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ABSTRACT

Diane C. Stokes
COMPUTER BASED TECHNOLOGY USED BY FACULTY
MEMBERS AT VINELAND HIGH SCHOOL SOUTH
2004/05
Dr. Marilyn Shontz
Master of Arts in School and Public Librarianship
The purpose of this study was to evaluate teacher use of computer based technology for
personal use and for professional use at Vineland High School South. This study also
sought to identify factors that contributed to faculty use or non-use of computer based
technology in the classroom. Professional use of computer based technology by teachers
was examined within specific categories, including: class preparation, delivery of
information, in-class student use, special education accommeodation, e-mail
communications, and recording of grades. The teachers of Vineland High School South
indicated the ways in which they acquired their computer knowledge and what sources
were most valuable to them. Using counts and percentages, this descriptive study
provided a “snap-shot” of computer use at Vineland High School South and discussed

. implications for future staff development and training, as well as potential areas of

contribution of the library media specialist.
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CHAPTERI

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Living in the 21* century, technology is an inescapable'reality. In all areés of life, |
technology is used. This 1s evident in etiucction today. In past years, there was great
emphasis on getting technology into the .classroonls. Today, the emphasis is on nsing: the R
technology that now exists in class‘roomsb and libraries. |

As part of No Chil(l Left Beth there is-a National Education Technology Plan
that includes “ equlppmg teachers with the skills to use technology as an 1nstruct10na1
tool.” (National Educational Technology Plan, 2003 Background 1]1) The 1mportance of
instructional technology is not only recOgrlized at the national and state levels, but also on
the local level. As an Abbott district, the Vineland Pubhc Schools have been reqmred to
create their own technology plan. This process | has led d1str1ct level administration to |
question school principals and techriology coordlnators about the approprlateness.a.nd |
effectiveness of computer basedl technology used in the classroom. | |

Some studies have focused on factors that affect a teacher’s use or avoidance of
instructional technology (Dus1ck 1998), as well as the lack of technology education in
teacher education curricula (Kemp, 2000). Some have felt that many new teachers enter
the field unprepared to use educational technology in the classtoom. It has also been true
that many experienced teachers did not have the skills to use technology in their '

professional setting. “Knowledge and technology skills should be continually assessed so



that professional development programs meet the immediate needs of administrators and

teachers” (Golden, 2004, 15).

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to evaluate current teacher use of computer based
technology for personal use and for professional use at Vineland High School South. It
also identified factors that contributed to their use or non-use of coxnputer based
technoIOgy in the classroom. The results obtained can identify appropriate professional
development areas to increase faculty’ professional use of computer based technology and
~ ways that library media specialists can contribute to this professional development.

lerary med;la specrahsts have a spec1a1 role to play in technology professronal
development A 11brary medla specmllst should assume a leadershrp role in developmg
and promoting 'educational technology throughout his/her school. “Using the concepts
and skills embedded in mstructlonal technology, school llbrary media spec1ahsts
collaborate with teachers 10. develop and manage effective mstructron and to evaluate
proces_ses and resources for learnrng”- (Arnerlcan L1brary Assoc1at1on, 1998, p.128). As
a library media specialist, the. researcher hoped to utilize the information gained in this |
study to formulate profess1onal development and increase teacher professwnal use of |

computer based technology, especlally for instruction at Vineland High School South.

Research Questions:
=  How do high school faculty members utilize computer based technolo gy for

personal use?



» How do high school faculty members uﬁlize pomputer bésed technology for .
professional use?
- What factors influence high school faculty members’ professional use or non-use

of computer based technology?

| i)eﬁnition of Terms .
Abbott district: any district that was defined as a special needs dlstnct under thé
“Comprehénsive Educéﬁbi{al. Iﬁﬁ;ovemeﬁf émd Finéﬁc_ing Act of ’1996” (CEIFA) or the
| -“Quality Education Act of 1990” ‘(Q)EA)‘; judicial reine&y is applicable to these districts
under the Supreme Court’s decision in Abbott v Burke, 119 N.J. 287,394 (1990) (Senate |
Budget' and Appropﬁatié)nstéc’)‘l/nﬁ;n"‘t:t.ée.' Statement fo S'exiaté, No 806, 1998j.
Computer based technology: for the purpose of this study, computer based technology
includes any applications performed on or utilized through é.pe;sonal computer.
Educational tec}mology: for the purpose of this studj, educational technology refers io,
computer bésed technology aﬁd applications that relaté to education énd/_or instruction.
_.F aculty members: for the purpose of this smdy,_facﬁity members refers to all |
instructional staff members at Vineland High School South. Used iﬁterchangeabl& with
teachér.. | | o
High school: generaliy.describes a s;:hool wnh grades nine through twelve; for the
purpose of this study, high school refers to a school with eleventh and twelfth grade

students.



Instrﬁctibnal 'technolog)z: fer the pureose of this study, ipstructional technology refers to
computer applications used in order to enhance leerniﬁg or deliver information to
students. |

Library media specialist. “the professional administrator of a library media center who
has the appropriate degree and meets the requirements of state certification” (McCain &
Merrill, 2001, p. 114). |

Personal use: for the purpose of this study, personal use refers to teacher utilization of a
computer for his/her private activities or interests.

~ Principal: “one who holds a position of presiding rank, especially of an elementary or
high school” (-Dictionary.com).

Professional use: for the purpose of this study, professional use refers to teacher
utilization of a computer for school related, educational, or instructional purpoées.
Professional developmeﬁr: “..., opportunities and experiences such as conferences and
seminars that enable teachers and administrators to build knowledge and skills for
improved instruction” (McCain & Merrill, 2001, p. 157).

Technology coordinator: “the educator employed fer or delegated the administrative
authority and responsibilities for developing, implefnenting, and maintaining the
technology program for a school, district, county, region or state” (McCain & Merrill,
2001, p.193). |

Technology education: for the purpose of this study, technolegy education refers to any
formal education in computer based technology applications for an in-service or pre-

service teacher.



Assumptions and Limitations

The researcher in this study madé the assumption that subjects iﬁterpreted
questions as intended and were honest in théir responses. Although subjects reSpon&e&
anonymously, there was a slight risk that subjects could resp;)nd ina mahner that was in,
agreement with distrid requests and polici’es and may not accurately represent_theltruth.
The findings of this study represented activities at Vineland Hiéh School South ?.nd may
Be limited in its ap.p‘lication to pther districté and regions. The researcher also made the

assumption that previous research cited was accurate and reliable.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Chongin_g Technology

As compvuters made their way into education, there were many initiatives to
| increase the rlumberbof co_mputers in schoolsb and clossrooms. _Studeﬁt to computer ratios
were studied é}nd compared a’rnorrg districts. One study stated that in our country’s pubiic :
schools there was one computer for every 125 st‘udents'ir.x 1983 and b)'( 1'9'8'.5 there was a
computer for every ninek,students (Glenna & Melmed,' 1996). Most schools vin this
country have experienccd rapld g_rowth in computer access. This study by Glerrna and
Melmtzd found‘that even with the increased numbers of comptrﬁrs‘ most schools were'
, makmg mmrmal use of the computers avarlabie to them. There i is no wonder why school.
drstncts become concemed about the quahty of computer apphcatrons

The 1990’s brought major changes to educatlonal technology The Internet and '
World Wide Web, networking of computers and edvance_ments in commumcauons
provided new resources for instructiou to SChools (Scheffler & Logan, 1999). ‘Priorto .
this, emphasis had been pjeced on pro'g‘_rammirlg competencies. A study by Neiss found
thet the importance of programmmg competencies lesscneo as technology.advancements
allowco for enhancements to curriculum and instruction (cited in Schef'ﬂer & Logan,
1999). Multimerija presentatiorr software was developed durmg this time which provided |

great changes for classroom presentation of information. The Internet provided vast



access to infénnation and software became available to teachers to assist them with
record keeping. These changes brought a change m emphasis ﬁorﬂ student comi)uter
literacy to an integration of technology throughout education (Téchn‘ology Integration,
2004). |

| As technology rapidly advanc,ed:‘sch()'ols had to }nakf: éhanges more quickly than
they were accustomed to. Not only did curriculum nee(i to change, so did teacher
training and teacher evaluation. During this period; the Federal Ofﬁce of Technology
Assessment found that teacher ﬁse of technology waS ugéd primarily if, when, and how
the teacher desired to use it (cited in Bebell, Russell, & O’Dwyer, 2004). After spending
funds to put computers into their schools, districts began to want teachers to be held
accountable for technology use. It bece;mé dif;iéﬁlt'to "evaluaté;teacher use because of the
quickly changing nature of technology. As the definition of a technology-using teacher
changed, studies became confusing and often contradictory. “As the variety of ways in
which teachers could use technology increased, defining a technology-using teacher
became more complicated” (Bebell, Russell, & O’Di:vyer; 2004, p. 46).

: Rapidly changing and advancing hardware and software also made defining
teacher competencies difficult. A study by Schefﬂer and Logan (1999) stated that |
districts mﬁst continually update teacher technology training and review changing
competencies. These 'competgncies must be continually reviewed and updafed to keep up
with changing technology. | |

. Golden pointed out tﬁaﬁ in a short period of time, technology evolved to a point
that it has become indispensable in our society. Livingina glbbal economy, our studénts

must be ﬁrepared-to be successful in this technology driven world. Students mustbe able -



to use computer applications in numerous, ways. By utilizing technology in the
classroom, instruc;[ion is enhanced and students’ ability to utilize technology in
meaniﬁgful ways is increased. Technology is changing classrooms, making them more
student centered aﬁd the Intérnet allows education to be an around the clock process
(Golden, 2004).

These changes can have great benéﬁts to students and the educatidnal_ process.
Technology ihtegratiop can enhaﬂce stﬁdent learning and performance in numerous ﬁays.
For this reason, best practices for technology integration are being considered by school

districts nationwide. .

Best Practices for Technology’lntegration

The No Child Left Behind Act mandates that schools effectively utilize
technology in order to increﬁse studeilt acl_iievement (National Education Technology
Plan, 2004). In order to prepare students for the 21% century, it reques that teachefs
obtain the skills that will énable them to use technology for classroom insfrucfion. ThlS
legislation “calls fof stﬁdying. ..the ‘conditions and practices’ that increase achievement,
increaée teachers’ effective use of techﬁplogy, and enhance learning enyironme‘nts and
opportunities” (Dynarski, Honey & Le_.vin,'2002, p.2).

. Before technology integration can be successfuL other components must be in
place. According to Forte-Barﬁeld,‘these components include: access, attitudes, training,
and support (2003). Best practice can not occur withouf these'ﬁrst. Access mquﬁes
sufficient equipment foy all students. All parties involved must approach technology with

the right attitude. Teachers must have quality training in order to utilize the technologies



available to t_hem. Administrative ancl technioal'lsupport‘must‘be reliable and ongoing in .
order to foster continual use. According to the National Association of Secondary School
Principals, administrators, school board members, as well as teechers must be gctively |
involvetl ini the process of integration (1 994).‘ |

A study by Clark (2000) found that middle school teachers in Houston felt that
technology was important to instruction and that they desired more technology in their
classrooms. These urban middle échool teachers desired technology that could be used
for research and felt that it increased student interest. Another study by Scheffler and
Logan‘(1999) that surveyed tecllnology coordinators and teachers from Keﬂtucky school
districts also found thaf teachers had a desire to utilize eomputers for insl:ruction; This
study highlighted that “the most important oompetencies for teachers [were] the
knowledge and skills to make computers a seamless part of the school corric'ulum,” as
well as the “growing need for teachers to learn more about how to use and manage this
resource to enhance instruction” (Scllefﬂer & Logan, 1999, 948).

Through No Child Left Behmd, the nation seeks to 1mprove student performance.
The continuous expansmn of technology in schools prov1des an opportunity for this
improvement. Glenna and Melmed (1996) stated the following:

Technology can play a key role in thJs reform. Numerous examples exist where

computer- and network-based technology has been used to: tailor learning

experiences more sharply to learner needs and abilities; provide students with

access to resources »and expertise outside the school, both enriching their learning

and extending the time devoted to learning; support more authentic assessment of

10



student’s progress; and assist schools in rnanaging and guiding the learning

activities of their student. ({3)

Classroom technology use has often con51sted of student fact gathering. But best
practices begin to emerge through assignments that ask students to figure out the “why”
about a subject. Web quests were 1dent1ﬁed by Forte-Barﬁeld as an Internet way of
doing this through which “teachers will begin to see real learmng and active engagement”
(2003, 95). Effective use of technology in the classroom requires that teachers ask:
“Does incorporating technology provide something that is unique and is not likely to be
provided by other means?” and “Does the techriology add yahie to the curriculutn?”

(iding, Crosby, & Speitel, 2002, p.154). |

| Past measures of computer use included Internet access and student-to-computer
ratios. Some schools also tried to measure technology integration as a factor of the
amount of tirne that students were using computers(Moore, 2001). However, this
practice does not measure whether the use was meaningfut use or not. Real integration
requires that a teacher infuses technology, utilizing it for more than application or '
teinforcement. “True technology inte gration is sustained over time. It is based on
curriculum and adds innovations to that curriculum. The results are enhanced pedagogy,
authentic assessment, motivated students who push teachers to keep improving, and
learning partnerships that encourage life long learning” (Forte-Banﬁeld, 2003,99).

“As teachers advance through the develo;ﬁmentaf stages of technology integration,

~ they begin to realize that technology is more than a teaching tool and then they stai't using
technology to create learmng environments that augment student learmng” (Mills and

T1ncher 2003, p. 397). This translated into increased student achlevement and the

11



primary goal of No Child Left Behind. This goal requires that teachers no longer be
evaluated by whether or not they use technology, but teacher evaluation must now focus
on how technology was being used and for what purpose (Bebell, Russell, & O’Dwyer,
2004). A model by Mills and Tincher suggested that as best practices were established
for technology use in instruction and learning, teachers would develop these skills and
meet these expectations' (2003). “Through the establishmentof a well-defined set of
pedagogical standards and mdlcators thher levels of technology mtegration 1n
classrooms can be 1dentzﬁed and achieved” (Mills & Tincher, 2003, p. 398). These
standa_rds need to not only be considered in teacher evaluatlon and teacher training, but

also in the training of pre-service teachers.

'Tea_c_her Education Progrants
E Many studies and'reports cite'd 'lack of ’training in pre-service teacher education ‘
programs asa hlndrance to technology mtegrahon in schools Th1s suggests that teachers.
were graduatmg and bemg certlﬁed to teach mthout adequate tools to utlhze technology
for mstructlon One study found that the only technology skills gamed durlng the1r
training mcluded keyboardmg and word processmg (Kemp, 2000) and another c1ted o
Internet searchmg and e-matl ab111t1es (Anderson, 2002) as being the only preparatmn
An early report by Glenna and Melmed found that very few programs that prepare .
teachers to enter the teaching professron dealt adequately wrth technology mtegratron into
the classroom (1996). They stated that “_there is a strong consensus amongythe experts we
consulted that neither the A‘initial prenaratlon of teachers nor the current strategies for |

| continued professional development have been effective in developing these [technology]

12



skills” (Glenna & Melmed, 1996,' Ch.5916). The Mrlken Exchange on Education
| 'l"echnology and the International Society for Technology in Education found that future
teachers do not eﬁ'ectiVely use technology in their classroome because appropriate
experiences were not availahle ‘through teacher education. pr_ograms (cited in Russell,
o 2
Bebell, 0°’Dwyer, & O’Connor, 2003).

Some evidence does exist that suggested that not all teacher education programs
were ignoring technology classroom apphcatxons The Penneylvama Department of
Education’s Office of Educatlon Technology and Office of Postsecondary and Higher | |
' EduCatlon were working together to"rrneet this need: They worked to 'develon a program
that would provide teachers—rn—trarmng the educatron they need to eﬁ'ectrvely utilize
technology in instruction (Golden 2004) The development of technology competencies
at the Umversrty of Northern Iowa,’ based on nattonal standards also indicated the move ,- |
toward educating future teachers to be able to utilize technology in the classroom
(Krueger Hansen, & Smaldino, 2000) |

Further ev1dence was found with the National Council for l\ccreditation of
Teacher Education (N CATE). NCATE is responsible for the accreditation of colleges
and universities that have teacher education programs There are ten mdlcators that they
address that are technology related. Of these ten, five relate to mstructlon These
indicators as cited in Schefﬂer and Logan (1999) included: |

1. Courses and experiences include ’uses of technology for the content they plan to
teach. |

2. Courses included the impact of technological and societal changes on'schools.

13



3. Courses develop understanding and use of verbal, nonverbal, and media

communications for fostering inquiry, collaboration, and suppqrtive interactions.

4. Courses, experiences, or both develop nnderstanding and use of educational

“technology, including the use of computer and other technologies in instruction,

éssessment, and professionni productivity.

5. Assessment of a candidaté’s progress is based on multiple data sources that

includé the use of various instr'nctional strategiés and technologies (§23).

Walters proposed a four step method of technology integration into teacher
education prn grams (cited in Dusick, 1998). The four steps consisted of awareness
(identifying computer uses), adaptation (applying learning theories and hands-on
experience in learning practices), analysis (analyzes techni'ques and materials to enhance
skills), and application (reviewing of management, record-keeping and assessment). |

Some districts have nséd a pre-employment screening process in order to evaluate
new teachers’ technology skills (Moore, 2001). While this screening process was not
necessarily used to determine employment, it was used as a gage for developing future
professional development.

Prior training was not the only factor that influences teachers’ decisions to use or
not use technology for preparation, information inanagement, or instruction in their |

classroom. Other factors contributed.
Use Versus Non-use

A survey of principals in 2003 revealed that teachers in 22 Massachusetts school

districts were less likely to use technology in the classroom during the first few years of

14.



their careers simply because they had not been exposed to classroom technology
applications (Russell, Bebell, O’Dwyer and O’Connor). Despite this, the same study
found when surveying teachers, that new teachers reported higher confidence using
computers than experienced teachers. New.teachers also expressed concerns about
computers having négative effects on student learning. |

In designing their study, bynmski, Honey apd Levin (2002) examined various
technologies and. how they could bést be used to support student learning. They
~ characterized tcchnologies into application types which inclucied: games used fdr drill
and préctice such as Reader Rabbit; tools used for productivity such as Microsoft Word,
". Excel, and PowerPoint; information resources including CD ROMs and the Internet;
cognitive tutors. such as IBM’s Watch Me Read early literacy program; simulation or |
pfoblem solving programs such as Oregon Trail; tools for communication including e-
mail and on-line discussions; andmulgi;nec‘ﬁ.a ;réi;tion programs such as Kid Pix 'and
HyperStudio. These application ty.pesv applied to cl_dssropmiqses of technology by
students. o o « ER :

As technéiogy has.advanceél _atid developed err tﬁne, th_e &eﬁnition of
technology use has also changed. The Russell, Bebell; O‘C"D_wyer', and O’Connor {2003)

study provided a functional definition of teacher technology use. They used categories

P g s
N K
i

including:
e Teacher use of technology for preparation
e Teacher use of technology for delivery
o Teachér—directed student use of technology

, ‘e Teacher use of technology for special education and accommodation

15



. ® Teacher use of e-mail
» Teacher use of technology for recording grades
As noted above, student use of technology 1n the classfoom was just one way that a
teacher used technology; The auﬁibrs maintained that teacher ﬁse of technology needed
to be analyzed in each of thes.é‘areas as teachers choose to utilize technology in some of
these areas and not in others.

As technology has made its way into classrooms across this country, some
teachers have embraced it and others have not. Many’ faculty members have been
reluctant to use computérs o; aitef their teaching methods aﬁd gtrategies. Some factors
that have been found to contribute to this reluctance to change were time commitment,
personal risk, self-efficacy, computer competency, beliefs, attitude and anxiety,
knowledge and perceived relevance (Dusick, 1998). Another difficulty that was found to
inhibit teacher use of technology was lack of time and fesources (Iding, Crosby and
Speitel, 2002). Budgetary and time constraints were also cited as stumbling blocks for
implementation of educational technology in classrooms.

At this point in time; technology has now been infused into many districts
curricula. Teachers are expected to utilize the technology made available to them.
Despite this, in some cases teachers still have the choice to use or to not use technology
on a daily basis; A study by Dusick (1998) found that the folldwing factors influenced a
faculty member’s decision to use or not use technology: ‘;(1.) a supportive administration,
(2) availability of computers in the classroom, (3) support aﬁd" sharing of resources, (4) a
strong support staff, and (5) training” (f41). Another study found that faculty members

who did not use technology had concerns about the benefits of computer use in the

16



_classroom as well as the tratmng and assistance that their districts would provide (Dus1ck
and Yildirim, 2000). This study also noted the 1mportance of awareness. Some faculty
members expressed that they never reahzed the potenttal uses of technology apphcattons
in their classrooms. Factors .cited ln this study that contributed to positive attitudes
towat'd techndlogy use _included: conferences, worl(shops, availability of etluipment and
: havmg friends who had computer knowledge Also noted in this study by one partlclpant

. " was that they en_| joyed using presentauon software because it makes the mformatlon more
' mterestmg to their students. ' |

Some studies focused on teachers’ years in education as a possible inﬂuence on
thelr use or non-use of technology. A study by Bebell, Russel and O’Dwyer (2004)
looked at various uses of technclogy by teachers grouoing them in. categories ranging
from less than one year in the classroom to more than fifteen years teachmg ‘The
followmg uses of technology were fan'ly con51stent throughout the, number of years .
teachmg profess1ona1 e—mall genenc use, student products and accommodatwn Wlth '
mcreased years of serv1ce, there wasa shght mcrease in student use of technology andin -
dehve'rmg mstructlon. Less years teachmg showed shghtly increased use of technology |
for gradmg anda more substantlal use of technology for preparanon

“If you investi gate why technology is workmg ina part1cula:r school district, you
will usually find that the way the prmc1pals, supenntendent or other school
' adnuntstrators are functioning has a lot to do with the success” (Bosco, 2001, 2).
According to some studies, administrative support was key. Faculty members must not
only know what was expeﬁed of thern, they must also know that they had administrative

and financial support in order to implement educational technology. There mustbe
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financial support for equipment upkeep and technology staff. The cost of educational
technoiogy needs to be built into a district’s budget as a perennial expense (Glenna &
Melmed, 1996). In order to establish and maintain effective use of educational
technology, equipment must be maintained and_updated, faculty competencies evaluated

and appropriate training provided,

Assessin'g ‘.‘C'bmpet‘e-n.ci.(':'s. and Use

In order to determine whether or not technology is being used effectively, it is
important to assess teacher skills. “A-n‘asses'sment j)révides a measure of the return on
investment made in hardware, software, and _trgining, as yvell as a way to plan for
program improvement and té distribute iﬁfonnation to administrations, school boards,
é.nd the community” (Anderson, 2000, 112). In determining the appropriate type of
assessment, Anderson maintained it was important to consider what the information
would be used folr. Assessments can be either formal or informal. Examples of formal
assesément may‘included surveys, interviews, focus groups, personal growth plans,
portfolios and formal teacher evaluations. Informal assessments could be either |
conversations or anecdotal observations (An‘ders'On‘, 2000). .

Researchers maintained if a district wishes to evaluéte the cffectivenesé of
| technology integration, it is important for_ﬁlem to first have a clear ,understanding of how
technology is being used by teachers and students (Bebell, Russell, and O’Dwyer, 2004).

A district interested in docun}enting’ the extent to which téachers é.re using

technology or thé extent to which teachers’ use of technology changes in resﬁonée '

to the acquisition of more resources or the provision of professional development
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are likely to develop aricher understancting by collecting information about the -

specific types of teachers’ technology use rather than simply measuring its

generic presence or absence (Bebell, Russell & vO’Dwyet, 2004,.113 .

The categories of teacher technology use deecﬁbed previously would need to be studied
ahd analyzed individually in order to accomplish this.

The Blue Valley school district wished to regularly assess classroom use of
technology in order to understand current practice and idehtify areas in need of
improvement (Moore, 2001). They developed a rubric of 43 competencies within the
following four areas: classroom managerhent, communications, curriculum and
~ instruction, and professional development. The teachers used tlns rubric to self-evaluate
their skills and areas of growth.

Another project sought to deveIOp a model for technology intcgration (Mills &
Tincher, 2003). In order to measure their success, they developed a process to evaluate
technology integration practices throughout the process. The “Technology Integration
Standards Configuration Matrix” was based upon the.developmental stages, standards

and ihdicators of their techn’ology professional developtnent model.

Most stuoies of teacher technolo gy tlée relied on teache'r sclf-assessment. One
such study utilized a 25 item questlonnalre to survey 78 preservxce and practlcmg
‘teachers (Iding, Crosby & Speltel 2002) The teachers surveyed were taking special
educatlon or science education courses at a university in the Western United States. The
stlrvey addressed the following areas: computer' proﬁ.ciency, instructional uses of
technology, beliefs about computer use for inétfuctioh, and computer resources and -

support at their school. This study found that an .overwhelming number of teachers have
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comﬁuters at home (97 percent) and most have Interne;[‘access (82 percént). In ratiﬁg
themsglves in computer experience, no one indiéated ‘.‘poor,’_’ while 18 perceﬁt indicated
“fair,” 65 peréent indicated “average,” and 12 percent indicated “high.” E-mail was

| found to be the activity that teachers spend the most time utilizing téchnology. A large
number of respondehts indicated never using technology for many activities, including:
tutorials, remediation, enrichment for advanccd students, tracking student progress,
student reward, demonétrations, and student portfolioé. The researchers did state that thls
may be due to the fact that their sample included somé pfeserviée téachers who may not
be authorized to implement these uses.

Teacher self-assessment studies can have the inhérent*probler’n of relying on the
subjects" honesty, as well as the possibility that they may not be aware of §vhat they do
not know. This may have Been aproblemina studylof a Houston middle school
teaéhers’ use of technology in the classroom. In this study, Clark (2000) found that:

 Most teachers in this survey felt conﬁdent in their ability to use technology, '
e These teachers exp:e's"SEd"opPosing aﬁitudes “‘Whe'n it comes to the need for more
* training in technology, |
e Teachers feel that technology is an in:tegral part of their classrooms,
J Teééhers feel that classroom_s need more technology (§35).
These results suggested an overcénﬁdence resﬁlting from not l;nowing w‘hat they do not
kﬁow.

Unlike the study just discussed, some studies were used in order to determine

professional development that would be beneficial and appropriate. A school district in

Kansas developed technology integration indicators (Kocher & Moore, 2001). They used
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-these ind_i_c'a"c_ors in a survey with which teachers rated themselves on “where I am now”
aﬁd “where I would like to be.” The data provided by this survey was used to plan

~ individual and group professional development.

Professional Development

As professionals, teachers engage in professional dévelopment to strenétlien skills
“and develop new practices. Professional develobment invblving technology requires that
teachers buy into the idea that it is worth the time and effort (Barnett, 2003). |

The first step of aﬁy sound professional ‘devel(.)pment program is to developa .

belief about technology professional developﬁlent that includes the idea that the

curriculum drives thé use of technology, not vice-vérsa, and that empoWered

teachers will find appropﬁate ways to include téchnology with their ongoing

instruction rather than view it as an acﬁvity unconnected to the district’s content

standards (Barnett, 2003, 92).
Bosco maintained that, school districts must realize that sﬁnply investing in fechnology is
not enough. They must employ a syétem for ongoing professional development because
“even the best hardware and applicatiohs are of little vaiue if teachers are ill-prépared to
maké use of them” (2001, 96). |

Educators. acquired their computer knowledge from various sources, including
college courses, staff workshdps and colleagues sharing information. One study of the
faculty members of an urban California éommunity college reported minimal amounts of
formal tfaining. Respondents said that between 50 and 100 percent of their computer

abilities were self-taught (Dusick & Yildirim, 2000).
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Golden stated that it was essential to focus on teacher training for effective -
implementation of technology into the classroom (2004). Teachers were the critical
element in this transition. Those who made qﬁality instruction a primary focus were
willing to use technology as a tool to achieve it. “Therefore, we must establish programs
for ongoing professional development on the applicability and benefits of technology,
while sharing and supporting our successes” (Golden, 2004, 96). An article by Barnett
| described strategies for successful téchnology professional development and suggested

the following systems:
e After school — widely used, least effecti“ve,”be'st to raise awareness and introduce
concepts; |
‘e Technology Rover Shép% —justin time trammg, an hour of individual coaching
on teacher speciﬁe;d need, reciuires a ﬂoétiég _éui)stitute;
e Mini grants —a $300 to $500 grant folr. a teacher to learn a new application or
de\.r‘elojn technology-enhanced instruction,v requires that they train other teacheré;
. Summer Institutes - multl-day %rahiiné ;‘noyst éffé;:ii;re sjstein for incorporating
tech;lblogy with instruction, teachers éan focus better; -aﬁd
e Distance leamihg — anytime and anywhére, at teacheré convenience, proﬁfand
_ liot-proﬁt providers available (2003). ‘
-‘School districts must detenhine the heeds of their teachers in order to develop a-system of
professional deyelopment that will be sucqesSful for them.
As discussed earlier, the Blue Valley school district developed a rubric that
allowed them tb coliect information and provide direction for their technology

professional deyelopmentvsystem. “Staff development offerings have been tailored to
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meet the needs and intefests: of feacheré and to ﬁrorr;bte eﬂ'ebtive'inshfuctional practices”
(Moore, 2001, q11). Several studies suggested the importance of taking competence and
anxiety level into consideration when detennmmg ghe types 6f professional development
to offer (Dusick &Yildirim, 2000;; D].lSiCk.,’ 1'998):‘ Fin.dingAs" svhow'ed'that less experienced
technology users preferred one-on-one training and short sessions that showed them the
benefits of using technology in the classrooni. They also wanted to know that follow;up
support was available. More experienced technology user§ pi'eferred more specific
traixﬁng that focused on improvement of skills (Dusi'ck & Yildirim, 2000). |

Teacher experiences vary greatly. This was found to be just one of many factors
that influence teacher technology training needs. Som_e studies tried to determine what
some of these néeds were:. One study identified changing teachers” beliefs about
technology as an essential factor prior to trying to change their ﬁse of technology
(Russell, Bebell, O’Dwyer & O’Connor, 2003). Some studies cited a need for training on
specific types of uses, as well as subject si)eciﬁc technology uses (Russell, Bebell, ,
O’Dwyer & O’Connor, 2003; Clark, 2000). In a study researching instructional needs,
faculty responses showed a desire for training in tﬁe following areas: software, Internet
applicationé (including web page design), lesson planning and instnictional aﬁplications
" (Iding, Crosby & Speitel, 2002).

While there are many variables to consider in providing professional
development, the fact still remains that teachers must have the hardware and software
resources available to them, administrative support, as well as a technology support staff.

School library media specialists can play a role in bridging this gap.
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Role 'of the Library Media Specialist
| An article in School Library Jounnal_ stated that “a media spe'cialistmay.be the
pevrfectperson to teach staff-development classes-and facilitate peer support‘groups”
‘(Anderson, 2002). This statement was well supported by the American, ‘As‘soc.iation of
School Librarians (AASL). .The AASL collection of information llteracy standards gives
this directive: “The school library media spefcialist.takes a proactive role in promoting
the use of technology by staff, in determining staff Idevelopment needs, in facilitating
staff learning explorations, and byb serving as a leader in staff developlnent activities”
© - {American lerary AsSociation, 1998, p. 52-3).
The technoll.ogy professional develonment plan of one study called for cross-
' cumcula:r collaborat1on and the use of technology “coaches” (Grimes & Smith, 2004).
- The developers of tlns professmnal development plan d1d not cons1der a source that could '_
have been of great benefit to them “Librarians are the only teachers who work in all
~ areas of the cumculum [and] w1th all of the students and staff” (Anderson 2002, 16).
" The l1brary med1a speclallst would have been an excellent ch01ce for overseelng this plan.
A study in Austraha looked at how students and faculty view the hbrary medla _
center and the ltbrary media specialist. Faculty_mdwat_ed that the most important t'o,le of
'the l1brary media' speclalists was to help students and staff' be comfortable and cOnﬁdent
| in their ability 1o locate the mformat1on that they need (Waters, 1994) As most |
mformatlon retneval today requlres use of technology, 1t is easy to see why the llbrary
media spec1al1st should pr0v1de technology proféssional development.
Library medla specialists have much expertise from which admlmstrators can gain

suppoxt and information (Hofstetter 1999). Bosco states that library medxa spec1a11sts
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can be a valﬁable asset to the adxﬂinistration and the school (2001). Libra;y media
specialists, as Well as technology Eoofdinatdrs can assist adnﬁnistfators in theifollowing ‘
ways: heip them.be' aware 'of standg;.d’_s;'lié! mvolvedln teéhnoiogy planning committees,
identify and implement appropriaf’é sﬁﬂ developm‘ent‘,lljé p.roactivelin suggesting ways of
utilizing techilology, and be’a ﬁlter m ordér tdl pass«aong useful iﬁformation'(Bosco, | 3

2001).

Summary

Ina relatively short period of tune,technologyhas expanded into all aréas of life.
It has become increasingiy difficult fo avoid it.. This is evidént in educatiofl today.
. Computers have made their way into most c;léssroorhs across our country. Students and
- faculty are expeéted to utilize them. Manly' school disﬁicts have inveéted enormous
amounts of moﬁey into available technologies aild are ﬁow l(i)oking’for‘:a return oh this
inve;stmen’t. .Tl.a_e're_tums that they aré looking fdr are intégration of use, improved
: in_struétion émd inéreased student learning. It is also important for students to 'utilize these
technologies to be prepared to enter the workforcél of a vglf)bal economy.

As technoldgy has advanced, the definition éf a _téchhplbéy—usigg teacher has'}
changéd. .Over time, evaluating teache; uée of teéhnology has been difficult as the
definition of this use has evolved. Studies have now categdﬁzed teacher use of |
technology (Russell, Bebell, O’Dwyer & O"Connor, 2003) and have ‘indic.ated the
importance of analyzing these ca'teéories sepﬁateiy (Bebell, Ruéseli & O’Dﬁ&er, 2004).

| Some studies ﬁave expressed concern that teachers were coming into the

profession unprepared to use technology in the classroom. Teacher education Iﬁrograms
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were not adequately addressing educational technology. Whether an ill-prepared
preservice teacher or an experienced teacher with limited technology skills, school
districts need to address technology professional. development. Many programs and
methods have been explored, but there is ﬂo one-size-fits-all solution. School districts
need to assess faculty competencies and tailor fit professional development offerings.
This may vary By grade level, subject area and comfort level of the teachers to be trained.
Training is just one factor in a teacher’s decision whether to use or not use
technology. Another important factor identified was their support system. Not only do
the hardware and software resourcés need to be available to them, they muét also have
adnﬁﬂsﬁative support and a technology éupport staff. The district and the administration
must make a financial commitment for ongoing technology integration. Séhool library

media specialists can play a vital role as part of the support system.
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‘CHAPTER I

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

| Design

This study of faculty computer based technoloér use at Vineland High School
South follows a descriptive survey design. This descrlptlve study was intended to depict
faculty uses and abilities at this school in order to prov1de data that would be useful in
planning future professional development. This method of study was chosen because the
“basic purposes of deScriptive surveys usually are to describe characteristics of the
population being studied, estimate pro;tortions in the population, make specific
predictions, and test associational relatiohships’_’ (Powell, 1997, p. 61). This design

aligned well to meet the goals of this study.

Purpose of Studyi
The prihlary gea] of this study was to evaluate teaeher use of computer based
technology for persenal tlse and for professional uee at Vineland ngh lSchool South.
This study also sought to identify factors that contnbute to faculty use or non-use of
computer based technology in the classroom. Asa library media specialist, the
researcher hoped to utilize the resuits to design and unplement future professional -

development. The fol}owmg research questlons were consxdered
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e How db high school faculty rﬁembers utilizé_ cofnputer based technology for
peréonal use? - | |

. HOV;/ do high school fac.:ulty‘ memb¢rs utilize computerﬁﬁsed technology for - ._
professional use? N

e What factors influence hi gh school faculty members’ professiqnﬁl use or non-use

of computer based technology?

. Population and Sample
For ,tﬁis study, the populatibn and sample were the smné. The pofuiation studied
was the classroom teaching staff at Vinelanci High Schooi South. The sample and |
population were the sarﬁe because all members of the classroom teaching staff Wem- |

included in the survey. A total of 119 faculty members were asked to participate.

‘Survey Variables

Participants were asked whether or not they owned a home computer, as well as
how often they utilized this home computer. The typ'es of uses or applicatiohs on
participant’s home .comp'ute‘rs were also considered. Participants were questioned as to
the i)laces they used computers and which of these locations they used most frequeﬁtly.

: Professionél computer uses considered in this survey inciuded six areas:

computer use for lesson prepafatio_n, computer use for'iﬁétruction or del_ivery’ of -
information, téacher-dirccted student use of computers, special education and
accommodation, e-r'néil commurﬁcétions, and recording of grades. Faculty members

were asked to indicate frequency of use in each of these areas.
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Other variables considered in this survey included: programs that respondents
were comfortable using; factors that increased respondents professional use of comptiter
based technology, factors that inhibited professional use of computer based technology,

previous computer technology training, Idepartment serving in, and years in education.

Data Collection Method
The data were collected for this study utilizing a survey questionnaire. A survey

questionnaire was chosen as the best method té_o collect necessary data because it provided
many advantages. The benefits of vthis method included (Powell, 1997):

e Encourages honest answers |

* Measures attitudes

e Eliminates interviewer bias

. Participanfs complete at their leisure

. Quantitaﬁve déta can be easily collected and analyzed:

e Much data can be collected quickly
The questionnaire was designed by the researcher in alignment with the research

questions in order to obtain data relevant to this study.

Collection Technique and Analysis
The questionnaire utilized in tlns study (see Appendix A) was pre-tésted by
colleagues, as well as potential users of the information. The qﬁestiomaire,'aIOng with
cover letter (see‘Appendix B), was diStﬁbuted into faculty members’ mailboies. The

confidentiality of each participant was ensured through a requést to return all
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questionnaires in unmarked sealed envelopes (pro'vided‘)kto the researcher’s mailbox.
Data were analyzed with simple desériptivc; statistics” Quantities and percentages of the

variables were determined.

Reliability and Validity

The questionnaire in this study was pre-tested-. _Those' who pré-testéd this
questionnaire included professionals in this field and those who could utilize information
gathered by this study. This was done in order to increase the reliability of the responses
gained. Several changes were made as a result of this pre-test. “Choose one” was added |
to the question of where teé,chers most frequently use a computer; Department that one
teaches in was moved to be with years in education. The question that regarded factors
that influence prd_fessional use of computer based technology was reworded tb be less
confusing. The question that regarded development of computer knowledge was
reworded. “In-house” became “district or school provided” and “seminars” became
“privately sponsored seminars/workéhops.” A thank-you and a return by date were
added.

The resuits of this study have internal stability in that data were collected over a
short period of time. The homogeneous nature of this population also contributed to the
internal stability. The data were handled by one researcher and were carefully analyzed
and accurately reported. |

Externally, the research design of this study had stability. The dési gn could be

repeated in another location. However, the results may not necessarily be similar.
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'Conclusions can be considered to bé true for Vineland High School South faculty only.

The results of this stﬁdy have validity for the sampl_e that was studied. -
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CHAPTER v

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Quéstionnaires were distributed into feachers’ main oﬁice mailboxes. The |
attached cover le&er requested_tﬁat completed qﬁésﬁbnnaires be; returned to .thle' | ‘
resear-che'r’.s main ofﬁée‘%aiil;oyf ,hi_thé:egvel;)p‘e provxded w1thm a'week’s time. Of the
119 ﬁuestionnaires disﬁ{bﬁfed‘\t(; teachéfs, 75 were fetuined for a 66 pe'lrc'eﬁt'response
rate. | |

This survey cbnsideréd a ﬁumbef of ﬁﬁables in relation to computer use.
Ownefship ofa home‘cq'mpu‘ter, as well asﬁ_‘equéxiéjk of use and applications of home
computer use was questioned. Participants were ‘as}(ed Whem they used computers and at
what location they used a computer most ﬁeqﬁently. Professional computer uses |
considez;ed in thls survey included: computer use fér clasé preparatioﬁ,l computer use for
instruction or delivery of information, teachér—directed student use of ﬁomjputers, sp¢cial |
education accommddation, e-mail comm{;niéations, and recér‘ding of grades Frequer;cy
of use in egch of tﬁese areas was also measured:. Other va'rié_tbles_ cqnsidered 1n this -
sufvej' included: programs that'respor.xdents were-cbmforta'bie using, factors that
increased réspbnde#lts professional use of corﬁputer based-technology? factors that
inhibited professional use of computer based technol_ogy, pfévioﬁs compﬁter technology . |

training, department serving in .and years in education. '
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Data collected was tallied manually and statistical analysis consisted of counts
and percentages. These descriptive statistics were then entered into Microsoft Excel in

order to create the tables and figures included in this report.

Results

Ninety-two percent (72 out of 78) of responding teachers indicated ownership of a
home computer. Daily use of their home computer was indicated by 64 percent of
respondents. Twenty-four percent utilized their home computer weekly, four percent
monthly and eight percent indicated never. This eight perc;nt was the same eight percent
who did not own a home computer. The two most frequently indicated uses of the home
computer included Internet searches for personal interests at 87.2 percent and personal e-
mail at 85.9 percent. These were followed closely by school/professional work which
was indicated by 82.1 percent of respondents. Additional uses included shopping,
banking, games and tax preparation. A substantial number of respondents indicated
“other” uses that included music and video, therefore this became another category of
use. Additional “other” responses included home business and news (see Fig. 1).

Daily use of computers at school was indicated by 96.1 percent of responding
teachers. Only 2.6 percent indicated weekly and 1.3 percent never. Six professional uses
of computers were considered. Teachers were asked to indicate their frequency of use in
each of the six areas. Sixty-seven percent of respondents used computers for class
preparation either daily or weekly. The remaining third of respondents were fairly
equally distributed between monthly, less than monthly and never (see Fig. 2). Half of

respondents used computers daily or weekly for presentation/delivery of information
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Twenty-one percent indicated less than monthly, 12 percent monthly and 17Ipercent
never'(see Fig. 3). Twenty-two per_cent’ of teachers indicated that they never used
computers for student assignments during class time Tltirteen percent used computers
dally for class ass1gnments 26 percent ‘weekly, 22 percent monthly and 17 percent less -
* than monthly (see Fig. 4). S1xty percent of teachers respondmg never used computer
based technology for special educatlon accomn;odatrori. Eight percent used it daily, 12
percent weekly, six percent monthly and 14 percent less than monthly (see Fi 1g 5).
Eighty four percent of teachers reported usmg their professmnal ¢-mail on a daily basis.
| Nine percent indicated kweekly use, six percent monthly and one percent never (see Fig.
6). Over half (52 percent) of responding teachers reported daily or weekly use of |
computers for recording grades. Three percent indicated monthly use, four percent
indicated' less than monthly use and 41 percent said that tl:tey never used computers for
recording grades (see Fig. 7). |

-Six possible influences on teacher professional use of computers were questioned.
Respondents indicated if each of these influences increased their profeSSional use of
computers, decreased it or had no influence on tlteir use. Sixty-seven percent of
responding teachers felt that availability ot‘ computers increased their professional use of
computer based technology. Twenty-seven percent felt thatit decreased their use and six
percent indicated no inﬂuence (see Fig. 8). R_eliability of computers had increased usage
for 45 percent of respondents, decreased nSe for 41 percent and had no inﬂuence forv 14
percent (see Fig. 9). Fifty-eight percent indicated that a friendly and_ efficient technical
staff had increased their professional use of computers. Nineteen percent found the

opposite to be true and 23 percent were not influenced (see Fig. 10). The support of

39



Figure 3 — Frequency of Teacher Computer Use for Presentation/Delivery of Information
{n=78)

Never

Less than Monthty
21%
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Figure 5 -- Frequency of Teacher Computer Use for Special Education Accomodation
(n=78)
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" Figure 7 - Frequency of Teacher Computer Use for Ree_érding Grades
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Figure 9 -- Influence of Reliability of Computers on Teacher Professional Computer Use
(n=78)
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Figure 10 -- Influence of Computer Technician Staff on Teacher Professional Computer Use
(n=78)
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administration increased use for 59 percent of respondents, decreased use for six percent
and had no influence on 35 percent (see Fig. 11). Being required to use computers
professionally increased computer use for 47 percent of respondents, decreased use for 17
percent and had no influence for 36 percent (see Fig.12). Seventy-three percent of
teachers surveyed indicated that availability of training had increased their professional
use of computers. Four percent felt it decreased their use and 23 percent found it to have
no influence (see Fig. 13).

Of the faculty members who responded to this survey, 91 percent indicated that
some of their computer skills were self taught. Friends anci éolleagues have assisted 83.3
percent of respondents. Eighty-two percent gained some computer knowledge through
district provided professional development. Other sources of skill development include
college courses, private workshops, on-line tutorials, and assistance of the library media
specialist. Respondents indicating “other” added reading and help from computer
technicians (see Fig. 14). Of the various sources of computer knowledge, responding
teachers were asked to indicate which provided the most valuable training. Forty-three
percent of those who responded felt that their self-training was the most valuable, 27
percent indicated friends and colleagues and 14 percent foﬁnd district provided
professional development to be the most valuable (see Fig. 15).

Teachers participating in this study indicated all places that they use a computer.
The two most frequently indicated places include classroom at 96.2 percent and home at
92.3 percent. Department office was indicated by 47.4 percent of respondents. Other
places reported include faculty lounge, school library and public library. A significant

number of “other” responses indicated school computer labs, so this category was added.
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Figure 11 -- Influence of Supportive Administration on Teacher Professional Computer Use
(n=78)

No Influence
35%

B Increased
y 59%

Decreased
6%

Figure 12 -- Influence of Requirement to Use on Teacher Professional Computer Use
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Figure 13 - Influence of Availability of Training on Teacher Professional Computer Use
(n=78)
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Figure 14 -- Faculty Development of Computer Skills
(n=78)
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Figure 15 — Computer Training that Faculty Found Most Valuable
(n=78)
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1 “other” responses included college, church, business and friend’s house (see
- o --,. Ofthese locations, the most frequently. used location was the classroom as
indicated by a 51 percent respc..se rate; home was second‘ at 40 percent, department
oﬁice eight percent and- faculty lounge one percent (see Flg 17).

Respondents were asked to indicate which programs they felt comfortable using.
lTable 1 shows various soﬁware programs and summarizes s the number of respondents
who expressed comfort using’ each of these programs. Programs that were added ductoa
large number of “other” responses include Grade Quick and multl-medla manipulation
programs. |

For this sample 35 percent of teachers responding had been in education for 20 or

more years; Seventeen percent had been teaching for 11 to 19 years, 22 percent for 6

to 10 years, 21 percent for 2 to 5 years and five percent for one year or less (see Fig. 18).
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‘Figure 16 —~ Where Teachers Reported Using Computers
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Figure 17 -- Where Faculty Most Frequently Use a Computer
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Table1 (n=78)
Programs Comfortable Using

# of Percent of
Responses Respondents

Microsoft Word/Works 76 97.4
Microsoft Excel 35 44.9
Microsoft Power Point 46 59
Microsoft Publisher 39 50
Adobe Photoshop 24 30.8
Hyperstudio 2 2.6
Access 13 16.7
Quicken 4 5.1
Turbobax 4 5.1
Grade Quick 5 6.4
Multi-Media Manipulation
Programs 8 10.3
Other Programs 4

5.1
Figure 18 -- Percent of Responses by Years Experience in Education
{n=78)
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Most academic departments participating were fairly well represented. Special

Education, Science and Social Studies had the most respondents. Physical Education had
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the least number of respondents (sée Fig. 19). Given the actual number of teachers in
each department, the percentage of each department that responded is represented by
Figure 20. The highest percentage of returns include Social Studies with 91 percent,
Fine Art and World Language with 86 percent, and Science and Business with 83
percent. On the low end, English had a 47 percent participation rate and Physical
Education had a 33 percent participation rate.

Each of the professional uses of computer based technology was considered in
regard to the respondents’ number of years in education. The percentage of responding
teachers that indicated daily or weekly use in each of the caifegories of professional use
was broken out by years in education (see Table 2). These same categories of
professional use were also analyzed in regard to the department that each respondent
taught in. Table 3 shows the percent of those who indicated daily or weekly use of

computer based technology for each of the professional uses by department.
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Table 2

Professional Computer Uses by Years of
Service

Percent of Daily/Weekly

Responses (n=78)

1 orless 6-10 11-19 20+
years 2-5 years years years years

Preparation 50 87.4 70.6 69.2 499
Presentation 25 68.7 58.8 46.1 42.8
Student
Assignment 50 31.3 41.2 46.1 39.3
Special Ed.
Accom. 75 12.5 235 15.4 " 14.2
E-mail 100 93.7 94.1 92.3 89.3
Grades 75 56.2 76.5 46.2 322
Table 3

Professional Computer Uses by Department
Percent of Daily/Weekly Responses

(n=78)
Student. Spec. Ed.
Preparation Presentation Assign. Accom. E-mail  Grades
English 100 476 28.6 14.3 88.4 33.3
Fine Art 16.7 0 33.4 33.3 83.3 16.7
Special
Ed. 36.4 36.3 36.3 455 90.9 36.4
Language 83.3 50 333 18.7 83.3 66.7
Math 62.5 50 12.56 12.5 87.5 75
Soc.
Stud. 70 70 30 0 100 40
Science 60 40 50 0 100 40
Appl.
Tech. 83.3 83.3 100 50 100 83.3
Bilingual 83.3 50 0 0 83.3 33.3
Business 100 100 100 40 80 60
Phys. Ed. 33.3 33.3 33.3 0 66.6 66.6
Summary

One hundred and nineteen questionnaires were distributed to the faculty at
Vineland High School South. Responses indicated on the 78 questionnaires returned

were counted and percentages determined. All academic departments were represented.
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The data presented in this chapter were utilized in the formation of the findings and

conclusions of this study.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to evaluate teacher use of computer based
technology for personal use and for professional use at Vineland High School South.
This study also sought to identify factors that contributed to faculty use or non-use of
computer based technology in the classroom. Professionaldﬁse of computer based
technology by teachers was examined within specific categories, including: class
preparation, delivery of information, in-class student use, special education
accommodation, e-mail communications, and recording of grades. The teachers of
Vineland High School South indicated the ways in which they acquired their computer
kndwledge and what sources were most valuable to them. This descriptive study
provided a “snap-shot” of computer use at Vineland High School South and discussed
implications for future staff development and training, as well as potential areas of

contribution of the library media specialist.

Findings
Of the 78 teachers who responded in this survey, only six did not have a home
computer. These home computers were used frequently by the teachers of Vineland High
School South as indicated by the 88 percent that used their home computer daily or

weekly. The only respondents who indicated never using a home computer were those

54



who did not own a home computér. While personal Internet searches and e-mail
communications were the most frequently indicated home computer use, a large number
of teachers (82.1 percent) indicated using their home computer for school/professional
work.

An overwhelming 98.7 percent of responding teachers indicated that they used a
computer at school daily or weekly (primarily daily at 96.1 percent). The other 1.3
percent indicated never using a computer at school. This remaining minority may now
no longer exist, as recording report card grades on-line became a school wide
requirement approximately two months after teachers coml;ieted this survey.

Approximately two-thirds of the teachers at Vineland High School South used
computer technology for class preparation on a daily or weekly basis. Teachers in the
English and Business departments were more likely to use technology for this purpose,
while the Physical Education and Fine Art departments were least likely. Years of
service in education had no apparent influence on this category of use.

Half of the responding teachers used computer technology for presentation of
information on a daily or weekly basis. Only 17 percent of teachers never used computer
based technology for delivery of information. The researcher felt that this was significant
because research has shown that students are comfortable learning with technology. The
Business and the Applied Technology departments were the most likely to use
technology for class presentation, with Physical Education and Science the least likely.
The researcher found this interesting, as this application seemed to lend itself well to the
sciences. The number of years teaching had no apparent influence on a teacher’s

inclination to use technology for this purpose.
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Seventy-eight percent of faculty responding indicated that they did use computer
based technology at some time for student assignments during class time. While different
subject areas can lend themselves more easily to computer applications, the researcher
felt that this number should be 100 percent. All teachers, at some point in the school year
should incorporate technology into their class assignments. The Applied‘Technology and
Business departments were most likely to use technology for class assignments, while the
Math and English departments indicated themselves to be least likely. Teachers’ use of
technology enhanced assignments during class time was influenced little by the teachers’
years of service. |

The majority of teachers at Vineland High School South never used computer
technology for Special Education Accommodation. The departments most likely to use
computer based technology for special education accommodation were Special Education
and Applied Technology, while the least likely were Physical Education, Bilingual,
Social Studies and Science. The overwhelming majority (75 percent) of teachers who
indicated this use have been in education for less than one year. The researcher believes
that this is true due to the fact that the majority of new teachers were in the Special
Education department.

An 84 percent majority of teachers indicated using computers for professional e-
mail communications on a daily basis. Only one percent never communicated
professionally by e-mail. While all departments indicated high percentages for this use,
the departments most likely to use e-mail communications were Applied Technology,
Social Studies and Science. The department least likely to communicate by e-mail was

Physical Education. Although not statistically significant, the findings of this study
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indicate a slight decrease in the téndency to use e-mail for communication over the
number of years of service in education.

At the time of this study, 59 percent of respondents utilized computers for the
recording of grades. The researcher determined that this number was no longer accurate
given policy changes. Shortly after completing this survey, teachers at Vineland High
School South were required to complete marking period grades on-line. Despite this, at
the time this data was collected, the Applied Technology and Math departments were the
most likely to use computers to record grades and the Fine Arts department was the least
likely. There was also a significantly stronger tendency f01: Mteachers with ten or less years
in education to utilize computers for recording grades.

A number of factors were considered that could potentially increase or decrease a
teacher’s tendency to utilize computer based technology in the classroom. Whﬂe each
teacher’s individual experiences strongly influences his response, the results of these
questions cast a positive light on the state of technology at Vineland High School South.
Sixty-seven percent of teachers reported that the availability of computers has increased
their use of technology, while only 27 percent said that it has caused a decrease. Other
factors that had increased use include: a friendly and efficient technical staff for 58
percent, a supportive administration for 59 percent, requirement to use for 47 percent and
availability of training for 73 percent. The only questionable factor was the reliability of
the technology. Forty-five percent of respondents said that reliability had increased their
use of computer technology and 41 percent said that it decreased their use. Again, this is
largely dependent upon personal experience, but it is definitely an area that can be

worked on for improvement.
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The faculty members of Vineland High School South had gained their computer
skills in a variety of ways. The most common ways included self-taught, help from
friends and colleagues and district provided professional development. Of these sources,
43 percent found the skills that they taught themselves to be most beneficial. Twenty-
seven percent credited their friends and colleagues with the best training. Despite this 70
percent influence of self and friends, the district had provided the best training for 14
percent of its teachers. Although only 14 percent of teachers found district training to be
most valuable, 82.1 percent of respondents did recognize the contribution of district
provided professional development to their computer kno‘n;iédge.

The places that teachers at Vineland High School South most frequently reported
using a computer included home and classroom. Department office was a distant third
and followed even further by faculty lounge, school library and school computer lab.
Teachers reported using a computer most frequently in the classroom (51 percent),
followed by home (at 41 percent). Seventy-six percent of the teaching staff expressed
comfort with using Microsoft Word/Works. There was no other program that even half

of the teaching faculty at Vineland High School South expressed comfort using.

Conclusions
While some academic departments at Vineland High School South were more
likely than others to cooperate with this study, the sample included representation from
all departments. It is also true that some academic departments at Vineland High School
South have been more resistant than others to incorporate computer based technology

into their professional lives. This district, as well as this school, has made great strides to
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provide adequate and reliable technology to all classroom teachers. This question of the
reliability of computer technology at Vineland High School South, as determined by this
study, has proven to have had the largest negative influence on teacher computer use.
Obviously, policies requiring attendance and grades to be submitted on-line have
increased teacher usage. While technology skills had primarily been self-taught or
learned by the assistance of friends and colleagues, teachers also found district provided
training beneficial. This district (and school) has made a commitment to providing
technology training to all teachers. This support has also shown to have a positive impact
on increased computer use. |

The vast majority of teachers at Vineland High School South use computers on a
daily basis. This is largely due to a strong reliance on e-mail for professional
communication, as well as daily attendance being taken on-line. While a large
percentage of teachers indicated using technology for student assignments at some point
during the school year, all teachers need to incorporate technology. This is an area that
could benefit from additional training. Staff development could include lesson plan ideas
for specific academic areas, especially Math and English who reported using computer
based technology the least for student assignments. The only computer program that at
least half of the responding teachers expressed comfort with was Microsoft Word/Works.
Further training in specific programs could increase teacher use of computer based
technology for student assignments and presentation of information. Another area in
which the teachers at Vineland High School South could benefit from additional training
is special education accommodation. Most departments reported very low usage for this

purpose. Due to inclusion practices, nearly all teachers have special education students at
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some time. Professional developﬁlent could include computer applications that would
address students with specific special needs.

As a library media specialist, the researcher feels a responsibility to contributing
to the professional development of the faculty at Vineland High School South. There are
several areas that a library media specialist can be of assistance. With expertise in the
area of technology, the library media specialist can train teachers not only to utilize
specific programs, but also help teachers tailor specific technology based projects in their
academic area, as well as for specific subject matter. This training and assistance can
take a variety of forms ranging from formal in-service trait;jhg to daily conversations and
collaboration in individual lessons and assignments.

While the findings of this study are applicable only to the immediate situation at
Vineland High School South, the concepts discussed are important issues considered by
many high schools. Other school districts or schools can utilize a similar method to
analyze their technology uses and needs. The researcher also feels that conducting a
similar study at regular intervals would be beneficial to tracking the progress made at this

school regarding technology use.
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Questionnaire — Computer Based Technology
- For Confidentiality, Please seal in attached envelope and return to Diane Stokes’
Mailbox in the Main Office

Do you have a computer at home? Yes No
How often do you use your home computer?

Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

How do you utilize your home computer? (Check all that apply.)

_____ Internet search (personal interests) _____ Shopping

_____ Banking/Bill paying __ Games

_____ Personal E-mail ___ Tax preparation
_____ School/Professional work L bo not use
_____ Other (Please specify )

Where do you use a computer? (Check all that apply.)

Home School library Other (Please specify
Classroom Public library )
Faculty lounge Department Office

Of the above mentioned locations, where do you most frequently use a computer?

(Choose one.)

How often do you use a computer at school?
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

What programs do you feel comfortable using? (Check all that apply.)

____ Microsoft Word/Works _____ Hyperstudio

___ Microsoft Excel _ Access

_____ Microsoft PowerPoint _ Quicken

_____ Microsoft Publisher ____ Turbo Tax

_____ Adobe Photoshop _____ Others (Please specify )

—-OVER--



How often do you use computer based technology for each of the following?

**Class Preparation :
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

**Delivery of Information/Presentation
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

**Student Assignments During Class Time
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

**Special Education Accommeodation
. Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

*% Professional E-mail Communications
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

** Recording Grades
Daily Weekly Monthly Less than monthly Never

The following items may affect your use of computer technology at school. Next to each
item, write a “+” if it encourages your use. Write a “-” if it hinders your use. Leave it
blank if it has no influence.

Availability of computers Availability of training
Reliable technology Supportive administration
Friendly and efficient technical staff Required to use technology

How have you developed your knowledge/skills with computer technology? (Check all that
apply.)

___ Self taught _____District/school provided professional development
____ Tips from friends ____ Privately sponsored seminars/workshops

____ College courses _____ Assistance of school library media specialist

_____ On-line tutorials _____ Other (Please specify )

Of the sources listed above, which provided you with the most valuable training?

(Choose one.)

In which department do you teach?

How many years have you been in education? 1 year or less 2 -5 years
6 - 10 years 11-19 years 20 or more years

Thank you for your assistance — Please return by Friday, February 18th
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Memo

To: All Teachers
From: Diane Stokes
Date: 4/14/2005

Re: Graduate Thesis

Hello colleagues. | am currently working on my thesis for my graduate program at
Rowan University. | am in need of your assistance and ask that you kindly complete
the attached questionnaire. It should only take a few minutes of your time. Upon
completion, please place in envelope provided and return to my mailbox in the main
office to ensure anonymity. Please return by Friday, February 18™. The results of
this study will be made available in the library after April 30™ to any interested parties.
Your participation and support are greatly appreciated.
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