, 2012). Knowing 

to what extent to use explicit instruction requires that teachers know their students’ capabilities. 

As advocates of explicit instruction, Archer and Hughes (2011) contend that the amount of 

explicit instruction used should vary according to the needs of the learners. They propose that the 

more experienced the learner, the less guidance is needed. By experience, they are referencing 

prior knowledge. 

TWIRL 

The final component of strategic teaching fits well within Dewey’s design in that students 

are encouraged to talk, write, investigate, read, and listen with their peers in a setting that fosters 

social interaction (Harvey & Goudvis, 2007). This process is commonly called TWIRL and if 

done properly, students learn to collaborate (social) while they process information in greater 

depth. The ARI model labels it “The Five Components of Active Literacy.” TWIRL encourages 

higher level thinking skills rather than rote memorization or regurgitation of facts as students are 

actively engaged with the text or activity. As a facilitator, the teacher monitors student 

engagement and redirects misapplied concepts (Fisher & Frey, 2008). TWIRL is most often 

implemented while students are in the during phase of the lesson; however, portions of TWIRL 

can be applied in the before or after activities. 

Technology Integration 

How well Alabama districts, individual schools, and individual classrooms come into 

compliance with the College and Career Readiness Standards remains to be seen.  Despite access 

to funding and equipment, a recent study found that less than 35% of teachers in U.S. districts 

that received funding through the Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed Tech) program 
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have integrated technology in their instruction on at least a weekly basis (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2008). Ed Tech’s goal is to improve student academic achievement through the use of 

technology in schools, help learners become technologically literate by the eighth grade, and to 

encourage the effective use of integration of technology with teacher training and curriculum 

development.  

Alabama uses federal money for technology enhancement, but it primarily uses funds to 

create and maintain educational programs that serve students and teachers in overarching 

programs such as Alabama Connecting Classrooms, Educators, and Students Statewide 

(ACCESS). ACCESS provides distance-learning courses from credit recovery to electives to 

Advanced Placement. Federal money is also used to sponsor the Alabama Educational 

Technology Conference that promotes technology vendors and provides professional 

development for a fee;  the Alabama Learning Exchange  that provides approved lesson plans 

that align with Alabama CCRS; Technology in Motion (TIM) that provides professional 

development for teachers and administrators at various sites and groups across the state; and 

eLearning that is a mandatory program for educators to enhance and develop their teaching craft. 

The other funding goes to provide access to Alabama Public Television, Alabama Virtual 

Library, Alabama Library Media Online, and other sites such as HippoCampus which have 

videos and other content that students and teachers can use to understand content more clearly 

(Technology Initiatives Fact Sheet). 

Alabama CCRS embed technology integration in its content areas, primarily English 

language arts. Technology integration requires concerted effort on the part of the classroom 

teacher. Roberts, Shedd, and Norman (2012) acknowledge that teachers are not only faced with 

“what” to teach about technology, but also “the how” to teach of teaching about technology. 
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Eisele-Dyrli (2011) is an advocate for students producing with technology, rather than 

just consuming, which falls within Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (see Appendix B) as 

created by Churches (2007). However, the problem remains that many educators are perplexed 

about how to implement technology because technology integration cannot be implemented in 

isolation, but instead, requires diverse teaching methods and approaches (Fu, 2013). Overbaugh 

and Lu (2009) refer to this dilemma of technology integration as “teachers’ stages of concern” 

(SoC). They conclude that one of the most important factors in teacher’s SoC is his or her 

confidence and competence in using an innovation. 

Technology integration must be a seamless transition or students will lose confidence in 

their instructors (Fryer, 2003). Teachers have many reasons for not integrating technology 

including not enough resources, access, or professional development (Lightle, 2011), but 

educators such as Lightle believe that much good can be gained through technology integration.  

Teachers who integrate technology report that students are more motivated to learn, apply 

their knowledge to practical problems, and take ownership of their learning. Teachers 

also report that by using technology, students are developing key 21st-century skills 

including creativity, collaboration, and skills in problem solving and critical thinking. (p. 

6) 

 

The problem is that teachers need to feel confident in their own technology skills before 

integrating technology into their classrooms (Ward & Parr, 2010). At the root of change is the 

need for professional development that fosters changes in attitude, values, and beliefs that 

develop confidence for ongoing learning and adaptability to change (Phelps, Graham, & Kerr, 

2004). As that change takes place, one must remember that technology integration that is not 

student-centered will not have the desired effect of student engagement (Palak & Walls, 2009). 

Technology integration can augment strategic teaching. For instance, technology 

enhanced formative assessments during instruction can provide immediate, contingent feedback 
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and adaptive coaching for reteaching of problematic skills (Pellegrino & Quellmalz, 2010). 

O’Connor (2013) agrees saying that teachers are able to adjust instruction based on constant 

formative assessment. In addition, these devices allow for investigation, which is a key element 

of strategic teaching. Investigation can be inside of a given text; but at a higher cognitive level, 

readers can research alternate theories of the interpretations of a given text or they may look for 

complimentary theories. It is imperative that students not only use technology to learn, but to 

develop stronger critical thinking, problem solving, use of information, communication, 

innovation, and collaboration skills (Marsh, 2012).  

Legal Concerns 

 Creating a safe digital environment is a mandate for school leaders (Garland, 2009). They 

must promote safe Internet use policies, protect student privacy, adhere to copyright laws, and 

establish student health and environmentally sound policies. In addition, school leaders must 

adhere to the policies of the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) that was first passed by 

Congress in 2000, and updated in 2011, to address children’s access to Internet sites deemed 

harmful or obscene (Federal Communication Commission, 2014. para.1). Schools and libraries 

that receive federal money or E-rate (discounted electronic services) must comply with the CIPA 

guidelines. 

The protection measures must block or filter Internet access to pictures that are: (a) 

obscene; (b) child pornography; or (c) harmful to minors (for computers that are accessed 

by minors). Before adopting this Internet safety policy, schools and libraries must provide 

reasonable notice and hold at least one public hearing or meeting to address the proposal. 

(para. 2) 

 

With CIPA guidelines in mind, school systems that adopt wireless device integration in 

the classroom, have to consider the cyber safety of its learners. Johnson (2004) points out that the 

abuse of a thing is not argument against its use, but rather it is an opportunity to explore its 
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potential use. Charles (2012) suggests that there needs to be a reasonable and balanced 

perspective on the issue of rules for new technologies, especially around mobile, multi-purpose 

devices.   

Benefits and Challenges to Technology Integration 

 Many educators say they want to include more technology into their lessons because 

current research (Castro-Sanchez, & Aleman, 2011) states having technology integration in the 

classroom transforms a teaching environment into a learner-centered one (a goal of strategic 

teaching). The benefits of technology integration have been supported by many studies. 

Technology integration is touted as an avenue for students to investigate problems through 

inquiry more efficiently and effectively (Brush, Glazewski, & Hew, 2008). It embraces more 

student-centered and self-directed learning as students build new knowledge (Castro-Sanchez & 

Aleman, 2011; Churches, 2007). If properly implemented, technology integration provides 

avenues for differentiated instruction by customizing instruction to meet learners’ specific needs 

(Smith & Throne, 2007). Further, technology integration can foster critical thinking skills 

regardless of content area (Levin & Wadmany, 2006; McMahon, 2009). 

 Technology integration can help teachers be more proficient in their craft as they teach 

their students the skills necessary to work independently or in groups. The latter fosters 

collaboration. As learners become more confident and proficient in their technology use, they 

can expand their own creativity and thus become more invested in the learning process (Lowther 

et al., 2008). Thus technology integration facilitates greater learning opportunities as teachers 

release instruction to their students.  

 Technology integration in the classroom is desirable for many educators; however, 

implementation is not without its barriers. The first barrier to overcome is that teachers must 
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have specific and definite ideas about how integrating technology into instruction will improve 

student learning (Al-Bataineh et al., 2008). Secondly, teachers must have specific knowledge 

about technology and how to combine it with the existing pedagogical content knowledge to 

support student learning (Hutchison & Reinking, 2011). If those two barriers are eliminated then 

teachers need adequate and timely in-service training (Yildirim, 2007) that builds teacher 

efficacy and that provides sufficient time to master new software or integrate technology that 

will be used in a single classroom timeframe (Almekhlafi & Almeqdadi, 2010).  

Celik and Yesilyurt (2012) found that teachers’ perceptions about technology use and its 

efficacy play a key role in how or if they will incorporate technology use. Professional 

development and practice can help overcome anxiety of those integrating technology in the 

classroom. As teachers’ confidence build, their attitude toward technology integration should 

become more positive (Beckers & Schmidt, 2001). 

 Having access to wireless technology in the classroom does not mean that students will 

become better learners. Roschelle and Pea (2002) said every new generation of learning 

technology raises a new deep conceptual issue that must be untangled so that the learning value 

of raw technological aspects can be harnessed. It is important that the integration of technology 

promotes student-centered learning and that it enhance the daily strategic lesson. The lessons 

should engage the learner and build capacity because the goal is for the learners to construct their 

own knowledge as they explore new concepts. The role of the teacher is to promote such a 

learning environment that fosters capacity building and in a way that keeps the learner engaged. 

A classroom in which every student has access to technology is ideal if teachers are properly 

prepared for the change. Such preparation requires effective technology leadership: “Effective 

technology leadership extends beyond separate efforts to influence individual and institutional 
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factors and also entails the work of continuous improvement to detect and address the fit 

between technology implementation systems… and classroom technology integration” 

(Anthony, 2012, p. 336). 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy  

 Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) was the result of a series of discussions that started at the 

1948 American Psychological Association Conference. Bloom and other educators developed a 

method to classify learning goals and objectives that resulted in a taxonomy of three domains: 

cognitive, affective, and psychomotor (Overbaugh & Schultz, 2008). Some thought that Bloom’s 

taxonomy was too simplistic with large gaps between levels of cognitive processes (Furst, 1994). 

In the 1990s, Anderson, a former student of Bloom’s, and Krathwohl, a co-author of Bloom’s 

original taxonomy, along with other psychologists began a five year series of meetings to discuss 

and evaluate the taxonomy. Their efforts addressed some of Bloom’s original concerns about the 

labeling of the classification system. As a result, in 2001, Anderson and Krathwohl revised the 

taxonomy from nouns to verbs and reclassified the highest level as creating (see Table 1). 

Table 1 

Bloom’s Original Taxonomy Compared to Its Revisions 

 

 Bloom’s taxonomy       Bloom’s revised taxonomy 

Higher order thinking skills 

Evaluation Creating 

Synthesis Evaluating 

Analysis Analyzing 

Application Applying 

Comprehension Understanding 

Knowledge Remembering 

Lower order thinking skills 

 Note. The levels are built upon one another from the bottom of the chart as the lowest to the top 

of the chart as the highest order of thinking. 
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 Churches’ (2009) “Digital Taxonomy” takes Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy and adds those 

digital skills, called Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (see Appendix B) that are associated 

with the emergence and integration of Information and Communication Technologies necessary 

for technology integration in the classroom. It is important to note that the skills that Churches 

lists are in order of lowest level of implementation to the highest level (see Figure 1). This list of 

digital skills can be a useful tool for teachers integrating technology in their lessons. Lightle 

(2011) suggests deciding what learning goal must be met and then matching that goal with a 

suitable technology. 
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Figure 1.  Mind map of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy 

Note. Source: Andrew Churches, Bloom’s Digital Taxonomy, January 1, 2014, 

<http://edorigami.wikispaces.com/ p.6. Reprinted with permission. 

 

Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation 

Robert Marzano is considered one of the leaders in education reform with a focus on 

student achievement through teacher efficacy. Wright, Horn, and Sanders (1997) claim that the 

most important factor in student achievement gains is the effectiveness of teachers. Marzano 
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(2001) says that there are three elements to being an effective teacher: the instructional strategies 

used by the teacher, the management techniques used by the teacher, and the curriculum 

designed by the teacher. 

In 2013, Marzano developed The Teacher Evaluation Model that has six domains. For the 

purpose of this study, only Domain 1: Classroom Strategies and Behaviors was considered. Of 

the 60 elements that make up the four domains, 41 of them appear in Domain 1. From the 41 

elements, the following were used to evaluate the level of implementation: Identifying critical 

information; Organizing critical information; Previewing new content; Chunking content into 

“digestible bites”; Helping students process new information; Helping students elaborate on new 

information; Helping students record and represent knowledge; and Helping students reflect on 

their learning. Other elements were not considered because they were either too specific such as 

analyzing a specific strategy or unobservable as in gauging the level of student homework. 

As a leader in the area of strategic planning and teaching, Marzano (2012) categorizes 

strategic teaching into Four Levels of Implementation: beginning, developing, applying, and 

innovating. In the beginning stage, the teacher struggles with implementing the strategies and 

makes multiple errors. Some of the errors could include choosing the wrong strategy or asking 

too little or too much of the learner. At the developing stage, teachers make few mistakes in 

implementation; however, they do not produce a high level of student gains. At the applying 

level, the teacher is at ease with the process and is conscious of the impact the chosen strategy is 

having with the learners. It is at this stage that the teacher is successfully releasing responsibility 

of learning to the students while monitoring and interacting with them. At the innovating level, 

teachers are very familiar with the selected strategy and are able to use it to differentiate 

instruction to accommodate the needs of specific learners. 
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Marzano developed a 0-4 point scale with a 0 equaling no evidence of strategic teaching, 

1 equaling beginning, 2 equaling developing, 3 equaling applying, and 4 equaling innovating. In 

an interview for Delta Kappa Gama Bulletin, Marzano said that he had looked at over a thousand 

classroom videos and used the 0-4 scale. He claims that the average score is 2.3. Marzano, 

Frontier, and Livingston (2011) say that, at a minimum, teachers should  

strive to use strategies at the applying level (a 3 on the scale), continually monitoring 

students to see whether the strategy is having its intended effect on student learning. 

Ideally, over time, teachers should move toward the innovating level, adapting strategies 

to meet student needs and maximize learning. (p. 88) 

 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter traced the development of changes adopted by the Alabama State 

Department of Education that embraced the concepts of strategic teaching and technology 

integration. Included in the discussion were the state department’s ARI model of strategic 

teaching and Bloom’s Taxonomy with its revisions, one of which embraces technology. 

Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation, which is used to measure the effectiveness of 

teachers implementing strategic teaching, was also explored. Together, these separate 

discussions formed the basis for the combined theoretical framework on which this study is 

based. 

 This study acknowledges that “Teachers increasingly strive to invest thoughtful learning, 

craftsmanship, metacognition, and rigor into curriculum and instruction” (Costa, 1991, p. 51). 

The participants in the subsequent study are charged with implementing the ARI model of 

strategic teaching while incorporating technology into their classroom practices. By observing 

and interviewing the six participants of this study, the researcher hopes to reveal how well they 

are meeting the charge they have been given by using the unique documentation instrument 

created to embrace the three frameworks on which this study is based: the ARI model, Bloom’s 
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Revised Digital Taxonomy, and Marzano’s Four Levels of Implantation and their perception of 

their practices. 
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODOLOGY 

Since the 2001 integration of No Child Left Behind, school systems and individual 

schools have focused on making adequate yearly progress (AYP). In introducing the Alabama 

Plan 2020 ESEA Flexibility Request, the state of Alabama came into compliance with the U.S. 

Department of Education waiver request that gave each state an opportunity to exchange its No 

Child Left Behind plan that required 100% mastery in reading and math for all students for its 

own state-developed plan. According to the Alabama Plan 2020, approved plans are designed to 

improve educational outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and 

improve the quality of instruction. A School Performance Index determines the A-F grade of the 

school or system. A grade of “F” means that the school or school system is failing to make 

adequate progress. Several things contribute toward determining a school’s status as priority or 

failing in Alabama.  

A school is defined as failing if it is listed as “persistently low-performing” on the state’s 

School Improvement Grant application (i.e., they’ve performed in the bottom 5% of 

schools in the state for three years in a row), if it is ranked in the bottom 15% of schools 

based on annual reading and math assessment scores, or if, once the school grading 

system is in place, it has earned a D for three consecutive years, or if it has earned an F. 

Student achievement scores in these schools are the worst in the state. (Alabama House 

Republicans, 2015, question 1, para. 12) 

 

If a school falls into the failing school category, the Alabama State Department of 

Education then conducts an on-site assessment/instructional audit of the school to determine 

precise strategies for improvement and support. The assessment covers eight standards to 

establish change in the failing school: 
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1. School Leadership: The principal has the ability to lead the turnaround effort; 

2. School Climate and Culture: Climate conducive to learning and a culture of high 

expectations are evident; 

3. Effective Instruction: Teachers utilize research-based effective instruction to meet 

the needs of all students; 

4. Curriculum, Assessment, and Intervention System: Teachers have the 

foundational documents and instructional materials needed to teach to the 

rigorous college- and career-ready standards that have been adopted; 

5. Effective Staffing Practices: The district and school have skills to better recruit, 

retain, and develop effective teachers and school leaders; 

6. Enabling the Effective Use of Data: There is school wide use of data focused on 

improving teaching and learning, as well as climate and culture; 

7. Effective Use of Time: Time is designed to better meet student needs and increase 

teacher collaboration focused on improving teaching and learning; and 

8. Effective Family and Community Engagement: There is a system for increasing 

academically focused family and community engagement. (Alabama Plan 2020, 

2012, p. 62). 

Research Questions 

As mentioned in Chapter I, the focus of this study was based on teachers’ experiences as 

they implemented strategic teaching while also integrating technology into their classroom 

instruction. The following questions guided the study: 

1. What components of strategic teaching and types of technology were teachers 

using; 
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2. To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the teachers integrate 

technology into their strategic lessons; and 

3. What were the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic teaching and 

technology use in their classrooms? 

Setting 

PHDA, a middle school in a large school district, was faced with the obstacle of being a 

priority or failing school according to the new standards set by the 2013 Alabama Accountability 

Act. PHDA primarily served students of low socio-economic status. The number of students 

enrolled in the academy ranged from 393-410 depending on parent migration, parents falsifying 

enrollment data, and other domestic issues. At least 82% of its students received free or reduced-

cost lunch. 

PHDA met 20 of its 21 AYP goals in both of the 2011-2012 and the 2012-2013 school 

years; however, because it did not make AYP in the area of Special Education Math in 2011-

2012 and did not make AYP in Special Education Reading in 2012-2013 in consecutive years, it 

became the only school in its district to be labeled failing. The school administrators were given 

an opportunity to choose how they planned to implement change that addressed the school wide 

audit that followed. Their continuous school improvement plan included the following: Create a 

learning culture of high expectations through active and purposeful student engagement and 

professional development for the faculty and staff in the areas of strategic teaching and 

technology integration. According to the school administration’s submission to the Alabama 

State Department of Education, it proposed that the teachers would integrate strategic teaching 

and technology integration in every classroom. For this reason, PHDA teachers address student 

engagement by following their local education association directive to implement the ARI model 
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of strategic teaching (see Appendix A). They were also charged with integrating technology in 

their core classes.  

PHDA had already begun to address their students’ needs by incorporating strategic 

teaching methods in 2011 before the release of the audit. The teachers at PHDA met with 

professional consultant, Dr. Smith (pseudonym), for three consecutive hours, either in morning 

or afternoon sessions on October 13 and 26, November 16, and December 13. In 2012, the same 

teachers met for a full day on January 4 and again in either morning or afternoon sessions on 

January 18 and March 28. A full year passed before Dr. Smith returned to PHDA at which time 

she worked with newly hired teachers for two full days, August 27-28, 2013. On February 6-7, 

2014, Dr. Smith returned to work with the most recently hired teachers and an unspecified few 

returning teachers chosen by the principal.  

The second part of the continuous improvement plan dealt with technology. PHDA 

decided to integrate wireless technology in its core classes. During the previous 2012-2013 

school year, the administrators purchased iPads for the teachers to use while at school; however, 

not every teacher felt equipped to use it for instructional purposes according to the library media 

specialist who agreed to an informal interview. She said that some of the teachers thought it was 

a waste of time and others thought it would be a useful tool if they knew how to use it. PHDA’s 

principal said that the students were not benefitting from the teachers having the iPads according 

to her scheduled and non-scheduled classroom observations. She said she found no evidence of 

any teacher using the iPads with students. This was a concern for her because according to 

PHDA’s submission to the ALSDE, it proposed that the teachers would integrate strategic 

teaching and technology integration in every classroom. However, professional development for 

technology integration was not included in the school’s plan. 
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During an interview with the principal of PHDA, the researcher learned that the 

technology purchase decision was not based on research, but rather was based on personal 

observation. According to her, she as the principal, the teachers, other administrators, and district 

leaders discussed the issue of the learners at the school having difficulty with reading and writing 

especially among its special education population. However, the teachers and administrators 

noticed that the learners did not have problems understanding new concepts especially when 

those concepts were introduced through gaming. They noticed that a large number of the learners 

had handheld gaming devices and that they mastered complicated procedures while playing their 

games. Out of this series of discussions, a plan to make a school-wide technology purchase was 

drafted and approved. The goal of the purchase was to provide a medium for reading and writing 

that was not paper-based, a medium with which the learners were comfortable.  

Based on the administrative team’s premise that students would naturally acclimate to 

technology, the school used its Title I money to purchase for students’ usage 210 iPads, 5 

MacMinis, 10 e-printers, 120 Nook e-readers, and 1 class set of iPods. In addition, the school 

purchased 7 charging/synching carts for the different wings of the school, 1 synching cart for the 

iPods, and 10 laptops (PHDA’s Digital Classrooms Proposal, 2013). The administrative team 

seemed confident that the infrastructure was in place to support the technology purchase. It 

appeared that there were no problems with technology implementation during the researcher’s 

classroom observations. 
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Participants 

 The research participants were six core teachers at PHDA from grades six, seven, and 

eight. The researcher knew that the most consistent use of the ARI strategic teaching and 

technology integration frameworks would be observable among the core classes as was written 

in the PHDA continuous improvement plan.  

Teacher retention was a problem for PHDA. Of the school’s core teachers, 4 of the 12 

were first year teachers: two graduating in May 2013 and two in December 2013. Of the six 

teachers participating in this study, two began teaching in August of the 2013 school year, and 

one began in January 2014. Of the participants, five teachers had Bachelor’s degrees and one had 

a Master’s degree. Of those with Bachelor’s degrees, four were teaching in their field of study 

and one earned a teaching certificate by taking an equivalency exam. None of the participants 

had more than ten years of teaching experience. All but one teacher was female so to protect the 

identities of the participants, the researcher used feminine pronouns while expounding upon the 

findings (see Table 2). 

Table 2 

 

Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience 

 

   <1 year  1-3   4-7  9-10 

Teacher A     X 

Teacher B  X 

Teacher C       X 

Teacher D  X 

Teacher E         X 

Teacher F  X 

  

The principal arranged for the researcher to meet with the core teachers in the library of 

PHDA. At the meeting the researcher explained the nature of the study including its purpose, 
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how each classroom would be observed, and the need for a follow up interview after each 

observation. Each teacher was promised monetary compensation that would be given at the 

completion of each interview. The researcher explained that she would protect their identities 

and that all conversations would remain confidential. In addition, the researcher shared the 

observation instrument that would be used and the significance of each section (see Appendix 

D). During the discussion, the teachers learned that the researcher would enter their classrooms 

during class changes according to a pre-arranged schedule agreed upon between the researcher 

and the teacher.  

At that meeting, the researcher gained seven release signatures and the promise of 

another. However, as was the participant’s right, one teacher withdrew from the study and an 

eighth person declined. As a result, the English department was not represented and the 

researcher was unable to observe the use of the Nook e-readers since they were assigned to the 

English department for their exclusive use. 

Teacher A was a third year science teacher in grade seven who contemplated starting 

graduate school. Teacher B was the newest of the teachers in the study who graduated from 

college in the month of December and was hired the same month. She taught math in grade 

seven. Teacher C taught sixth grade math and had been teaching a total of six years. Teacher D 

was a first year teacher who had been a U.S. Air Force technology instructor before going into 

education. She taught social studies in grade seven. Teacher E taught eighth grade social studies 

with nearly ten years’ experience. Teacher F was a first year teacher, and she taught math in 

grade eight (see Table 3).  
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Table 3 

 

Participants’ Grade Level, Subject Matter, and Years of Teaching Experience 

 

Participant  Grade Level  Subject  Years of teaching experience 

Teacher A  Seven   Science  3< 

Teacher B  Seven   Math   1< 

Teacher C  Six   Math   6< 

Teacher D  Seven   Social Studies  1< 

Teacher E  Eight   Social Studies  10< 

Teacher F  Eight   Math   1< 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this case study was twofold: 1) to ascertain the components of strategic 

teaching and types of technology teachers were using at PHDA labeled failing and 2) to explore 

teachers’ perceptions about their use of strategic teaching and technology integration in their 

classrooms. As one who had attended data cluster meetings with representatives of all the 

schools in the cluster, the researcher had some knowledge that many of the faculty members in 

the cluster were nervous about strategic teaching. The researcher, therefore, assumed that some 

of the participants from PHDA were nervous about strategic teaching with the addition of 

technology integration for the following reasons:  

1. The teachers at PHDA were still developing their skills in the area of strategic 

teaching; 

2. Strategic teaching would be a new concept to the newly hired and first year 

teachers at PHDA, therefore more time would be needed for full integration; 
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3.  Some of the second- and third-year teachers who had the benefit of strategic 

teaching workshops, failed to master all the concepts as evidenced by the 

questions raised in cluster meetings; and 

4. The digital academy was struggling with technology integration. 

The researcher believed that some of the teachers may have had reservations about 

integrating wireless technology with their learners. Teachers who have not been properly trained 

to use technology in the classroom are not prepared to integrate its use within strategic teaching. 

Harris (2008) asserts that it takes “30 hours of focused professional development to change 

teachers’ professional practice” (p. 18). If professional development with the new technology 

was missing, teachers may have resisted the change and thus deprived themselves and their 

learners from the meaningful engagement that can occur with properly integrated digital 

technology use. One of the problems according to Cramer and Hayes (2010) is that new 

technologies promise success, but often do not deliver on the promises. The researcher thought it 

was safe to assume that some educators may wonder if integrating wireless devices was worth 

their energy since technology is continually changing. However, today’s digital native finds the 

new technologies ordinary, and they embrace change to such a degree that Cramer and Hayes 

suggest that although developing content and effectively integrating it in the curriculum might be 

a slow process, “the device can often be much less important than the development of content 

and practices to enable learners to reach educational objectives in new ways” (p. 38). The desired 

purpose of the integration was that the learner would be able to reach the highest level of 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Churches, 2009) and thus meet the intent of PHDA’s 

continuous improvement plan. 



42 

 

Instrument 

The instrument used in the study was specifically created by the researcher to document 

evidence of strategic teaching with or without technology because it is possible for both elements 

to be present, neither element to be present, or only one element to be present (see Appendix D). 

In addition, the observation instrument was purposely created to include three frameworks: the 

ARI model of strategic teaching (see Appendix A), Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (see 

Appendix B), and Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation for strategic teaching (see 

Appendix C). Marzano’s framework of implementation was adapted to also measure the level of 

technology integration. The creation of this observation instrument was critical. All parts of the 

combined frameworks needed to be readily visible for the researcher to notate whether the 

elements were present or missing during classroom observations. In addition, a section for note 

taking was placed at the bottom. A legend for each section appears to the left of the instrument 

(see Appendix D). 

Before use, to ascertain the instrument’s usability and feasibility, the researcher shared 

the instrument with two high school principals and one middle school principal whose schools 

were using the ARI model of strategic teaching. Their feedback confirmed that the instrument 

would serve its intended purpose. The three principals said that such an instrument would be 

useful to measure strategic teaching with technology integration or as an instrument to measure 

strategic teaching or technology integration as separate activities. The three liked that the 

instrument allowed yes or no marks and provided a space to write notes. One principal suggested 

that the instrument be printed on legal sized paper to reduce eye strain. 
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Rationale for a Case Study 

Many case studies presented in the research literature address questions that are 

exploratory in nature as is the nature of this study. Yin (2003) and Stakes (1995) compiled a list 

of seven types of case studies. Each of the studies has a unique purpose. Exploratory case studies 

allow for research that is not looking for one set of outcomes, but instead, allows for multiple 

possibilities (see Table 4). 
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Table 4 

 

Descriptions of Case Studies 

 

Case studies types Description  

 

Explanatory  This type of case study is used to seek to answer a  

   question that sought to explain the presumed causal links in real-life  

   interventions that are too complex for the survey or experimental  

   strategies. In evaluation language, the explanations would link program  

   implementation with program effects (Yin, 2003). 

 

Exploratory  This type of case study is used to explore those situations in which the  

   intervention being evaluated has no clear single set of outcomes (Yin,  

   2003). 

 

Descriptive  This type of case study is used to describe an intervention or phenomenon  

   and the real-life context in which it occurred (Yin, 2003). 

 

Multiple-case studies A multiple case study enables the researcher to explore differences within 

and between cases. The goal is to replicate findings across cases. Because  

comparisons will be drawn, it is imperative that the cases are chosen 

carefully so that the researcher can predict similar results across cases, or 

predict contrasting results based on a theory (Yin, 2003). 

 

Intrinsic  Stake (1995) uses the term intrinsic and suggests that researchers who 

have a genuine interest in the case should use this approach when the  

intent is to better understand the case. It is not undertaken primarily 

because the case represents other cases or because it illustrates a particular  

trait or problem, but because in all its particularity and ordinariness, the  

case itself is of interest. The purpose is NOT to come to understand some  

abstract construct or generic phenomenon. The purpose is NOT to build  

theory, although that is an option. 

 

Instrumental  A multiple case study enables the researcher to explore differences within  

   and between cases. The goal is to replicate findings across cases. Because  

   comparisons will be drawn, it is imperative that the cases are chosen  

   carefully so that the researcher can predict similar results across cases, or  

   predict contrasting results based on a theory (Yin, 2003). 

 

Collective  Collective case studies are similar in nature and description to multiple  

   case studies (Yin, 2003) 
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In 1984, Yin defined the case study research method as an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident, and in which multiple sources of 

evidence are used. Later in 2003, Yin added conditions to when a case study design should be 

used: when the focus of the study is to answer how and why questions; when the researcher 

cannot manipulate the behavior of those involved in the study; when the researcher wants to 

cover the contextual condition because he or she thinks it is relevant to the phenomenon under 

study; and when the boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and context.  

One of the strengths of the case study methodology is the use of multiple sources and 

techniques in the data collection stage. The researcher is not limited to any one method, but 

rather, gathers multiple data in the forms of surveys (qualitative and quantitative), interviews, 

documentation reviews, observations, and physical artifacts.  

Study Design 

The researcher conducted a single case study. Data collection procedures included non-

participant observation in each classroom (minimum of two) and semi-structured interviews with 

each participating teacher (minimum of two). During the course of the second interview, 

participants ranked their level of proficiency in the areas of strategic teaching and technology 

integration using Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation Scale of 0-4. The researcher 

compared their rankings and formed a second evaluation based on her own classroom 

observations. The participants in the program were in their first, second, or third year of ARI 

professional development in the area of strategic teaching and their first year with wireless 

technology integration.  
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The data collection occurred over a seven week period. The first meeting was with the 

core teachers to explain the process and to give reasons for the study. Participants were assured 

that their participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw their participation at any 

time. Each of them signed an informed consent agreement. In addition, they were made aware 

that their identities would remain protected. To protect the identity of the participants, the 

researcher decided to refer to all the participants as females when analyzing the data as there was 

only one male who participated in the study. The participants were identified only as Teacher A, 

B, C, D, E, and F. 

Non-participant Observation of Classrooms 

The researcher gained permission to observe the participating teachers prior to each visit 

by arranging agreed upon weeks with the principal of PHDA and specific class times with the 

teachers. It was not the researcher’s intent to alienate or antagonize the teachers in the study, so 

the researcher did not ask for lesson plans or test items. However, one teacher volunteered a 

review of her lesson plans. The researcher hoped to instill a sense of trust with each participant 

so that there was an open discourse in the one-on-one interviews. The researcher used the same 

rubric for each observation (see Appendix D). 

Follow-up Interviews after Classroom Observations  

Individual interviews took place at the convenience of the participants. Corbin and 

Strauss (2008) said that the important thing to remember during interviews and observations is 

that concepts drive the data collection and analysis. For this reason, the interviews were always 

semi-structured to allow for the variations in direction that may take place. 

During the individual interviews, topics included teacher’s impressions about the 

observed lessons and her perceptions of her use of strategic teaching, her use of or lack thereof of 
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technology, her preparation for that lesson and future ones, technology concerns, and other 

related matters. The researcher used two voice recorders during each interview. 

The questions for the separate interviews were formed by research and validated by the 

researcher’s committee. The first observation questions included demographic information and 

gave insight into the participant’s understanding of the ARI model of strategic teaching, how 

prepared she was to implement the strategies, if her pre-service training prepared her for strategic 

teaching according to the ARI model, and the length of time it took to write a strategic lesson 

plan (see Appendix E). In addition, the same type of questions were asked of their technology 

implementation (see Appendix E). Since the questions were semi-structured or standardized 

open-ended interview style (Patton, 2002) and phrased in a manner that allowed for follow-up 

questions (Turner, 2010), it was not unusual for the participant to go beyond the researcher’s 

original questioning. Each participant was asked the same set of questions. 

The questions for the second interview probed the participant’s perceptions of strategic 

teaching, technology integration, and her reflections of personal implementation of both (see 

Appendix F). The second interview was less structured than the first although all the questions 

were addressed. Each participant was candid in her responses and provided a rich explanation of 

her perceptions. At the end of the second interview, each participant was asked to consider 

Marzano’s scale of implementation (see Appendix C) and to rate her own level of 

implementation for strategic teaching and for technology integration. The scale (see Table 5a) is 

as follows: 
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Table 5a  

Teacher’s Self-evaluation Scale 

Scale Implementation Guidelines 

 

0 No evidence of strategic teaching or no evidence of technology integration 

 

1 Beginning: Teacher struggles with the implementation and makes multiple errors 

causing limited effect on student learning. 

 

2 Developing: Teacher does not make many errors, implementation is narrow in scope, 

teacher is at relative ease; however, students may not be making the needed gains. 

 

3 Applying: Teachers make few mistakes or not at all and closely monitor students’ 

reaction to see if the implementation has had the desired effect. Teacher is able to 

navigate students to more intricate meanings and applications. 

 

4 Innovating: At this level the teacher is able to adapt implementation to meet the needs 

of all learners including those with special needs or those with advanced skills. 

 

Note. Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation restructured to use for both strategic teaching 

and technology integration. 

 

  

The researcher used Marzano’s 0-4 scale to form a comparison evaluation to determine if 

the participants’ were at their perceived level of implementation. The scale is the same as the one 

used for self-perception; however, additional guidelines were added based on Marzano’s Teacher 

Evaluation Model for the elements featured in this study (see Table 5b); however, many of the 

evaluation standards of the elements mentioned in Chapter II are repetitive so for the purpose of 

this study, the standards were combined to create one uniform design on a scale of 0-4. 
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Table 5b  

Researcher’s Evaluation of Participants Using Marzano’s Scale 

Scale Implementation Guidelines 

 

0 No evidence of strategic teaching or no evidence of technology integration. Strategy 

called for but not exhibited. Technology used but not for intended purpose. 

 

1 Beginning: Teacher struggles with the implementation and makes multiple errors 

causing limited effect on student learning. Uses strategy or technology incorrectly 

with parts or clear steps missing. 

 

2 Developing: Teacher does not make many errors, implementation is narrow in scope, 

teacher is at relative ease; however, students may not be making the needed gains. 

Signals to students which content or technical skill is critical versus noncritical. 

Organizes students into small groups to facilitate the processing of new knowledge. 

Engages students in learning activities that require them to preview and link new 

knowledge to what has been addressed. Chunks the text based on student need. 

Engages students in summarizing, predicting, and questioning activities. 

 

3 Applying: Teacher makes few mistakes or not at all and closely monitors students’ 

 reaction to see if the implementation has had the desired effect. Teacher is able  

 to navigate students to more intricate meanings and applications. Teacher 

 monitors the extent to which students are attending to critical information gathered 

via their own engagement with the content or through technology. Organizes students 

into small groups to facilitate the processing of new knowledge and monitors group 

processing. Engages students in learning activities that require them to preview and 

link new knowledge to what has been addressed. Chunks the text based on student 

needs and monitors the extent to which chunks are appropriate. Engages students in 

summarizing, predicting, and questioning activities and monitors the extent to which 

the activities enhance students’ understanding. 

 

4 Innovating: At this level the teacher is able to adapt implementation to meet the 

   needs of all learners including those with special needs or those with advanced  

 skills. Adapts and creates new strategies for unique student needs and situations  

 in addition to those specified in level 3: applying. 

Note. Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation restructured to use for both strategic teaching 

and technology integration. 
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Validity 

At the beginning of each of the interviews, the researcher shared her observation results 

and notes so that the participant could perform a member check, a process in which the 

participant verifies the accuracy of the data collection (Rager, 2005). If any data were missing, 

this provided the researcher an opportunity to make adjustments. No participant requested 

revisions of the data collected. Later, after the data transcriptions were coded, each participant 

completed a member check of the data associated with her own interviews. No participant 

requested any changes to the researcher’s findings and each signed a release form stating that no 

changes were needed. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

After each interview, the researcher transcribed the sessions. It took several weeks to 

transcribe the 12 interviews verbatim. When all the transcriptions were completed, the researcher 

listened to the recordings again and checked the transcriptions for accuracy. After making 

modifications as needed for misspelled or omitted words, the researcher analyzed the text to look 

for emerging themes from each of the questions asked. Using a variation of Glaser and Strauss’s 

(1967) constant comparison method, the researcher used a comparative model explained by Ryan 

and Bernard (2003) as taking pairs of expressions from different informants and asking, How is 

one expression different from or similar to the others? In addition, the researcher used Marzano’s 

Four Levels of Implementation (see Tables 5a and 5b) and looked for examples from each of the 

classroom observations and interviews to find evidence to support the participants’ perceptions 

of their practice and implementation. The researcher made notations of variances between the 

participants’ self-evaluations and those of the researcher. When a participant was between levels, 

the researcher averaged the two together which resulted in a .5 increase. 
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 The researcher then created a spreadsheet that listed reoccurring patterns. Each of the six 

teachers had an identical spread sheet. In addition, other columns were created for those 

responses that deviated from the original questions. Where there were isolated events and non-

patterns, the column on the spread sheet was eliminated for each participant. Where there were 

similarities, the columns were expanded and details were included from the transcripts to support 

the observation. The original list was comprised of feelings, reactions, and repeated key phrases.  

The coding of the data collected from observations and interviews revealed that the 

participants’ perceptions of strategic teaching and technology integration fall into three 

categories: a) individual acceptance of change, b) individual exposure to relevant professional 

development, and c) individual teaching experience. After the data were coded, the researcher 

met with each participant and performed a member check to make certain that the researcher’s 

findings were accurate. No changes were required. 

Chapter Summary 

 This exploratory case study allowed the researcher to observe and analyze the 

experiences of the participants as they strove to implement the ARI model of strategic teaching 

along with technology integration. The chapter explained the rationale for the study’s design and 

the unique observation instrument that embraced three separate frameworks. The data collection 

and analysis were also described. 
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CHAPTER IV: 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

 This chapter discusses the analysis of data obtained from classroom observations at 

PHDA of six teachers in the core subjects of math, science, and social studies from grades six, 

seven, and eight and the post-observation interviews of each session. Teachers from the language 

arts department declined to participate in the study. Included in this chapter are the field notes 

from each observation based on the researcher-developed instrument designed to record both 

strategic teaching and technology integration. The strategic teaching components are based on 

the professional development guidelines provided by ARI. Included on the instrument were areas 

for the researcher to judge the participant’s use of the strategies based on Marzano’s (2012) Four 

Levels of Implementation: beginning, developing, applying, and innovating and on their level of 

technology integration based on Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy crafted by Andrew 

Churches. 

Context 

 The intent of this study was to investigate and analyze each participant’s perception of 

her implementation of strategic teaching and technology integration if applicable based on the 

following research questions:  

1. What components of strategic teaching and types of technology were teachers 

using; 

2. To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the teachers integrate 

technology into their strategic lessons; and 
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3. What were the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic teaching and 

technology use in their classrooms? 

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asked, “What components of strategic teaching and types of 

technology were teachers using?” The data collected from this question revealed a correlation 

between how teaching experience and relevant professional development impacts the level of 

strategic teaching of the individual teachers as well as their willingness to integrate technology 

into their lessons. Data were gathered during two classroom observations of each participant with 

interviews that occurred on either the day of the observation or the following day. During the 

observation phase, the researcher entered the classroom with the learners and sat silently in the 

back of the room. The teachers set the date and time period for each observation. The researcher 

used an original data collecting instrument (see Appendix D) to document evidence of all five 

parts of strategic teaching with or without technology integration and to document how 

technology was used if observed. 

After the observation, the researcher conducted one-on-one interviews with each 

participant for a total of 12 interviews. During each interview, the researcher allowed 

participants to do a member check of data collected during the observation in question to make 

certain that the researcher had not overlooked any aspect of the lesson that should have been 

recorded. No changes or objections occurred from the six participants during their two 

interviews. 
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Individual Exposure to Relevant Professional Development: Strategic Teaching 

 All of the teachers attempted some of the components of strategic teaching during the 12 

observations, but none used all five components of the ARI’s guide to strategic teaching as 

discussed on page 15. During the observations, the researcher made notes and documented 

evidence or lack thereof of strategic teaching. 

Outcomes 

For the first section of the instrument under the header of strategic teaching, the 

researcher looked for evidence of the learning outcomes and determined if the language of the 

outcomes was written in understandable terms for the given grade level. Included in the 

observation concerning outcome, the researcher had to judge if the proposed outcome was able 

to be accomplished in the given time frame (see Table 6). Most of the participants wrote 

outcomes that reflected the nature of the day’s lesson. Teacher B had the previous day’s learning 

outcome on the board during the second observation. Teacher E did not include a learning 

outcome during the first observation.  

Table 6 

Outcomes 

 Outcome written in terms that  Outcome could be accomplished  

 students can understand. in one class period. 

Observations One  Two   One  Two 

Teacher A  Yes  Yes   Yes  Yes 

Teacher B  Yes  No   Yes  Yes 

Teacher C  Yes  Yes   Yes  Yes 

Teacher D  Yes  Yes   Yes  Yes 

Teacher E  No  Yes   No  Yes 

Teacher F  Yes  Yes   Yes  Yes, but did not finish 
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Practices 

Chunking. The second section of the instrument under the heading strategic teaching 

provided space for determining if the two practices were evident: chunking and student 

discussion (see Table 7). Chunking is the process of breaking text, videos, activities, and other 

forms of media into smaller pieces of information for students to comprehend more fully by 

responding to the chunk in a variety of ways. Students circling key terms, writing in a graphic 

organizer or journal, talking to a neighbor and drawing a conclusion, using technology to 

respond to the teacher or sharing with the class are just some of the ways that students interact 

with the chunk.  

As a new teacher with little exposure to strategic teaching methods, Teacher B did not 

chunk the text in either of the observations. She stated that she was still working on classroom 

management skills because she had only had her students for one month. The students had been 

with a long-term sub until Teacher B was hired. She said that once she gained control of the 

learners, she would be able to utilize strategic teaching practices more. In addition, she had not 

been exposed to strategic teaching during her pre-service classes. 

Chunking had become part of their normal routine for the other participants although they 

said that there were days when there were exceptions. For instance, Teacher C did not chunk the 

text during her first observation because she was preparing students for a test so new material 

was not being covered. She did, however, use a variation of it with three perimeter word 

problems during the second observation. The students worked with partners to find solutions to 

building three different rabbit pens. Students were not exploring new information, but they were 

working within the needed skill and each problem became more difficult. 
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Teacher A chunked text about the muscular system during her first observation. As they 

read, the students used an iPad to read QR codes that gave them new questions or provided 

information. The information was added to their Survival Guides, notebooks that they used in 

class to record data. During the second observation, Teacher A played a video about the 

respiratory system. Some of the information in the video did not relate to the Alabama Course of 

Study so she chunked the video to play only the relevant, essential parts. The students responded 

to teacher-generated questions and added notes to a graphic organizer that helped them explain 

the function of the diaphragm and its importance during exhaling and inhaling.  

Teacher D used iPads for both observations. During the first observation, the teacher 

chunked information about what different types of maps could reveal about the country of Egypt. 

Students visited three different sites to gain information about the following maps: physical, 

political, and topographical maps. The teacher then asked questions of individual students and 

gave students Dojo points for their participation. Dojo is a program that teachers can use to 

reward positive, as well as, negative behaviors in class. According to Teacher D, students are 

always eager to earn Dojo points because she modified the program to include categories for 

different levels of investigation of text. The more involved or complex the investigation, the 

more points students earned. Teacher D said this was how she maintained order in her classroom 

because she had a significant number of students deemed at-risk. In one class she had 17 of 21 

students who had Individual Education Plans. The second observation was similar to the first. 

Students used predetermined websites to locate information about the physical features of the 

Ukraine, Crimea, and Russia. The intent was for students to compare and contrast the physical 

features of the three regions. In both observations, students recorded information in their 

Academic Journals. Teacher D did not tell the students which graphic organizer to use. She said 
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that she had taught them multiple ways to record information and that her classes were now at a 

level where they could choose which graphic organizer was most beneficial for their learning 

style. 

During her first observation, Teacher E chunked a PowerPoint presentation based on the 

Sung Dynasty. She stopped at certain points of the PowerPoint and asked questions. The students 

worked in pairs to answer the questions. In addition, Teacher E introduced what she called a 

mini-book about Confucius, and students took turns reading segments of the text. They recorded 

their answers in their Survival Guides. During the second observation, students completed two 

separate activities: Skim and Scan for the main idea of text and of a painting and Match Quotes 

to Illustrations. Teacher E pointed out that it was important to be visually literate and that is why 

the class investigated paintings of the time period that they studied.  

Teacher F taught a math lesson on squares and perfect squares. She chunked the lesson 

by differentiating between the two. Students took notes and drew shapes to represent variations 

of the two terms. They also used manipulatives to create examples of perfect squares. She then 

chunked her second lesson into three segments based on her previous coverage of roots, squares, 

and cubes. Students completed an exercise to reinforce their understanding of the three concepts. 

She then gave them a series of word problems of increased difficulty and they shared their results 

via Nearpod, an interactive iPod application. If everyone answered correctly, the class moved on 

to a more difficult problem or they changed to a different type of problem. The students had to 

draw conclusions about how best to answer the given equations as the problems became 

increasingly more difficult.  
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Discussion. The next practice is student discussion. The two forms of discussion 

observed were Think-Pair-Share and Turn and Talk. In Think-Pair-Share, the teacher poses a 

question, prompt, or observation. She then gives students a moment to think. Students may or 

may not jot down their thoughts. Next, they pair with a designated partner and compare ideas or 

notes. Together, the pairs decide which of their responses is better or more convincing and 

worthy of sharing. The teacher then calls on the pairs and usually records their responses for 

others to see. Turn and Talk is almost identical to Think-Pair-Share except students do not have 

time to think alone. Thinking is done with a partner. Both discussion practices may be used at 

any point of a strategic lesson.  

The researcher noted that primarily two forms of discussion practices (Think-Pair-Share 

and Turn and Talk) were used (if present) prompting the researcher to ask each participant if she 

were aware of other forms of discussion such as Table Talk, Say Something, or Think Aloud. 

Each participant answered with a negative response. However, the researcher noted that Teacher 

A began her second observation with an activity labeled Quick Chat. Teacher A said in her 

second interview that she invented the activity because of time restraints.  

Quick Chat is a kind of turn and talk because they talk with a partner. The topic is based 

on the previous day’s lesson because we are going to build on what they had learned the 

previous day. It was not strictly a Think-Pair-Share format because of the limited amount 

of time we had… (pause). It was based on their ideas of what we had gone over before so 

that everyone was clear about the previous day’s lesson before we move on to that day’s 

lesson. 

 

Quick Chat allowed students to review with a partner the previous day’s lesson and to explain to 

partners who may have been absent what they missed. As Teacher A explained it, the students 

were becoming responsible for reflecting and remembering instead of the teacher prompting or 

cueing the class about the previous day’s content. 
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During the observation of student discussion, most of the students were on task. The 

researcher noted that the presence of the teacher walking around among the pairs or groups 

seemed to keep the learners centered on their given task. The researcher does not believe that her 

presence in the classroom affected the high level of student engagement.  

Table 7 

Practices 

 Evidence of Chunking the Text 

 

 Evidence of Student Discussion 

 Observation One Observation Two  Observation One 

 

Observation Two 

Teacher A Chunked Text Chunked Video  Quick Chat 

Think-Pair-Share 

 

Turn and Talk 

Teacher B No No  Turn and Talk 

 

Turn and Talk 

Teacher C No Chunked Math 

Lesson 

 Yes, but limited 

Turn and Talk 

 

Turn and Talk 

Teacher D Chunked maps and 

related skills 

Chunked 

information with 

three different 

apps including a 

video 

 

 Turn and Talk No 

Teacher E Chunked 

PowerPoint 

presentation 

 

Chunked art 

discussion and 

analysis 

 

 Small Groups Mostly Whole 

Group 

Teacher F Chunked math 

concepts 

Chunked math 

problems of 

different levels of 

difficulty 

 Turn and Talk Turn and Talk 

 

Strategies 

 The strategy section of strategic teaching is comprised of three parts: before, during, and 

after. All three parts are linked together for the purpose of understanding the lesson of the day. 
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The before section is a short activity that may activate prior knowledge, increase interest in the 

topic, or set a purpose for the day’s lesson. The during portion is the longest section and it is 

during this time period that the students engage with the text or other medium while participating 

in any number of possible activities that keep them focused on the purpose of the lesson. The 

after section is a shorter activity that allows learners to reflect on what they learned, what they 

still want or need to learn, or how they might utilize what they learned. Some teachers are 

confused as to how this activity is used because some are using it as a graded activity instead of a 

formative assessment that allows the teacher to discover how much of the lesson the learners 

comprehended. 

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher A. During Teacher A’s first 

observation, she used K-W-L charts (graphic organizer used to label what a student already 

knows, what the student wants to know, and what the student learned during the course of the 

lesson) for the before and after strategy (see Table 8). Students drew their own K-W-L charts in 

their Survival Guides which are notebooks that they use while in class. As a before activity, the 

students wrote under the K column what they knew about the topic of the day: muscles. Under 

the W column, they wrote what they wanted to learn about muscles.  

In the during portion of the lesson, the students gathered new information about muscles 

by using iPads and reading teacher generated QR codes. The teacher placed QR codes on the 

students’ desks and they moved with their iPads to different locations to find questions and 

answers in a modified scavenger hunt. They recorded their collected data in their Survival 

Guides. 

Near the end of the class, the students returned to their K-W-L charts where they listed at 

least three new things that they learned about muscles during the class to function as their after 
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activity. Teacher A said that during her planning period or after school, she reads what the 

students had recorded in their Survival Guides. Although she only asks for three things that the 

students learned in that day’s lesson, she said that usually they write longer lists. Teacher A uses 

the Survival Guides as formative assessments that guide the next day’s lesson. She finds that she 

is able to clear misconceptions the next day, or she can gauge when students are ready for more 

advanced concepts. 

Later, during her second interview, Teacher A said that when she first started using 

strategic teaching, she had difficulty including the “after” activity. She used to say, “I don’t have 

time for it.” Now she sees the after as equally important to the other parts. If she finds herself 

running out of time to complete what she had planned for the after activity, she will have 

students write on a sticky note and answer a question or have each student give a verbal response 

to a question. 

PHDA added an additional period every Wednesday for clubs or interest groups to meet. 

To accomplish this, each of the other six classes were ten minutes shorter. Teacher A’s second 

observation occurred on such a day thus causing her to figure a shorter period into her lesson 

format. Her before activity was a Quick Chat as described before (see Table 8). Her during 

activity was a video about the respiratory system that she had chunked to critical segments. After 

each chunk, students labeled a different portion of the respiratory system and drew arrows 

designating inhaling and exhaling. Students in pairs (Turn and Talk) also answered guided 

questions about what they saw in the video. At the end of the period, students used iPods to 

answer questions using the Socrative Application for iPods. Teacher A said that when she uses 

the iPod, the first question is always the same: What is your name?  By asking this question, she 

knows exactly who responded. She said it was a very easy way to keep up with student 
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responses. For this lesson, students had several short answer questions and some multiple choice 

questions. Teacher A said that she was most interested in what information students provided in 

the open ended questions. She said that they enjoyed using the iPods for the formative 

assessments, and she liked how all the responses were instantly generated. Teacher A also liked 

that she could look at all her classes’ responses from any device by logging into her account. 

Table 8 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher A  

 

 Before During After 

First Observation K-W-L 

 

Be the expert 

 

Revisit K-W-L and list 

top three things 

learned 

 

Second Observation Quick chat  Video 

Turn and Talk 

Socrative exit strategy 

using iPod 

    

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher B.  During the researcher’s first 

observation, Teacher B began class with a warm-up activity that revisited the math skill that the 

students had learned the previous day. She used this time as her before activity. Students were 

not engaged as evidenced by some getting out of their seats to talk to others and some chatting 

with neighbors; however, when the during activity of the lesson started, students for the most 

part paid attention. During the lesson, Teacher B modeled portions of a project that students 

would be beginning the next day and introduced the graphic organizer that they would be using 

to complete the project. The organizer was called Note Taker Maker. It is a way for students to 

write their notes in boxes to keep them organized. Teacher B provided no after activity during 

her first observation, but during her second observation, Teacher B used the time allotted for 

after activities for students to start their homework. She felt that by doing so, she could help her 

students clarify ideas about how to do the homework. In the second observation, Teacher B 



63 

 

followed the same pattern of instruction as witnessed previously. The only difference between 

observation one and two was related to content (see Table 9). 

Table 9 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher B  

 

 Before During After 

First Observation Warm up as a group on two-

step equations 

 

Partial explicit 

instruction 

No 

Second Observation Warm up as a group to simplify 

expressions 

Partial explicit 

instruction 

No 

    

 

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher C. Teacher C’s first observation was a 

review for the next day’s test. Her classroom was arranged in a square with desks touching so 

that in the event someone was absent, a student could turn to a different neighbor to work with a 

partner. She said this arrangement allowed her to pair students quickly. Her before activity was a 

review of the two types of questions that would be on the test. The during activity was a series of 

word problems that partners worked together. Teacher C used the after activity as a way for 

students to check their own progress. She gave the students an opportunity to check their during 

activity answers against her answer key. As students were checking their work, they placed a star 

next to any problem they answered incorrectly. This activity was a form of formative assessment 

that allowed Teacher C to quickly ascertain which students were struggling with certain 

concepts. Teacher C gave students with the correct answers an opportunity to share with the 

whole class how their pair solved the equation. Students who used an alternate method to solve a 

problem were encouraged to share their methods with the whole group. Teacher C wrote what 

the students said on the white board so that others could observe the students’ thought processes 
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while the students explained their method of solving the equation with the whole class. The after 

activity was completed by individuals (see Table 10). 

Teacher C’s second observation began with a brainstorming activity where students listed 

everything they knew about perimeter (see Table 10). Students built rabbit pens with craft sticks 

for the during activity. The after activity was the same as the during activity. The only difference 

was the degree of difficulty. The ones assigned for the after activity were more complicated than 

those assigned in the during activity. Teacher C used check yourself for after activities because 

she said it allowed her to know what her students understood about the concepts covered on a 

given day.  

Table 10 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher C  

 

 Before During After 

First Observation Review problem types 

 

Work it out (paired 

work) 

 

Check yourself 

Second Observation Brainstorm what class knew 

about area and perimeter 

Used manipulatives 

to build rabbit pens 

Check yourself 

    

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher D. Teacher D began class by asking 

questions of the students and awarding them with Dojo points for participation.  Teacher D used 

Dojo to reward students for correct responses to review questions from the previous day’s lesson. 

She said it was important that they all remember the previous lesson because they would be 

building on those ideas. For the during activity, students used iPads to locate Egyptian landmarks 

on a physical map. After successfully locating the correct landmark, students answered questions 

and recorded responses about the landmarks in their Survival Guides. Students repeated the 

process for political and topographical maps and recorded their answers again in their Survival 

Guides (see Table 11). 



65 

 

The second observation was procedurally similar to the first, but the content was 

different. Students answered questions at the beginning of class and earned points for their recall. 

Students also earned points for locating and sharing information during Internet searches at 

specific sites for the during activity. Students recorded new facts and items of interest in their 

Survival Guides (see Table 11). 

Teacher D said that she generally has a writing assignment for her after activity and then 

she reads them at the end of the day or during her preparation period. (She revealed this during 

her second post-observation interview.)  She said that she usually finds that if she tells the 

students to list three things that they learned during the period that they list more than three 

which encourages her to believe that her students are engaged and recalling a great deal more. It 

also allows her to start the next day’s lesson by clarifying any missed concepts.  

Table 11 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher D 

 

 Before During After 

First Observation Dojo warmup 

 

iPad map activities: physical, 

political, topographical 

 

Record facts in 

Survival Guide 

Second Observation Brainstorm  iPads for research Record facts in 

Survival Guide 

    

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher E. Teacher E called her before activity 

a bell ringer. During the first observation, she gave students three minutes to complete an 

anticipation guide, which is a graphic organizer that students use to predict whether given 

statements are true or false. During the lesson, students learn if their predictions are true. Often, 

students make corrections to their anticipation guide as they garner new information. They 

usually change their incorrect responses to correct ones and then cite where they located the 

relevant information. The adjustments are completed as an after activity. For this observation, 
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Teacher E instructed students to make corrections as they learned thus combining the during 

activities with what is commonly completed as an after activity. Her after activity was an exit 

slip. Students had to choose one of two possible statements attributed to Confucius and explain 

what it meant. They wrote their responses on sticky note paper and attached it to their 

anticipation guide which they gave to Teacher E (see Table 12). 

 The second observation began with a bell ringer Teacher E called a hook. The question 

asked the students to respond to the prompt: How do ideas spread?  After a brief review of 

several students’ ideas, they began the during activity by looking at an artwork PowerPoint. 

Students responded to teacher prompts about objects in each of the PowerPoint slides. No after 

activity was provided (see Table 12). Teacher E admitted that not having an after activity was a 

problem because it meant that she did not complete the lesson that she had planned. She said that 

she would start the next day’s lesson where she left off and that very likely, the hook for that 

day’s lesson would be what she would have asked as an exit or after activity. She said that some 

teachers were tempted to end the lesson wherever they were to allow enough time for them to 

assign an exit slip to their students. 

Teacher E said that the teachers have been instructed to grade the “exit slips” which is 

often an after activity. She was alarmed by this. Teacher E stated, 

I have a problem with people and these exit slips. You are told that you are supposed to 

grade exit slips. But formative assessments are supposed to be for me. And I do see a lot 

of teachers who want to give a quick quiz at the end of class and I’m thinking that you 

are giving them a grade on something that is supposed to show you how well they got it 

so it shouldn’t be a grade. I think we are a little confused about what is the after activity. 

Is it an activity or is in an assessment and are we supposed to be grading it? 
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Table 12 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher E 

 

 Before During After 

First Observation Anticipation Guide 

 

Read and correct Anticipation 

Guide 

 

Interpret 

Confucius 

saying 

 

Second Observation Respond to prompt  Skim and Scan None 

    

 

Before, during, and after activities for Teacher F. Teacher F’s first observation began 

with a question (before activity) that connected to a previous lesson. She asked her students to 

predict what a perfect square was based on what they knew about squares. She then gave them an 

example. For the during activity, students worked in pairs and drew squares and perfect squares 

as prompted. They then wrote in their student guides an explanation of how they knew each of 

their drawings was either a square or a perfect square.  

During her post-observation interview, Teacher F said that she sometimes does not get to 

the after activity because of time constraints as was the case in her first observation (see Table 

13). She said if she fails to get one done, she starts her next day’s class with the previous day’s 

exit slip and calls it a bell ringer. She then does a quick scan of the responses to make certain that 

the students have recall of what they did on the previous day. If there are any misconceptions, 

she does a quick review so that the class can move forward.  

Teacher F started her second observation with a bell ringer that she called Quick Write 

that required the students to solve two equations based on previously learned concepts about 

squares and cubes. She then directed the students to take their assigned iPads from the docking 

station and go to a site called Nearpod. This site allowed students to submit their work to the 

teacher’s iPad for her review. Students worked numerous problems and as they were given new 
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challenges they had to incorporate previously learned skills to figure out how to solve the more 

advanced equations. Those students who answered correctly shared their methods with the class. 

Teacher F said that student exploration encouraged more mature thinking. If all the students 

worked the problem correctly, she moved on to a more difficult problem. If a student did not 

understand how to work a problem, another student explained to the class how he or she worked 

a given problem, then Teacher F modeled how to get the correct answer. At designated stops, the 

students recorded sample problems with an explanation of how they solved the problem. For the 

after activity, Teacher F gave a quiz on Nearpod. She said it gave her a quick assessment that she 

could record as a grade if the class as a whole did well. 

Table 13 

Observations of Before, During, and After Activities for Teacher F 

 

 Before During After 

First Observation Prediction: What are 

a Square and a 

Perfect Square?  

 

Graphic organizer or 

manipulatives to form 

 Perfect Squares 

 

None 

Second Observation Quick Write  Pairs worked on iPads and 

submitted work via Nearpod 

(word problems) 

Quiz on 

Nearpod 

    

Explicit Instruction 

 According to the ARI model, explicit instruction has four supports or parts. It is in this 

section of the lesson where the teacher guides instruction by first modeling the skill to be 

acquired (I do). The teacher then engages the class by having them assist in answering a question 

or problem like the one originally modeled (We do). Next, students work with a partner or small 

group to answer a similar question or problem while the teacher walks among the learners to 

make certain that they are following the given process (You all do). The teacher gauges if the 
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students are ready to work independently, and if so, the teacher gives an individual question or 

problem to make certain that each learner comprehends the material (You do).  

 Most of the participants did not utilize explicit instruction in their lessons during the 

researcher’s observation (see Table 14). During the interviews, each participant explained her 

non-implementation or her non-use of the strategy. Teachers A, D, and E explained that although 

their learners were covering new material, the learners knew how to process the information 

without being shown how to do it. Teachers B, C, and F used parts of explicit instruction because 

they were introducing new concepts. 

Teacher A used an iPad to read QR codes in one of her lessons. The students had done 

this activity numerous times and did not need to be shown how to do it. They followed the 

directions given by the QR code that required them to research certain terms and answer 

questions based on their findings. For her second lesson, Teacher A chunked a video and 

students used a graphic organizer to record their responses to questions posed after each chunk. 

The teacher explained that these were familiar practices for her students. However, she said she 

used explicit instruction when she took the students to the lab for experiments. She stated:  

I cannot hold their attention for very long with explicit instruction. So what I try to do is 

chunk it a little more in the classroom. I tell them I’m going to be up here in front of the 

room for two to three minutes and then give them something to do and then have them 

come back to me. It is more back and forth, but in the lab, it is not always that way. I 

haven’t been able to figure out how to make it possible to break it up like that because 

there are important safety things we have to go over or some procedural things we have 

to go over. It does take a lot of their attention and sometimes they are good with it, 

sometimes they’re not, sometimes they’re antsy, they are wanting to go. They’re middle 

schoolers. 

 

Teacher D said that she has taught the strategies that she will use throughout the year so it 

is not necessary to show students again how to fill out a graphic organizer. She said, “Why 

should I have to demonstrate something we have already done ninety times?”  During her second 
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post-observation interview, she stated that she only used explicit instruction when new students 

join the class. In addition, Teacher D allows students to create their own graphic organizers 

based on the way that they comprehend and analyze data. To her, the important thing is not that 

they do it like the teacher, but that they do it in a way that is meaningful to them. 

Teacher E said that she had not heard of explicit instruction prior to the state 

department’s professional development sessions. She said that since they were in the second 

semester, her students knew the classroom routines and so she did not have to teach them 

additional strategies. Although the researcher did not observe all parts of explicit instruction, it 

was evident that the students knew what to do when she told them to work on their own.  

For the most recently hired teacher, some portions of explicit instruction made sense to 

her as it closely resembled her pre-service teaching. She began each lesson by modeling what the 

students would be learning and then she had them work with her through the rest of the period. 

Since strategic teaching was new to her, she did what she learned during her internship. She 

knew that modeling was an important component of strategic teaching and by her second 

observation, she had participated in two professional development sessions. From those sessions, 

she learned that it was not necessary to copy graphic organizers. Teacher B said, “I like that the 

students should draw their own graphic organizers to record their data.” The first time the 

researcher observed Teacher B, it was during her first period. During the interview, Teacher B 

said that as she taught the lesson throughout the day that she became more familiar with it and 

more comfortable. As a result, the students asked more questions and interacted more. Her intent 

was to start day two of the lesson with the students working in pairs. This two-day explicit 

instruction model more closely resembles what she did during her internship. 
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Teacher C reviewed students for a summative test during the first observation. She 

modeled a sample test question and then had students work in pairs. The seating arrangement of 

the students in the room was purposed so that a stronger student sat next to a weaker student. If 

the pair of students did not get the correct answer, the teacher then modeled the correct way to 

get the answer. For the second observation, Teacher C reminded them how to find the area of a 

rectangle. She then gave them a real world problem of creating rabbit pens that could hold 

various numbers of rabbits by using craft sticks. At the end of class, the students shared their 

configurations. 

Teacher F skipped “You all do” during her first observation but started with it during her 

second observation. Students were being exposed to new concepts during the first observation. 

During the second observation, students were building on previously learned concepts by 

working more difficult problems. Teacher F said that explicit instruction has its place in 

mathematics but she thinks that it is out of order. She stated, 

I think that in math, they need to discover a lot of things in order to understand it better. I 

think if I just show them the right way how to do it, it kind of takes out part of the 

learning process…I give them problems and I let them try to figure out the solution on 

their own. When I start with “You all do,” it is for them to explore. …Explicit instruction 

is something that I would change. 
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Table 14 

Explicit Instruction for all Teachers 

 
 First Observation Second Observation 

 I do. We do. You all do. You do. I do. We do. You all do. You do. 

Teacher A No No No No No No No No 

Teacher B Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No 

Teacher C Yes No Yes No Yes No No No 

Teacher D No No No No No No No No 

Teacher E No No No Yes No No No Yes 

Teacher F Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes No 

 

TWIRL 

 According the ARI model of strategic teaching, every lesson should provide students 

with an opportunity to talk, write, investigate, read, and listen. The purpose of TWIRL is to keep 

students engaged with the learning process. Generally, talking is with a partner or group to 

discuss observations, feelings, predictions, or inferences about a chunk of text or video or other 

media. Discussions are limited to the assigned topic and small groups. Writing takes many forms 

including but not limited to writing in a graphic organizer, recording reflections, solving an 

equation, or posing questions that the learner needs addressed. Investigating requires the learner 

to research, explore, critique or analyze a chunk of text. Reading text or chunks of text are key to 

TWIRL; however, some lessons do not have reading as a component (i.e., watching a chunk of 

video or listening to a recording). Listening teaches students that in order to be engaged with the 

lesson, they are expected to value the contributions of their peers.  

Most of the elements of TWIRL were present in most classes (see Table 15). During the 

interviews, some of the teachers admitted that it takes much supervision to make certain that all 

students are on task during the talking and listening portions, so they limit its use. The only two 
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methods of talking that were observed were Think-Pair-Share and Turn and Talk. Think-Pair-

Share is a technique whereby the teacher gives a question or a prompt to the class. Students 

reflect and then with their designated partner, they share their thoughts. Then the teacher calls on 

the pairs to share with the whole group. Turn and Talk is similar, but it does not require the pairs 

to share with the whole group. The teacher’s goal is students engaging with the text or question, 

but not sharing their thoughts with the class. 

 Teacher A said that using TWIRL helps to break up the monotony of the class routine. 

She said, “Students know that at some part of the day, they are going to be talking, writing, 

investigating or digging through something. I like it.” In contrast, newly hired Teacher B is 

trying to incorporate TWIRL but admits that it is overwhelming and that one of her concerns is 

classroom management. In her first interview she stated that it is more difficult for her to release 

instruction to the learners until they fully respect her in the classroom. It is important to note that 

her classes had not had a regular teacher for a full semester while the school system was trying to 

locate a math teacher. The substitute teachers who preceded her were not certified teachers. 

Although she found it difficult to implement and she did not like Turn and Talk, Teacher C, said 

that she would continue to use it during the talking component. “Without it,” she said, “it is hard 

to judge whether the students clearly understand the given math concept.”  

Classroom management was important to Teacher D. She incorporated most of the 

elements of TWIRL in her lessons; however, she said that she limited the Talking element 

because students could easily get off topic. For her, it was more important that their talk be 

directed back to her so that other students could listen to whole group discussion. As a result, 

daily use of TWIRL was a concern for Teacher D who stated, 

When people say things like you have to do it this way, you must do this and this, but 

individualize your instruction and then say, but be rigorous, okay, how is it rigorous or 
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individualized?  If I’m giving an example but I need to use the TWIRL part, big deal!  

What if I’m not letting you talk about it because we have already talked about it?  I may 

let them talk about it on Monday, and we build on it on Tuesday, do I need to let them 

talk about it again?” 

 

 Teacher E used all elements of TWIRL in the first observation. On that day, two students 

were experiencing difficulty with the lesson. While most of the class worked in small groups of 

two or three students, she created another group for those two students plus two more.  She 

joined the group while monitoring all the students in the room.  During the second observation, 

neither talking nor listening to a partner was evident. Teacher E said that the lesson did not 

warrant either element.  She attributed her ability to maintain order while students worked in 

groups to the training she received through the Teaching American History Program more than 

to the strategic teaching professional development provided by the state department of education.  

Teacher F likes for her students to talk about their understanding of math concepts and 

she employs Quick-Writes as part of many of her lessons. She said, “I typically use the Quick-

Writes because I can say work this problem, and you know they are always trying to figure it out 

in a way that they can explain it to their partner. Then they Turn and Talk, and I listen to their 

explanations.”  

Table 15 

TWIRL Observations for all Teachers 

 
 First Observation Second Observation 

 Talk Write Investigate Read Listen Talk Write Investigate Read Listen 

Teacher A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 

Teacher B No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 

Teacher C Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Teacher D Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Teacher E Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No 

Teacher F Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No 
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Types of Technologies Observed 

 All but one of the teachers used some form of technology. Two of the teachers used LCD 

projectors for whole group instruction. Three of the teachers used iPads for student response and 

investigation. One teacher used an interactive white board and one said that she would use an 

interactive white board if her classroom had one (see Table 16). 

According to the interviews, the types of technology used during the two classroom 

observations were typical of each of the participant’s classes. Each participant was asked if other 

technologies were used other than what was observed and the answer was no. Teachers A, D, 

and F said that they were comfortable with the applications they were using on the iPads with 

their learners. Teacher D used more applications than the other participants, and she said that she 

used the iPads almost daily. During her first interview, she said that the only time the iPads were 

not used was when the learners were writing reports and preparing for non-technology supported 

presentations. Teacher D preferred exclusive use of iPads, but her department required that she 

teach alternate methods of presentation. Teachers A and F both said that they were willing to try 

new applications but that it takes time to learn how to use the new applications so they planned 

to expand their knowledge of how to best use the iPad at summer workshops. Teachers B and C 

said that they planned to go to technology centered professional development during the summer, 

and Teacher E said that she was not interested in learning how to incorporate additional 

technology in her classes. 

 All the participants said that they were disappointed in the lack of quality professional 

development that they had received in the area of technology integration. Teacher D was very 

familiar with multiple technologies and she was concerned at how the school system failed to 

prepare for PHDA’s technology integration.  
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Table 16 

 

Types of Technologies Observed 

 

Teacher A  Teacher and students used iPads; LCD projector linked to computer for 

 video clip; student use of iPods 

 

Teacher B  LCD projector linked to a computer for whole group 

 

Teacher C  No technology observed 

 

Teacher D  Teacher and students used iPads; LCD projector linked to teacher’s iPad 

 

Teacher E  LCD projector linked to computer to share a PowerPoint presentation 

 

Teacher F  Teacher and student used the following: interactive white board, iPads,  

   document camera linked to white board, graphing calculators 

 

Summary of Research Question 1   

What components of strategic teaching and types of technology were teachers using?  

The six participants in this study did not consistently use the entire ARI model of strategic 

teaching. Of the five components, the most often used were outcome, chunking, before activities 

and during activities of the strategies component, and TWIRL, but even those had 

inconsistencies. Explicit instruction met with the most resistance. One teacher did not utilize 

technology, two used an LCD projector connected to a computer for PowerPoint presentations, 

and three used the technologies that were part of the school’s continuing improvement plan for 

technology integration. 

 Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asked, “To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the 

teachers integrate technology into their strategic lessons?” This question revealed a relationship 

between technology professional development and integration of technology in the classroom. 

Only one of the participants, Teacher D, was extremely comfortable and was at the highest level 



77 

 

of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (see Appendix B). Her skill set came from experience as 

a technology trainer in a different field before becoming a teacher. She was concerned about the 

other teachers’ lack of professional development with technology integration. Two of the other 

participants, Teachers A and F were working on their own to find ways to implement technology 

at a higher level than just using a search engine. Two of the participants, Teachers C and E, 

resented having to learn how to integrate technology when they were also implementing strategic 

teaching. One participant, Teacher B, did not know what technologies were available to her. 

 Some teachers were concerned that they could make mistakes in the way that they 

integrated technology with their students. Teacher A stated, 

I want to see how technology is used in other schools. Our training has been limited to 

what the device is, but no training on how to use it as a classroom tool. Technology is not 

just a fun device to play on. As a teacher I’m worried that they will start trying to figure 

out how they can get a cool game on there or how they can get on some other website to 

look something up. (I think) there should be protocols about acceptable use. 

 

Although concerned about her technology integration, Teacher A had established guidelines in 

her classroom for student use of iPad and iPods. Students moved around the room in an orderly 

fashion during both observations (see Table 17). 
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Table 17  

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher A 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher A Students 

retrieved, 

located, and 

inferred using 

technology. 

Students identified and 

summarized using technology. 

Not comfortable with using 

technology; considers 

herself a beginner 

(Beginner).  

Researcher’s evaluation: On a scale of 1-6, these observed skills fall into the 1) remembering and 

2) understanding categories or the lower one-third of the scale. 

   

Teacher B was worried that students would destroy the iPads, and that she would be held 

responsible for them. She was also worried that they would play on them and waste time. Since 

she was very concerned about classroom management, she was afraid that implementing 

technology would only cause a greater distraction for her students (see Table 18).  

Table 18 

 

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher B 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher B Students did not 

use technology. 

Students did not use 

technology. 

Participant said that she 

needed to focus on strategic 

teaching before attempting 

technology integration 

(Beginner). 

Researcher’s Evaluation: N/A because students did not use technology. 
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Appropriate use of technology was a concern for Teacher C as well. She felt that if she 

had better technology integration professional development that she would be willing to try 

implementing technology; however, she said technology integration could be a hindrance (see 

Table 19). Teacher C reported,  

You fight the fine line between the student using the technology appropriately and  

inappropriately. It is sometimes hard to monitor thirty students at one time. However, 

with the use of new apps and programs that send student work to the teacher, it is 

becoming easier to check for proper use. In time, it will become more effective for 

improving student learning. 

 

Table 19 

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher C 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher C Students did not 

use technology. 

Students did not use 

technology. 

Participant said that she 

was interested in learning 

how to use technology for 

formative assessment.  

(Beginner.)  

Researcher’s evaluation: N/A because students did not use technology. 

 

Teacher E was concerned about the push to integrate technology because some see 

technology as a way to increase student engagement and solve all societal woes (see Table 20). 

Teacher E stated, 

It is not going to solve all our problems. It is a valuable tool and in time, we will find 

better ways to use it. Some technology is no different than standardized instruction and 

guided worksheets, and both are a waste of time. I am afraid if used that way that 

students will become disengaged with the material. If the technology is just like a paper 

and pencil activity in a technical form, it is not going to make a big difference. 
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Table 20 

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher E 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher E Students did not 

use technology. 

Students did not use 

technology. 

Participant said that she 

was comfortable engaging 

her students without the use 

of smart technologies.  She 

used an LCD projector to 

share a PowerPoint 

presentation (Beginner.)  

Researcher’s evaluation: N/A because students did not use technology. 

 

Teachers D and F said they felt comfortable with technology integration (see Tables 21 

and 22). Both were first year teachers and both looked for applications that would work best for 

their content areas. Teacher D looked at the Alabama Course of Study first, but she thought of 

the technology she would use before she wrote her lesson. For Teacher D, technology-centered 

lessons were fundamental to strategic teaching. Teacher D stated, 

Some teachers think that going digital means putting kids in front of an iPad and letting 

them go, and it is just not true. With digital learning you have to have someone who 

knows what they are talking about, about how to plan and how to engage students. 

Digital does not mean engaging. It is not stand alone and self-paced. Going digital does 

not mean we will not be hands-on either. Teachers would be a lot more accepting if they 

would give up their fear of not being in control. 
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Table 21 

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher D 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher D Students located 

information, 

summarized text, 

uploaded new 

applications, and 

detected 

differences 

among the maps. 

Students listed physical 

features of various land forms, 

located different types of 

maps, compared information 

gathered and made inferences 

with the use of an iPad. 

She said she was 

innovating because she 

knew how to modify iPad 

applications to meet her 

learners’ needs.  She 

moved into Tier 2 

instruction via technology.  

Researcher’s evaluation: On a scale of 1-6, these observed skills fall into the 1) remembering, 2) 

understanding, 3) applying, 4) analyzing, and 5) evaluating or 1-5. Teacher D used technology to 

address the needs of her students receiving special services. In one class, she had 17 of 21 

students who had individual education plans, yet her students continued to progress through the 

concepts without difficulty. To progress, she used an application called Dojo that she modified to 

keep up with behavior points and to award hard work and effort. She also used technology for 

Tier 2 instruction. (Innovative). 

 

 

Teacher F said that she wrote her lesson plans based on the Alabama Course of Study 

first and then looked for ways to integrate technology into her strategy-based lesson. She 

admitted that she has had to research what applications would work best with her learners, but 

she said that the extra effort was worth it when she saw her learners engaged. 
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Table 22 

 

Researcher’s Assessment and Participant’s Self Evaluation for Teacher F 

 

 Researcher’s Assessment based on Churches’ 

Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy (Scale of 1-6 

or low to high) 

 

 First Observation Second Observation Participant’s Self 

Evaluation 

Teacher F Students 

explained how 

they arrived at 

their answers.  

Responses were 

sent to the 

teacher’s iPad. 

Students explained, executed, 

and carried out by sharing 

their work with the teacher 

who then shared variations of 

possible solutions to reaffirm 

that it is possible to use 

multiple methods to answer a 

question. 

She considers herself above 

a beginner but struggles to 

give herself credit.  She has 

not had formal professional 

development in how to use 

technology effectively in 

the classroom, and this 

concerns her (Developing). 

Researcher’s evaluation: On a scale of 1-6, these observed skills fall into levels 2) understanding 

and 3) applying. The researcher believes that she is at the high end of developing because of the 

ease that she used the Nearpod application for student interaction and for a quiz. (Developing) 

  

Summary of Research Question 2  

To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the teachers integrate technology 

into their strategic lessons?  Professional development that explains the levels of Bloom’s 

Revised Digital Taxonomy and demonstrates how teachers can begin to feel comfortable in 

releasing instruction to their learners is necessary for teachers to reach the higher levels. Many of 

the participants are afraid of interactive technologies, afraid of releasing instruction, and afraid of 

seeming incompetent in front of their students and their administrators. The lack of professional 

development in the area of technology integration by the local education association sends a 

signal to the teachers that they should concentrate on what they have been learning and that is 

strategic teaching.  
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Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 asked, “What are the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic 

teaching and technology use in their classrooms?” 

Acceptance of Change in Terms of Implementing Strategic Teaching 

This question revealed how a teacher’s acceptance of change impacted her level of 

integration of strategic teaching with or without technology integration. Participants’ initial 

reaction to implementing strategic teaching varied according to their years of teaching (see Table 

23). Of the participants in the study, only Teacher D had pre-service exposure to the ARI model 

of strategic teaching in addition to the school-based professional development. Teacher A 

thought she had been exposed to strategic teaching in college; however, after her first semester of 

teaching, an independent consultant hired by the local education association exposed her to 

ARI’s model of strategic teaching, and she realized that what she had been calling strategic 

teaching was actually a variety of skills. She stated that she was in her third year of strategic 

teaching practice. At the time of the first observation and interview, Teacher B had not been 

exposed to strategic teaching professional development, but she had attended two sessions prior 

to her second observation. Teacher F estimated that she had less than twenty-five hours of 

professional development that included strategic teaching. Teacher C had nearly two years of 

professional development, and Teacher E had more than five years. Teacher E had the most 

experience with strategic teaching because she had participated in a three year program called the 

Teachers of American History Program. By her admission, not all aspects of strategic teaching 

were included in the program, but she said it gave her enough of the important components for 

her to integrate the concepts of strategic teaching by making minimal changes to her lesson 

plans.  
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Table 23 

Teachers Exposure to Strategic Teaching Professional Development 

Participant Pre-service None Less than One 

Year 

1-3 Years 4+Years 

Teacher A    x  

Teacher B  x    

Teacher C    x  

Teacher D x     

Teacher E     x 

Teacher F   x   

 

 Teachers B and F questioned why they had not been exposed to strategic teaching as 

students. The researcher found them fearful of not meeting their administrators’ or their local 

education association’s expectations. For Teacher B, accepting strategic teaching methods 

seemed a logical choice. She said, “I am a blank slate. Being a blank slate, being a first time 

teacher, why not use it? There are many techniques and I have nothing else to go on so why 

not?” Teacher F had similar sentiments. She felt as if she were prepared to teach when she was 

hired but was greatly concerned when she learned that she would need to utilize strategic 

teaching. The teacher adapted out of concern for following the school requirements and 

guidelines. As a result, she believed that her students were engaged in the classroom more often 

than not; however, since she was a first year teacher, she could only compare her current students 

to those she worked with during her pre-service courses.  

 Teachers A, C, and E had varying years of teaching experience prior to the 

implementation of strategic teaching so they had to make a paradigm shift in their approaches to 

teaching. Teacher A said that strategic teaching helped her classroom management because she 

felt like the kids and she worked together as a team because the instruction had a more guided 
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feeling. She said that prior to utilizing strategic teaching that she was often tired from battling 

with her learners to keep them on track. Teacher A stated, 

I can honestly say that I don’t feel worn out at the end of every single day anymore. Yes, 

there are days that I am exhausted, but there are days when I know that they are doing 

more of the work. I’m getting them started and then I can back out because I have helped 

them ease into it. They do more of the investigating. I’m fielding fewer questions because 

they have the ability and the resources now to figure out a lot of the stuff. 

 

Teacher C said that she embraced the strategic concept of peer teaching through “turn and talk,” 

My students are more engaged and more comfortable with talking and explaining what 

they have learned instead of just answering specific questions about concepts. This has 

made me more aware of where the students are as individuals and which ones struggle. 

The students have learned how to ask their neighbor if they don’t ask me. The students 

have become part of the learning process. 

 

The most experienced of the participants, Teacher E stated that she attributed higher reading 

scores to strategic teaching: 

For ten years, I have given the same thinking-based final. The test is a computer-

based test created from a series of reading selections that require the reader to use 

the critical thinking skills used over the year. All tests are graded on the curve. 

Ten years ago, the curve was twenty points to get one A. Now the curve is less 

than ten points and sometimes it is not necessary to scale to get an A. 

 

Teacher E also thought that strategic teaching was headed in the right direction, but that it was 

not a model or mode that should shape every lesson. She saw it as a valuable framework that was 

going to help teachers identify what particular skills each grade level needs to be developing 

while giving learners structure. 

 Teacher D was a first year teacher whose undergraduate work exposed her to strategic 

teaching. Although comfortable with using the strategies, she questioned the validity of using 

them every day for every lesson because she felt that the administrators and local education 

association had limited the teachers at PHDA to a selection of strategies. 

My perception of strategic teaching is that we have taken it from its purpose. It’s like the 

rule of law versus the letter of the law. The letter of the law says that (strategic) method is 
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to do every one of these five parts every day. But the spirit of the law is to engage the 

student, to make sure that each student is taught at his level… If it means using a brand 

new strategy that is not in any book anywhere, is the spirit being followed?...What you 

will find is that teachers will hate anything when we have the next professional 

development day because they think it is just another box to check…If you tell us that we 

have to use this strategy in every class that makes no sense at all because that strategy 

may not be necessary. 

 

One of the biggest hurdles for five of the participants was the amount of time spent 

writing the strategic lesson plan. Each teacher had a different approach to how she planned out 

her classes. Teacher A said that as she became more familiar with the strategies that she was 

using that she was able to reduce the amount of time spent writing her lesson plans. During her 

first post-observation interview, she said that she framed out her lessons for the upcoming week 

on either a Saturday or Sunday afternoon. She then wrote Monday’s lesson. Each weekday 

afternoon, she reflected on what the students had covered on that day, and then she wrote out 

Tuesday’s lesson. She said that with this routine, she had reduced her lesson planning to an hour 

a day. For her, this was a major improvement. 

 Finding appropriate resources and creating math problems that addressed the standards of 

the Common Core added to the time that Teacher B spent writing lesson plans. She was not as 

compelled to write a strategic lesson plan as she was in making certain that she was covering the 

proper content. She said that her math books were at least ten years old and did not address the 

content covered by Common Core. After locating the desired resources, she spent at least an 

hour every afternoon writing out the next day’s lesson. 

 Teacher C also wrote her lesson plans in the afternoon based on what her learners were 

able to master on that day. She said that she felt confident in her ability to teach according to the 

ARI model of strategic teaching, but that the lesson plans required one or two hours to write 

every day. 
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 Experience and content knowledge helped Teacher E keep her lesson planning between 

10 and 15 minutes. She said that if she were teaching new content, she would spend two to three 

hours preparing for that lesson, but if it were not new content, she relied on what had worked 

during previous years. She said that the lessons that she had garnered through the Teaching 

American History Program gave her a solid repertoire of teaching resources. Her fear was that 

the new teachers who did not have the same resources were overwhelmed by the rigid guidelines 

of the ARI strategic teaching model. She wondered how they were also able to implement 

technology. 

 Being a self-proclaimed perfectionist has caused Teacher F to spend many long hours 

writing strategic lesson plans that included technology integration. She said that she was not able 

to write her lesson plans at school because of her involvement with extracurricular programs and 

activities at school. She said that she took her work home with her every night and claimed that a 

good night only required two hours of preparation but that many nights required three hours. She 

stated that her hope was that if she were to return to the school the next year that she would have 

the skills and practices that she would need to make planning easier. 

 The only first year teacher in this study who did not struggle with writing her lesson plans 

was the only one who had pre-service knowledge and practice of strategic teaching and who also 

was very confident in her technology integration. Teacher D said that she spent approximately 

fifteen minutes per day writing her lesson plans and that most of that time was spent making 

certain that she would be covering every part the Alabama Course of Study and that she 

incorporated a Common Core standard that complemented the lesson. For her, integrating the 

technology into the lesson was the easiest part. However, when her students completed research 
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that was text based or required a project, she did not have the same ease. She said those lessons 

kept her awake at night. 

 Each of the participants was asked to perform a self-evaluation of their implementation of 

strategic teaching in the classroom.  The evaluation instrument was one created by Marzano 

(2012) who reviewed more than one thousand videos of teachers integrating strategic teaching 

with their students.  According to his 0-4 scale, the teachers in the study averaged a level of 

implementation of 2.3. PHDA participants’ self-evaluations averaged 2.0; however, the 

researcher believed that some of the participants were too critical of their implementation 

because they rated their efforts based on the ARI model rather than Marzano’s Four Levels of 

Implementation (see Appendix C). The participants rated themselves on their ability to have all 

five components of the ARI present in each lesson rather than on their ability to engage their 

learners and release instruction to them (see Table 24). For the purpose of this study, the 

researcher added a .5 value to those evaluations listed as between two numerals for a numerical 

average of 2.58 overall for the six participants. The greatest discrepancy was with Teacher E 

who believed that it is impossible to reach perfection, and yet, if the two observations were 

representative of her daily practice, she is adjusting and adapting instruction to meet the needs of 

all of her learners in the classroom.  
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Table 24 

Teachers’ Self-evaluation of their Strategic Teaching Practice and Researcher’s Assessment  

Participant Participants’ Perception Researcher’s Assessment 

Teacher A Between 1 and 2 Between 2 and 3 

Teacher B 1 1 

Teacher C 2 2 

Teacher D 4 4 

Teacher E 2 4 

Teacher F Between 1 and 2 2 

Note. Evaluation is based on Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation 0-4: 0= No evidence, 

1=Beginning, 2= Developing, 3= Applying, and 4= Innovating (see Appendix C). 

 

Acceptance of Change in Terms of Technology Integration 

For most of the participants, technology integration was a greater challenge than 

implementing strategic teaching because they had not had professional development that focused 

on technology integration. PHDA purchased smart technology without professional development 

attached and devoted their professional development funds for strategic teaching.  

Teacher B had no technology integration professional development; however, she said 

that she knew how to use a smart board and regretted that her classroom did not have one. 

Teacher A felt confident in her own personal use of technology but struggled with including it in 

her lessons because she feared that she was “not using the digital resources in ways that they can 

be used.”  She had not had professional development on how to use the iPads or iPods in her 

room; however, another teacher attended a workshop on QR codes and demonstrated how to use 

them in the classroom. Teacher A then watched a video on how to create them. Since learning 

that skill, she said she creates QR codes weekly and incorporates them into some aspect of her 

lesson.  
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Teachers C and E did not use smart technology at all in their classrooms. Teacher C felt 

that technology could be both a hindrance and a help to student engagement, and that there was a 

fine line between appropriate and inappropriate use. She stated that she was not willing to spend 

the time learning how to use it. However, she did think that some of the new applications will 

one day be useful. Teacher E admitted to resisting learning how to use the iPads in her room 

because she had invested so much of her time in finding better ways to teach that were 

paper/pencil based through strategic teaching. She said, “Why should I invest so much time into 

also learning technology?  It will only throw me back into feeling like a new teacher.” 

Summary of Research Question 3   

What were the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic teaching and technology use 

in their classrooms?  The purpose of this question was to discover participants’ perceptions 

concerning strategic teaching and technology integration. It was evident that most of the 

participants were complying with the local education association’s guidelines to incorporate 

strategic teaching in their classrooms. However, none of the participants saw the necessity of 

utilizing all of the ARI’s five parts of a strategic lesson every day. All but one of the new 

teachers questioned why they did not have training on strategic teaching as under graduates. All 

but one of the teachers spent long periods of time writing the lesson plans. All the participants 

saw the merit of implementing strategic teaching and they believed that their efforts would pay 

off. All concurred that eventually their school wide efforts to improve thinking skills would 

result in student achievement gains. 

 Three of the teachers did not look at technology integration with the same enthusiasm or 

support as they did strategic teaching. Three of the teachers were working independently to learn 

new technology strategies and techniques that they could utilize with their students. However, 
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once they became comfortable with one or two applications, two of them seemed afraid to move 

on to another application. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, data were collected from six participants for a total of 12 classroom 

observations and 12 follow-up interviews. The instrument used to collect the data was created by 

the researcher to record evidence of both strategic teaching and technology integration if present. 

The instrument provided space to record five components of strategic teaching according to the 

ARI model supported by the Alabama State Department of Education. It also incorporated 

Churches’ Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy that scales technology skills from low to high. 

The last section of the instrument used Morzano’s Four Levels of Implementation scale to rate 

teacher’s level of strategic teaching. The scale was modified to measure teacher’s level of 

technology integration. In addition, this chapter provided field notes collected during the 

classroom observations and from the teacher interviews. Chapter V will present the findings, 

implications and recommendations for future research.  
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CHAPTER V: 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The purpose of this exploratory case study was twofold: 1) to ascertain what components 

of strategic teaching and types of technology teachers were using at a middle school “digital 

academy” (PHDA) labeled failing and 2) to explore teachers’ perceptions about their use of 

strategic teaching and technology in their classrooms. The six participants of PHDA were from 

the content areas of math, science and social studies, and they taught in grades six, seven and 

eight.  

This case study sought to answer the following questions: 

1. What components of strategic teaching and types of technology teachers were 

using; 

2. To what level of Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy did the teachers integrate 

technology into their strategic lessons; and 

3. What were the perceptions of teachers concerning strategic teaching and 

technology use in their classrooms? 

During the 12 classroom observations and interviews by the researcher, it was clear that 

PHDA failed to reach its intended continuous improvement goal to “Create a learning culture of 

high expectations through active and purposeful student engagement and professional 

development for the faculty and staff in the areas of strategic teaching and technology 

integration.”  Where they failed was in the omission of ongoing, purposeful professional 

development that met the needs of their diverse faculty. 
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A careful analysis of the data from observations and interviews revealed patterns or 

themes: 1) Teachers wanted to feel confident and competent in front of their learners, 2) 

Teachers thought that student engagement can and does occur without every element of the ARI 

model present, and 3) Teachers believed that professional development should be ongoing and 

relevant to meet their needs. A discussion will follow that will explain each of these findings. 

Findings 

Finding 1 

Teachers wanted to feel confident and competent in front of their learners.  The teachers 

at PHDA were dedicated to their craft and to their learners. From the observations and from the 

interviews it was very apparent that they loved teaching. However, by reviewing notes taken 

during the classroom observations, it was obvious that there were gaps in their implementation of 

strategic teaching, integration of technology, or both. During the interviews, the researcher asked 

each participant about the non-observed thus non-documented portions of her lesson based on 

the combined framework of the ARI model of strategic teaching and Churches’ Bloom’s Revised 

Digital Taxonomy. Of the six participants, only one had a working knowledge of strategic 

teaching prior to teaching at PHDA. For the other five, it was either a demanding process of 

revising their practice to accommodate the guidelines or it was a completely new process for 

some of the new teachers.  

One reoccurring concept that emerged was that the teachers wanted to feel confident and 

competent in front of their learners, and for five of the teachers, that meant that they had long 

hours of preparation. Teachers A, B, C, E, and F wrote their lesson plans daily. Each of them 

used formative assessments to gauge what their students had learned on that day thus directing 

them about what they needed to cover the next day, or they began with the portion of the lesson 
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that was omitted on the preceding day. Each day after school, they wrote their lesson plans for 

the following day. 

Teacher E had the most years of teaching experience, and she said that she felt sorry for 

the new teachers because she knew the long hours that they dedicated to writing strategic lesson 

plans in preparation of teaching. She said that when she was covering new material that she also 

spent two to three hours each day working on her lesson for the next day, and she was one who 

had several years of strategic planning preparation. The time needed to prepare a lesson was one 

of the reasons she relied on previously taught lesson plans, because she felt confident with both 

her implementation and her content knowledge. Because Teacher E was not confident with 

technology integration, citing that she did not own a mobile phone as proof of her hesitancy, she 

did not see the relevancy of also learning how to integrate technology into her lessons. 

Hutchinson and Reinking (2011) found that a lack of specific knowledge about technology and 

how to combine it with the existing pedagogical content knowledge to support student learning 

was a barrier to implementation.  

Only Teacher A had an outline of lessons she wanted to teach each week, but she still 

found it necessary to write her lessons one day at a time. She cited a lack of confidence when 

choosing strategies. She feared that students may be using a strategy correctly, but that she may 

have chosen one that did not allow them to process all the information that they needed. 

As a new teacher taking over a classroom that had not had a certified teacher for an entire 

semester, Teacher B had to incorporate classroom management skills into her daily practice. By 

her second observation, the researcher believed that Teacher B had gained control of her 

students. During the second interview, she said that she had tried group work on the day prior to 

the observation and that she would use it again. She said that she was experimenting with new 



95 

 

graphic organizers and beginning to allow the students to talk more since she saw strategic 

teaching as a good way to implement the CCRS skills she needed to teach. She said, “I think that 

strategic teaching goes well with Common Core Standards because students have to draw 

conclusions, make connections and make discoveries on their own while digging deeper. That’s 

important because that is what Common Core is all about.” However, she did not feel 

comfortable with technology integration. She worried that students could destroy the iPads, go to 

inappropriate sites, play games, or waste time, and that she would be accountable. Because she 

did not know how to address these issues, Teacher B decided to wait until the following school 

year to try technology integration. 

Teacher C believed that implementing strategic teaching into her classes caused her 

students to be more engaged as learners and as a result, they were better able to explain their 

conclusions; however, she professed that she was not as confident a teacher as she had hoped she 

would be by the second semester. She still spent more time than she wanted in planning her 

lessons and by her own admission, none of her lessons included technology integration unless 

she allowed the students to take practice tests or drills on the iPad. She said that iPad use 

occurred rarely. She said that she had expressed her concerns about technology to her principal, 

and that she had already scheduled professional development sessions in the area of technology 

integration for the summer. 

Of the new teachers, Teacher F demonstrated the second highest level of confidence. She 

said that her pre-service classes had given her many math related skills to incorporate into her 

lessons, some of which coincided with the ARI strategies she had learned during strategic 

teaching professional development. However, she was concerned about using others that she 

knew would work with her learners but were not on the list of strategies that she had been taught 
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during her limited professional development for strategic teaching. Teacher F questioned the 

rationale for the specified list of strategies that she was required to use. She was of the opinion 

that PHDA teachers were being forced to implement all parts of the ARI model because teachers 

from previous years may have not been competent teachers thus requiring an aggressive 

intervention at the expense of the current faculty. Technology integration was not difficult for 

Teacher F, but she spent a significant amount of time learning to use new applications on the 

iPad before using them with her students. She estimated that she incorporated the iPads into 

instruction once a week and graphing calculators several times a week. She said that she had 

plans to attend professional development workshops during her summer break to learn how to 

better integrate technology. It was important to her that the strategies and the technology 

integrations used meet the needs of her learners, which coincided with Palak and Walls (2009) 

who said that technology integration that is not student-centered will not have the desired effect 

of student engagement. 

 The most confident of the participants was Teacher D who had years of experience as a 

technology trainer while in the military so she felt extremely comfortable with technology 

integration. She also was the only new teacher who was taught how to utilize the ARI model of 

strategic teaching pre-service. She believed that some of the teachers would eventually embrace 

technology especially the newer teachers who she said would become more confident in their 

practice if they attended technology-based professional development sessions. However, she did 

not have the same confidence for experienced teachers who were more resistant to change.  

Teacher D felt extremely comfortable when teaching with an iPad. Her students followed 

clearly throughout classroom guidelines on how to use and maintain the iPads. She taught digital 

citizenship and the students had yet to have a discipline referral while the lessons centered on the 
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students’ use of the iPad. However, she was uncomfortable when she had to put the iPads aside 

to teach students how to conduct research without the assistance of technology. Non-digital 

projects and papers caused her great discomfort. She struggled to complete the ARI model 

without technology. By her admission, preparing for and teaching non-technology lessons kept 

her awake at night.  

 The lack of confidence was displayed in the teachers’ admission that they routinely used 

the same strategies. Instead of looking into the multiple ways that students could discuss their 

understanding of a topic, the teachers in this study admitted to using only two discussion 

practices: Turn and Talk or Think-Pair-Share. It was interesting to note that these were the only 

two that had been modeled for them in their professional development sessions, as the researcher 

discovered during each participant’s interview. Another proof that some of the teachers lacked 

confidence was that during the interviews all but Teacher D revealed that they had a short list of 

graphic organizers that they used because they knew how those organizers worked and in what 

contexts. They felt confident that they could reach their desired learning outcomes by utilizing 

the same graphic organizers rather than trying to implement new ones. Garner (2008) 

disapproves of frequent use of teacher generated graphic organizers because it limits learners’ 

abilities to form their own classification systems. 

Finding 2 

Teachers think that student engagement can and does occur without every element of the 

ARI model present. All of the teachers said that they used the Alabama Course of Study to 

determine what they needed to cover and that they understood how “to unwrap a standard” 

which is another way of saying that they understood what skill their learners must master and in 

what context. What was more difficult for all of them was how to write and how to teach a lesson 
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plan that embodied the full ARI model. None of the six consistently addressed each component. 

The one component that each teacher would like to see revised was explicit instruction or direct 

instruction. Teacher A stated, 

It is difficult to hold students’ attention during explicit instruction. If I do use  

explicit instruction, I omit the “we” element…. I use explicit instruction more with my 

advanced students because I can hold their attention longer. With my lower classes, I feel 

like I have to get them on focus very quickly so I can’t do a whole lot of explicit with 

them. I feel like it causes more trouble. 

 

Teacher A’s response that she used explicit instruction more for her advanced students 

contrasts with what research proposes. Three independent studies concluded that explicit 

instruction should be part of the learning environment for every student including those with and 

without special needs but particularly those of low socio-economic backgrounds (Gersten et al., 

2009; Kamil et al., 2008; The Final Report of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel, 2008). 

Teacher F said that she would prefer not to use explicit instruction every day and that she 

thinks that it is not in the right order for her students. She said, 

I think explicit instruction has its place, but in math, I think it is important to do it out of 

order. We shouldn’t do it like, I’m doing it; then we’re doing it; then you all are doing it; 

then you do it by yourself. I think in math, they need to discover a lot of things in order to 

understand it better. I think if I show them the right way to do it first, it takes out part of 

the learning process…I start them off with you all do it first so that they can 

explore….Common Core Standards are about students discovering things. Each standard 

is not necessarily about content, but about the way students learn math. I think that 

explicit instruction takes away from students being able to address those standards. 

 

Another reason that teachers may be hesitant to use explicit instruction is because of the 

structured format (Markusic, 2012). It is interesting to note that the current version of the ARI 

model specifically states that explicit instruction “is part of every lesson though it is not always 

necessary to employ the entire sequence during each lesson. The level of explicitness depends 

upon the content and the needs of the learners” (Markusic, 2012, p. 26). This premise is 
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supported by Archer and Hughes (2011). So the question arises as to why each teacher believed 

that explicit instruction was a requisite of every lesson, every day. 

Explicit instruction was not the only portion of the ARI model that concerned teachers. 

Each of the participants questioned the need for each part of the ARI framework to be in every 

lesson for the lesson to be considered a strategic one. The consensus of the participants was that 

one should be in compliance if the students were engaged with the learning process and if some 

of the components were present. Teacher C said:  

I don’t think that teachers should be required to have every element in every lesson for it 

to be considered strategic. In some cases you might not use all the components, but every 

component that was used would follow the model for strategic teaching. I feel that 

sometimes there is insufficient time to use every component. 

 

Teacher D stated that the full model had its place at the beginning of the first semester, 

but that the students could be engaged without all five parts. Her students now have a range of 

tools to choose from when she tells them to record in their journals or when the students send her 

a digital response. Her students record data in the way that it makes sense to them. She does not 

dictate how they are to process information.  

Teacher F said she knew that her learners were engaged without every single element of 

the ARI model. She stated, 

I just don’t think it has to take place every day or needs to take place every day. There 

has been a big push to have your before, during, and after on your board every day. But 

I’m thinking I may not actually be using one of these strategies listed on that paper, but 

my students are still going to be engaged… There just isn’t one cookie cutter answer or 

solution to how you teach! 

 

Teacher A agreed that students could be engaged without all five components of the ARI 

model. She said, 

I think it is a waste of time to do all of the modeling and the other parts of explicit 

instruction if they already know how to do it. I could better use those three to five 

minutes of practice to teach them a little bit more. … I believe that someone has got to 
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say that as long as you do all five parts in a unit or a topic that it is okay, but to do it 

every single day is overwhelming and pointless. 

 

One area that the participants questioned was the after activity of a strategic lesson. 

Teacher B thought it was a good time for students to start homework so that she could monitor if 

the students understood what was required. Some teachers used the after activity for formative 

assessment and some for summative assessment. Many of the participants relied on exit slips as 

their primary after activity. Teacher E questioned their use. She said, 

You are told that you are supposed to grade the exit slips. But formative assessments are 

supposed to be for me. And I do see a lot of teachers who want to give a quick quiz at the 

end of class and I’m thinking that you are giving them a grade on something that is 

supposed to show you how well they got it, so it shouldn’t be graded. 

 

Teacher E also disliked the idea of an assessment at the end of each class. She felt that they 

should occur at a natural spot in the lesson instead of a forced stop. In this sense, she suggested 

that formative assessment could take place at the end of a chunk of text to guide what direction 

the next level of instruction should take. 

 Exit slips were introduced to the teachers of PHDA as a means of formative assessment. 

Some understood that they could use them as a graded activity and others understood that this 

was just a means of giving the teacher feedback of each student’s understanding of the day’s 

lesson. The participants’ confusion could be addressed with quality, relevant professional 

development that addressed this question. Tomlinson (2008) says that formative assessment is a 

way that teachers study their students. Teachers “assiduously study their students. They use 

ongoing assessment to understand what a student needs next, and they adjust their teaching in 

response to what they discover” (Tomlinson, 2008, p. 28).  
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Finding 3 

Teachers believe that professional development should be ongoing and relevant to meet 

their needs. The teachers at PHDA did not lack for professional development; however, the 

professional development sessions they were required to attend did not meet all of their needs. 

Most of their sessions were duplications of the introduction to the ARI model of strategic 

teaching because of the number of new teachers hired each year.  In addition, they lacked 

technology professional development.  

Strategic teaching professional development. Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001) 

advocate that just as students need extensive practice to learn a new skill, so do teachers who are 

learning how to teach the skill. They suggest that schools and school districts “provide high-

quality staff development relative to effective practices identified by the research.”  ARI has 

provided professional development, but attrition is a problem at PHDA so it is necessary for 

them to return to the campus to teach the same skills again. If the teaching staff remained 

constant perhaps professional development sessions could include new strategies. 

 All the teachers wanted some form of professional development. For Teacher B, her 

needs were more significant than the others because she had the least exposure to strategic 

teaching. As she stated, “I don’t know enough about strategic teaching to talk about it in-depth.” 

Teacher E wanted an advanced session on strategic teaching so that she could have some of her 

questions answered about her practice and the practice of others. 

 Technology integration professional development. PHDA is called a digital academy, 

so one might assume that the teachers would know how to implement and integrate technology 

into their lessons. Sadly, that was not the case. Teacher A summed it up best when she said,  

I would caution how technology is integrated. Let every teacher know how to use it and 

what the expectations are!  Like in our case, and it was no one’s fault, but it was kind of a 
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last minute decision, and we did not have the time to get training and to get set up and 

talk about it and that made integration very difficult. So the solution for us is that we 

spend our (upcoming) summer going to technology workshops. 

 

Roberts, Shedd, and Norman (2012) said that the Common Core Standards have caused 

educators to need to rethink their instructional practices because technology is embedded in the 

standards. Roberts et al. noted that “pre- and in-service teachers…express both excitement for 

the possibilities and trepidation because they feel unprepared or underprepared to meet this 

challenge” (2012, p. 56). Mishra and Koehler (2006) said that it is important that teachers be able 

to understand how the technology they choose relates to the content and also how it relates to 

pedagogy, commonly referred to as TPACK.  

Some of the teachers at PHDA had already enrolled in professional development sessions 

for the following summer. Of those who had pre-registered, the majority planned for sessions on 

how to integrate technology using the technologies that were present in their classrooms.  

Limitations of this Study 

Data were collected from six teachers in one school in only three grade levels. Three of 

the teachers were first year teachers. Teachers at PHDA teach one grade level for an entire day. 

Their classes only vary according to the ability levels of their learners because their students are 

grouped by abilities. As was noted, teachers spent many hours of preparation for their strategic 

lessons. For a teacher that teaches multiple subjects and multiple grade levels, writing a complete 

ARI model of the strategic lesson plan could prove to be a daunting task. Future research needs 

to expand this study to a larger school setting that supports more participants with a wider range 

of years of teaching experience. In addition, this study did not include all the technologies 

available at PHDA. The English department declined to participate, and they had exclusive use 

of the Nook e-readers. It is not known how or if the English department used this technology.  
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Implications for Teacher Education Programs 

 This study also indicates that universities need to consider how they prepare their pre-

service teachers for the classroom. Common Core Standards are embedded with technology. 

New teachers should not be afraid to incorporate technology into their lessons. Pre-service 

exposure to technology is imperative for new teachers’ initial success and confidence in 

integration. 

  Universities in Alabama should address the needs of their pre-service teachers who will 

be charged with implementing the Alabama 2020 Plan if they remain in the state. Pre-service 

teachers should be well-versed in how to implement the ARI model of strategic teaching 

regardless of their content area. Students’ learning styles have evolved and it is imperative that 

the universities prepare teachers for these diverse learners. For students who plan to teach 

outside of the state, it should be a requisite that they show knowledge of the state’s guidelines 

where they plan to teach. 

 Teacher education programs should prepare pre-service teachers in the advantages and 

disadvantages of teaching in a school setting where the school has been labeled Failing or 

Priority. Each new teacher should know that they will be under added scrutiny from their 

administrators, local education association, and possibly their state department of education. 

Teacher education programs should emphasize technology integration. Pre-service 

teachers should have many opportunities to integrate technology into their undergraduate 

education courses. An important component to consider is teaching pre-service teachers how to 

sustain their level of technology integration when technology is constantly evolving. Pre-service 

teachers must also learn to be adaptive. Although teachers are charged with utilizing technology 

in their classrooms, they must learn how to do so if technology is limited or non-existent.  
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Pre- and in-service teachers need to learn to evaluate themselves according to the 

instruments that administrators will be using to evaluate them. Teacher education programs 

would serve their pre-service teachers well if they evaluated them using the same instruments 

that administrators are using. Many evaluation models exist, including the ARI model of 

strategic teaching. Another way to improve pre-service teachers’ craft is to incorporate Bloom’s 

Revised Digital Taxonomy so that teachers are made aware of the levels of thinking skills that 

technology integration will afford their learners. Finally, teachers should know that in some 

school districts, Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation is used to evaluate their effectiveness 

as a teacher. Using relevant evaluation instruments should improve their ability to successfully 

acclimate to the classroom. 

Implications for Teachers 

 Teachers must accept that education is ever evolving. Teachers who refuse to accept 

change are limiting their experiences as well as the experiences of their learners. Teachers who 

do not feel adequately equipped to integrate new content, technology, or strategy should actively 

seek professional development opportunities. If professional development opportunities are not 

timely or available, teachers must treat each other as natural resources. If one teacher is able to 

act as a resource for others, onsite professional development can be utilized as schedules permit. 

Teachers who implement a strategy or technology well, can open their classrooms for peer 

mentoring. Teachers struggling with a strategy or technology could ask a teacher whom they 

trust to peer evaluate them during a class setting. Such onsite assistance is one way that teachers 

take control of their own learning while building relationships with peers. Another way for 

teachers to perfect their craft is to join learning communities that are addressing their current 

need or they may wish to use online sources of information about how to integrate a new 
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technology or new concept into their classes. Self-help is one way to address one’s own need on 

one’s own time schedule.  

Implementation for Administrators 

This study indicates that the local education associations and administrators need to 

consider a systemic, scaffold approach to professional development that meets the needs of their 

teachers in both areas of strategic teaching and in technology integration. The way that 

professional development is delivered will have a strong impact on the levels and depths of 

teacher integration in both areas. Professional development should foster a supportive 

environment that encourages teachers to explore strategies other than those provided them in 

their occasional professional development sessions.  

Teacher input into what types of professional development they want or need should be 

considered. They should be questioned about what they see as their particular needs and then 

sessions should address those needs. Teachers who have mastered a concept should not be 

expected to attend the same introductory sessions. In addition, administrators should note those 

who are successfully implementing strategies or technologies and have them mentor others in 

their school. 

For schools implementing the ARI model of strategic teaching, clarity is needed on some 

of the fundamental issues associated with strategic teaching, such as what is the difference in 

formative and summative assessment and when each should be used. Perhaps too much time has 

been spent in one area of strategic teaching at the expense of other areas. The almost consistent 

behavior of writing understandable outcomes that could be completed in one class period leads 

the researcher to believe that much attention has been given to writing outcomes during 

professional development sessions.  



106 

 

Attrition is a major problem among new teachers. Administrators would do well to 

address the issue of attrition and provide the needed resources to build a quality teaching force. If 

the school has a mentoring program, it would be helpful to strategically pair the mentor to the 

mentee so that together they work to improve each other’s strengths. 

Professional development should be part of every school’s technology integration. If the 

funds are not available for the needed professional development, the director of technology for 

the school system should either provide it or locate talent within the system to teach effective use 

of technology. In this study, it was very apparent that Teacher D was capable of delivering 

relevant and timely professional development. What seemed to be lacking was the vision to 

recognize that Teacher D should be considered a natural resource at PHDA. If this phenomenon 

is true of other schools in other systems, the solution for technology integration may be in the 

leadership of the school system or at the least the local school. Anthony (2012) found that 

effective technology leadership extends beyond separate efforts to influence individual and 

institutional factors, and also entails the work of continuous improvement to detect and address 

the fit between technology implementation systems and classroom technology integration (p. 

336). 

Recommendations  

Future research should explore the consequences, if any, of long-term strategic teaching. 

In particular, the long-term effects of chunking text for students should be evaluated.  There is a 

growing body of evidence that supports chunking the text does improve reading skills for 

students in special populations and for students from low socio-economic groups.  Studies should 

explore if chunking creates a dependency on the teacher to segment the text. Future studies 

should also investigate whether or not the thinking skills associated with strategic teaching will 
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help students acclimate to advanced courses. Studies should also evaluate how well strategic 

teaching prepares students for state assessments, college entrance exams, and the college or 

university setting.  

 Future research should look at the way teachers are evaluated. If a teacher is going to be 

assessed by the ARI Model, the rubric that will be used in the evaluation should be made public. 

If technology integration is going to be evaluated, the standards by which the teacher is going to 

be rated must be made available.  

 Future research should investigate if pre-service exposure to Bloom’s Revised Digital 

Taxonomy impacts technology integration when one becomes an in-service teacher. What is not 

known is the consistency with which the learned skills are utilized once one becomes a teacher.  

In addition, in terms of professional development for technology integration, there should be 

consideration of the TPACK Model since it is imperative that the adoption and integration of 

technology be accompanied with purposeful and sustaining professional development. 

Conclusions 

This study investigated what components of strategic teaching and types of technology 

six in-service teachers were using and their perceptions of their use of strategic teaching and 

technology in their classrooms. The investigation found that each of the teachers was attempting 

some parts of strategic teaching and that only three teachers were integrating technology into 

their lessons. Based on the researcher-created instrument to record evidence of strategic teaching 

with or without technology integration, the investigation revealed the following using Marzano’s 

Four Levels of Implementation for strategic teaching: two of the participants were at the 

beginning level of strategic teaching, three teachers were at the developing stage with one of the 

three moving toward the application level, and one teacher was innovative. The teacher who was 
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innovative was one who had pre-service exposure to strategic teaching, so although she was a 

first year teacher, she had a battery of lesson plans that she had taught during her pre-service 

internship. The instrument was adapted to also measure each participant’s level of technology 

integration using Church’s Bloom’s Revised Digital Taxonomy. The investigation revealed that 

four of the teachers were beginners, one was developing, and one was innovative. The one who 

was innovative had been a technology trainer for the military so she was well-grounded in its 

use. This study is important because it reveals that (a) universities could better prepare its pre-

service teachers in strategic teaching and in technology integration, (b) in-service teachers do not 

believe that it is necessary to implement the ARI model of strategic teaching in every class, (c) 

in-service teachers feel confined to following only those strategies that have been covered during 

professional development, and (d) if teachers are going to integrate technology into their 

strategic lessons, they need to have relevant professional development that addresses their needs.  

 Good teaching addresses the needs of all the learners in a room; however, it is unrealistic 

to believe that every student will be engaged in the learning process every day. The best that a 

teacher can do is to incorporate purposeful planning and be confident in the execution of the 

lesson. For some teachers, technology is the vehicle that keeps their learners engaged, and for 

others, it is something different. Meaningful discourse comes in many varieties, and it is 

imperative that all teachers feel comfortable and competent in their craft with the intent of 

keeping students engaged in the learning process. Teachers must accept that education is 

evolving and that they, too, must find ways to adapt to current trends, but it does not mean that 

they have to be swept away with each new trend. However, if they are going to equip themselves 

for the evolution, they must make wise decisions about the types of professional development, 
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professional learning communities, and self-studies that they choose to employ to address the 

ever changing needs of their profession.  
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Appendix A 

ARI Framework 

The following principles of strategic teaching are listed in the Alabama Reading Initiative 

(ARI) Planning Strategic Lessons Guide (2009).Each strategic lesson contains five components: 

1. There must be one (or more) outcomes for each lesson. 

2. There are two instructional practices in every lesson. 

a. Chunking which means to break the content (text, lectures, videos) into 

manageable pieces for more meaningful comprehension. 

b. Turn and talk (or other verbal means of sharing response about the content).In 

turn and talk, every student speaks with a designated partner or actively listens 

while the other party speaks. (p. 2) 

3. There are three parts to every lesson. 

a. Before- Sets the stage for the lesson and includes a reference to the Essential 

Question of the Day. The purpose of before is to do the following: 

i. Activate prior knowledge 

ii. Build background knowledge 

iii. Generate questions 

iv. Make predictions 

v. Discuss vocabulary 

vi. Establish a purpose for the lesson. (p. 5) 

b. During- Designates the time when students are engaged in content. The purpose is 

to do the following: 

i. Engage with the text 
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ii. Verify and formulate predictions 

iii. Summarize text 

iv. Self-monitor comprehension 

v. Construct graphic organizers 

vi. Use mental imagery 

vii. Integrate new information with prior knowledge (p. 6) 

c. After activities give learners opportunities to make connections and assess if the 

outcome of the lesson has been met. Such activities include time for the students 

to do the following: 

i. Reflect on the content of the lesson 

ii. Evaluate predictions 

iii. Examine questions that guided the reading 

iv. Respond to text through discussion 

v. Respond to text through writing. (p. 7) 

4. There are four steps in explicit instruction. They are commonly called I do, We do, You 

all do, and You do. 

i. The teacher models the first example or I do. 

ii. Together as a group, the teacher and the students work the second example 

or We do. 

iii. Then the teacher listens to the students as they work with their partners or 

in their groups for correct responses while the students work. This is 

called You all do. 
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iv. When the teacher is satisfied that the learners understand the concept, the 

students work at least one section or example alone. This level of 

independence is called You do. 

5. A strategic lesson includes active literacy every day. Active literacy is commonly called 

T-W-I-R-L. This level of engagement is measured by noting if the students did the 

following: 

a. T is for students talking to each other about the lesson’s content. 

b. W is for students writing daily for a meaningful purpose. 

c. I is how students investigate content in groups or alone. 

d. R represents that students read in a meaningful way every day. 

e. L is how students listen to each other in meaningful ways every day. 

Included in the lesson plan format is an area for recording what technology will be used in the 

lesson. Technology integration is not an afterthought. It is an essential element to strategic 

teaching.  
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Appendix B 

 
Source: Andrew Churches, Bloom’s Digital Taxonomy, January 1, 2014,<http://edorigami.wikispaces.com/ p.6. Reprinted with permission. 

 

 

 

 

 



124 

 

Appendix C 

 

Marzano’s Four Levels of Implementation 

 

0 No evidence of strategic teaching. 

1 Beginning: Teacher struggles with the implementation and makes multiple errors. 

2 Developing: Teachers make few mistakes in implementations; however, they do not 

produce a high level of student gains. 

3 Applying: The teacher is at ease with the process and is conscious of the impact eh 

chosen strategy is having with the learners. It is at this stage that the teacher is 

successfully releasing responsibility of learning to the students while monitoring 

and interfacing with them. 

4 Innovating: Teachers are very familiar with the selected strategy and are able to use 

it to differentiate instruction to accommodate the needs of specific learners. 
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Appendix D 
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Appendix E 

 

Interview Questions 

 

First Interview 

 

After first classroom observation (It is assumed that each teacher is using strategic teaching.) 

1. Do you consent to be interviewed as outlined in the consent document that you 

previously signed? 

2. What is your current position? 

3. How long have you been teaching? 

4. How much training do you estimate that you have received in strategic teaching? 

5. How confident are you in utilizing strategic teaching? 

6. Name your favorite strategy or strategies that you use with your learners. Why is it your 

favorite? What is your least favorite? Why is it your least favorite? 

7. Have you noticed a change in your learners after implementing strategic teaching? 

Explain your answer in detail. 

8. Have you noticed a change in you as a teacher after implementing strategic teaching? 

Explain your answer in detail. 

(It is assumed that each teacher is using technology in the classroom, as it is part of the school’s 

continuing improvement plan.) 

9. What technology integration professional development have you received? 

10. How confident are you in your own technology use? Explain. 

11. How confident are you in integrating technology into your lessons? Explain. 

12. Does the technology you have in your classroom guide your lesson planning? 

13. What comes first: planning the lesson or integrating the technology? Explain. 
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Appendix F 

 

Interview Questions 

 

Second Interview 

 

After second classroom observation (It is assumed that each teacher is using strategic teaching.) 

1. Do you consent to be interviewed as outlined in the consent document that you 

previously signed? 

2. What strategies did you use in today’s lesson? 

3. How do you prepare to teach a lesson in general? 

4. How did you prepare to teach today’s lesson? 

5. Do you think that your learners were engaged in the lesson? 

6. If you had to change the lesson, what would you change and why? What is the perceived 

benefit of changing the lesson? 

7. Following Marzano’s four levels of strategic teaching implementation (beginning, 

developing, applying, and innovating), which level are you? Give examples to support 

your perception of your practice. 

8. How much time does it generally take for you to prepare for a lesson? 

9. What is your perception of strategic teaching in general? 

(It is assumed that each teacher is using technology in the classroom, as it is part of the school’s 

continuing improvement plan.) 

10. Have you received technology integration professional development since the last 

observation? If so, what was it and was it useful? 

11. Have you sought out technology integration on your own? If so, what have you 

discovered? Have you used it? If yes, what is your perception of the experience? If not, 

why have you not done so? 

12. Are you comfortable with integrating technology into a strategic lesson?  If yes, how did 

you gain this level of comfortableness?  If no, what could you do or what could the 

school system do to help you be more confident? 

13. In your opinion, is technology integration a help or a hindrance to student engagement? 

Explain. 

14. If you could make any change to strategic teaching, technology integration, or both, what 

would it be and why? 

15. Did you reach your desired outcome with today’s lesson? 
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