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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ perceptions usatef a st
developed educational portal. The research evaluated the differences inlitge qua
usefulness, and relevance of learning objects found on the website based as’teache
gender and grade level they taught. Grade level taught referred t@thdss that are
the focus of a participant’s position: primary (K-2), elementary (3-5), misicthool (6-8)
and high school (9-12). The learning objects included: frameworks, tasks, standards, and
videos. The researcher also reviewed the relationship between teaskecn§the
learning objects and the teachers’ level of technology integrationdangdo the Apple
Computer of Tomorrow technology integration scale. The research also intexbtige
change in the teachers’ classroom pedagogy after using the website.

The instrument used was a 20-question online Likert-scale survey admchistere
to 900 teachers in Walton County Public Schools (grades K-12). The return rate on the
survey was 419, or 46.5%. All survey returns were calculated for the sthasttygsis.

The data from the survey revealed a significant difference in the \emiabéd in
the study (quality, usefulness, relevance of frameworks, tasks, standardslesns] vi
based on gender and grade level taught. Other demographics were analybegand t
items (age, years taught, and academic area) did not show a significaethdételhe
survey questions dealing with extent of usage and teacher pedagogpatbsike
researcher and Walton County. The questions followed the growth of the teachtes and
expectations of the changes in use of technology following their redeliagmng on

using the state-developed educational portal. Finally, the website is a livimgnelo so

Vil



information gathered from this study will be used to make changes for alétsachhe

State.
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CHAPTER ONE
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY
Introduction

As the availability and accessibility of computers and the Internetdraven, so
has the interest in the extent and purpose for which these technologies are dxkiig us
fact, former Senator Barack Obama embraced the infusion of technologyanitim¢gin
the classroom by addressing it in a speech in Springfield, IL, on February 10, 2007. He
eloquently stated,

Let us be the generation that reshapes our economy to compete

in the digital age. Let’s set high standards for our schools and give

them the resources they need to succeed. Let’s recruit a new army of

teachers, and give them better pay and more support in exchange for

more accountability. Let’'s make college more affordable, and let’s

invest in scientific research, and let’'s lay down broadband lines

through the heart of inner cities and rural towns all across America

(Change.gov, 2009, 1 1).

Digital technology enables teachers to efficiently modify contenteaxching by
continually updating and improving courses or lesson plans to support higher student
achievement. One focus is on the use of digital objects or resources found online.
Learning objects are digital content that can be used and reused for teachingramgl lea
They are flexible, portable and transferable, as well as accessibleingeabjects may
be used to teach a particular skill or concept, or to provide stimulating thinking and

learning experiences for the teacher or student. A learning object incigdasabntent,



practice activities and assessment tools that are linked to one or moreoe@dlicat
objectives and classified in a plan that allows information about the content tydmk st
and retrieved in a learning object repository or educational portal. Thd digjeats or
learning objects also offer educational institutions, Departments of kolucand
teachers significant long-term cost savings because course content earsbd,rshared
and adapted constantly.

Georgia has been proactive in understanding the future technology needs of its
teachers. In 2000, House Bill 1187 mandated that all Georgia public school educators
certified in any field must demonstrate satisfactory proficiencg tast of computer skill
competency, or complete a course equivalent approved by the Georgia Professiona
Standards Commission (PSC) (See Appendix A). The Georgia Framework gpatimg
Technology in the Student-Centered Classroom (InTech) program offered seacher
extensive, curriculum-based professional development program that provided them wit
the training they need to successfully incorporate and integrate technalmgjye
Georgia K-12 curriculum. In addition, the program trained and assisted adators#s
they supported and encouraged their teachers in this endeavor.

Over the years teachers have gained skills to search the Internetiéclmu@nt
for planning successful technology integrated lessons, and to implementitha agy
lessons with children. But it takes strategic maneuvering through theretanyed
responses for teachers to find what they are looking for a task can béehweirvg for
the teacher. Bill Thomas (2009) from Southern Regional Education Board (SR&B) sta
“You can spend an inordinate amount of time surfing around and getting lost out there in

the abyss, but there are places out there you can go to that can clearly sakiag®u a



amount of time” (Education Week.com, 2009, { 3). The Georgia Department of
Education (GaDOE) was instrumental in the development of a website for its
stakeholders (educators, students, and parents) called GeorgiaStand4d@IS@)cgrhe
website is a way to provide information and resources necessary to help meet the
educational needs of students. The goal of this website is to provide a dynamic,
interactive online resource that will enhance and support teaching and learnewy gmeG
with the Georgia Performance Standards as the main focus.

Statement of the Problem

Currently, teachers and administrators in Georgia are required to shdhethat
have successfully completed computer skill competencies in areas of compuated use
teaching integration. This indicates there is a move to not only have technologg ipla
the schools, but more importantly to use it as an extension of the textbooks. As
technology is becoming increasingly integrated into the classroom, teaohéraie to
be change agents.

Teachers must believe that technology can unlock tremendous potential in
learners and themselves as teachers. The National Educational Technaltaard& for
Teachers (NETS-T), revised in 2008, defines the fundamental concepts, knowledge,
skills, and attitudes for applying technology in educational settings. Teaaiger
responsible for incorporating technologies that enable a school to more compediiens
serve its teachers, students, and community. This dissertation will addreggestion
does the state-controlled learning object repository (LOR) assistdbleers in accessing

the essential digital content needed to successfully meet the needs of thes ftydent



implementing the use of standard-based instruction in conjunction with integrating
technology?
The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to research and evaluate teachers' perception of
learning objects made available on the state-controlled website @tiethat portal. Are
the learning objects useful and have quality and relevance to teacherngag¢he¢he
needs of the students in the state? How do the learning objects meet the needs of the
teachers as they create lesson plans and assessments? How do the learnirggdobjects
teachers in creating standard-based classroom pedagogy? This tigiorshauld prove
to be valuable to educators in developing and sharing educational learning objects
between different districts, school systems, and schools throughout Georgia.

In Education Week’s annual report on educational technolagghnology
Counts 2009: Breaking Away From Traditidgeorgia earned an “A” in the areas of use
of technology and capacity to use educational technology by both teachers and
administrators. With the knowledge that Georgia schools have strong technategyg a
and Georgia educators are effective users of technology, the Georgia [2eparttm
Education (GaDOE), Instructional Technology (IT) Division, took an innovative
approach to support the implementation of the new Georgia Performance Standards. The
Instructional Technology division also took the mission of the GaDOE, which iado le
the nation in improving student achievement, to heart. With limited funds allocated by
the State Board of Education, IT embarked upon two initiatives. The first initiaéise¢o
establish Georgiastandards.Org, an interactive website housing learj@oty dbr

teachers that support and meet the needs of the students. These learning lbbjects, a



directly correlated to the Georgia Performance Standards, include:dapet&PS
standards, standards-based GPS frameworks and tasks, and best practice videos of
lessons. A second part of the initiative was the creation of GeorgiaStaQugrds.
collaborative workspace, which include templates and space to creategas®to

share across the state. Both projects are designed to meet the needsialsG&ar,§00
teachers; primary to twelfth grade.

Computers and technology enable the teacher to challenge each student, as well as
provide the teacher with up-to-date, reusable, and differentiated instrlicéisoarces to
enhance the teachers lesson planning. The use of these learning repositoriesadnd digi
objects can unlock tremendous potential. This will assist teachers and students in
preparing for their future education and future jobs. But how do we make sure that the
teachers in Georgia will make use of the website for their educationalPn&ed3on
Knezek stated on the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTS)teve
homepage,

Teachers must become comfortable as co-learners with their

students and with colleagues around the world. Today it is less about

staying ahead and more about moving ahead as members of dynamic

learning communities. The digital-age teaching professional must

demonstrate a vision of technology infusion and develop the

technology skills of others. These are the hallmarks of the new

education leader (ISTE.org/NETS, 2008, { 3).



Background

Education appears to be the last major industry to use technology in its day-to-day
business. President Bush's motto for education reform, “No Child Left Behiadjresat
goal for this information age (Symonds, 2001). Symonds (2001) suggested that President
Bush was declaring that in the Information Age, a solid education is a funddueieiht
right. Using the tools of technology, students can raise knowledge levetsptealem-
solving techniques, develop the skills required to manage massive amounts of
information, analyze concepts from several different perspectives, and dbigtep
order analytical and critical thinking skills that are required in the glolbaketplace. As
stated on the White House website,

President Obama and Vice President Biden understand the

immense transformative power of technology and innovation and

how they can improve the lives of Americans. They will work to

ensure the full and free exchange of information through an open

Internet and use technology to create a more transparent and

connected democracy. They will encourage the deployment of

modern communications infrastructure to improve America's

competitiveness and employ technology to solve our nation's most

pressing problems -- including improving clean energy, healthcare

costs, and public safety. Teachers and students who use technology

learn the skills necessary for lifelong learning and productive

employment (Change.gov, 2009, 1 2).



In recent years, U.S. public school teachers have seen the level of acuads t
incorporation of education technology in school and classrooms substantiadlys@cr
(Lanahan & Boysen, 2006). If teachers want students to compete in the globalialyna
information-intensive world, the students need more than paper, pencils, books, and some
manual training. Technology tools offer expanded access to educational resndrces a
information; provide effective and efficient delivery mechanisms for educationa
services; and assist in meeting the ever-changing educational dentandsrapidly
changing world, especially for teachers. The majority of teachewsilirey to embrace
new technologies as they learn to use it for email, productivity activittta@ademic
integration. In some cases, teachers have spent many hours “surfihgféethet looking
for activities that will help them to introduce, enrich, or review skills that thaght
every day.

Resources called digital learning objects allow teachers to efficiemd
effectively have content and teaching practices to support student achieveigiéait. D
learning content is created and accessed by computer and communication technology.
The digital content is low cost to the states because it is reusable anGeesdsible by
all teachers. It is typically made up of small units of instruction cadl@ching objects
(SREB, 2007).

According to David Wiley (2000), author of thestructional Use of Learning
Objects,

Learning objects are defined as “digital entities deliverable
over the Internet, meaning that any number of people can access and

use them simultaneously (as opposed to traditional instructional media,



such as an overhead or video tape, which can only exist in one place at a

time).

The primary objective of learning objects is to break educational content down altp sm
independent chunks that are self-contained and reusable, flexible, portable, adaptable
accessible and searchable, as well as web-based. Learning objecevibeicsuld be
videos, audio clips, Flash or JavaScript applets, simulations, PowerPoint giessnor
digital forms of worksheets and/or lesson plans. Learning objects have thagbdte
support both content and teaching strategies used in the classroom. Somestrategi
include: student engagement, differentiated instruction, collaboration, and connections
between formative assessments and instructions.

Effective modeling by administrators is an important factor in the useibaldi
objects and learning object repositories. The National Center for EducatimsticStat
(2000) indicates that administrative leadership has been described as one ot the mos
important factors affecting the effective uses of technology (Kincaiel&df, 2002).
Teachers and administrators who exhibit leadership and are instrumental immtue|
use of technology do so because they understand how technology can support best
practices in instruction, assessment, and the creation of effective progwatigit This
seems to support the notion that technology modeling may be one key to technology
integration both as a productivity tool for teachers and assistance in instruction.

A New and Specific Learning Object Repository

As Georgia moved to implementing new curricular performance standards for

students a new website was also created called GeorgiaStandards.Org.

GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO), a one-stop, web-based curriculum and instructional



resources for educators, parents, and all Georgians, has at its core tha Georg
Department of Education's (GaDOE) online Georgia Performance Star{@G&8&). The
website proudly supports and displays a menu of those phased-in curriculum areas’
(English/language arts, math, science, and social studies) standardslyNweo
Georgia’s public teachers able to use GeorgiaStandards.Org as th® @ecess these
standards, but educators across the nation have the opportunity to be part of a learning
community focusing on reinforcing educational “best practices” cregtéuebGeorgia
Department of Education and Georgia teachers. The website provides eqdtase to
timely educational materials and has harnessed the power of the Internket for al
participants by supporting the teaching and learning process. Ultimately theerofes

of GSO is to be a change agent within the educational system and within the state of
Georgia.

Anyone who has used an automatic bank teller machine to get cash, watched a
movie at home on videotape or DVD, or looked for a job is aware that technology
pervades the way people live and work today. A complete list of over 8,000 Georgia
Performance Standards fills more than three volumes of books and is under constant
revision. The members of the Georgia Board of Education and the School Improvement
Panel wanted to transform the standards from three cumbersome binders omarclassr
shelf to a dynamic resource accessible from any Internet connected cosopilnat
teachers could access them easily as well as receive updates iryartaneer.

In 2005, the standards were entered into an online database, and the GSO website
was launched to make these standards more useful for Georgia educatorseana eas

apply in the classroom. GSO premiered in January, 2006, with more than 125 academic



unit frameworks and instructional tasks and 30,000 web links covering 12 subjects and 13
grade levels (kindergarten through 12th grade). Since its inception, Geanga8taOrg
has evolved into a living document, an ever-growing resource that will continueto me
the needs of Georgia students and teachers.

The site is built with the GPS standards as its major focus, but the vision has
always been not only to provide the standards online, but to also build a learning object
repository or a one-stop curriculum location for easy access to a vasbtfaeaghing
materials or learning objects. This resource provides all individuals irgernast
education in Georgia, whether in rural locations of Georgia or in metro Atlantsarte
opportunity to access updates in best teaching practices and professional dewelopm
They can also access great teaching resources, such as web links, lesson pla
assessments, webcasts and interactive projects that are directly edrioextate
education standards. GeorgiaStandards.Org supports a strong parent-schodboonnect
and a Parent Connections module is being created. This area will give paceststa
information on Georgia education, programs, and learning activities thatahey
participate in with their children. The GeorgiaStandards.Org website haloped links
between analysis and organizational effectiveness, diversity, changgenaent,
symbolic leadership and ethics (Driskoll and Benton, 2005).

Former Deputy Superintendent of Technology in Georgia, Dr. Mike Hall (2006)
called the website a “One Stop Shop for Educators, built by Georgia tetmh@eorgia
teachers. We are building a community of educators who build, share, and access
educational resources that are connected by the state performance st@@wlardide

Magazine, p. 18).

10



GeorgiaStandards.Org is not intended to be a finished product; the fluid nature of
the Internet renders GSO a constant work-in-progress. It is intended fvdject that
will evolve with the needs of Georgia's teachers and students. Since thegexdjeicts
are created by Georgia implementation specialists (teachers whpeaialist in their
field of study) and then vetted (evaluated or reviewed) by the GaDOH&bdisn
Instruction, and Assessment Division (SIA), learning objects will continuously be
relevant and useful to all Georgia teachers.

Other Web-based Programs

The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), in cooperation with the
Georgia Department of Education, was invited along with representatived&om
southeastern states to a GeorgiaStandards.Org informational meetingt thhe a
determination was made to form a consortium to secure funding to use GSQea$oa co
the 16 states. As a result resources developed in any of these states wsilyshaeed
across all participants’ states.

The idea of having a collection of tools and materials is the main focus of a
learning object repository. Manzo (2009) states, “Having these in one place would be
ideal and the fact that they draw from individuals and organizations that havesexipert
specific subjects, and have a screening or review process to ensure thitgyirtied
best” (Technology Counts, 2009, p. 19).

Impact on Teachers

The GSO project grew out of a need for easy-access and availability tat¢se sta

Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). Active patrticipation of Gecaglzets

throughout the planning and development phases of the project has been a priority. The
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pairing of state standards with teacher-created units, as well as teactilgarning
activities and age-appropriate web links has produced a much-needed resource. GSO
answers the demand by teachers for content-related resources thatlidyevailable

and based on the established GPS standards. Educators often find instructional gaps
between their assigned textbooks and the GPS standards; the resourdaie aveolagh

the GSO site fill these gaps.

Current educational research journals are filled with information pertaiming
multiple intelligences, brain-based learning, best practices, indivzédalnstruction, and
performance-oriented learners. Planning units and instructional actiligieeséet the
needs of varied learning styles and several academic levels are ginhglHem
experienced educators and frightening to pre-service and entry-levetioss.
GeorgiaStandards.Org simplifies this task by compiling a huge colleatiresources
that are all just one click away.

The addition of GPS standards for technology education will require Georgia's
teachers to think about curriculum in a new way. The GSO project has tapped into the
creative energy of those teachers who have already made the trandgi@ionnology-rich
instruction. The teacher-tested ideas and resources found at the GSO site lsenvath t
for those teachers just beginning to create technology-driven lessons.

GeorgiaStandards.Org empowers teachers to promote discovery, encourage open-
ended learning, utilize cooperative learning activities, emphasize higlegrtonking
skills, and develop life skills. The GeorgiaStandards.Org website ashiststers to:

e encourage students to strive for academic excellence,
e allow students to perceive school as a resource for them as they

become self-reliant learners,
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e strengthen the students' sense of relevance of their curricula, and
o familiarize students with a variety of technological resources.

Technology has the potential to increase students' learning opportunities,
motivation, and achievement. It can help students acquire skills that are rapattyirgec
essential in the workplace; it can break down barriers of time, space and economic
resources.

Statewide training to use the GSO system is underway; input from teasher
sought online and at training sessions. Plans are underway for an onlineifed)ear
delivery of the training. Additional teachers are needed to develop best@nauti
frameworks, teaching and learning activities, and performance tasks.

Rationale for the Project

As teachers’ in the twenty-first century, our focus is on the need to improve
student learning, reconstruct school design, and use modern technologies at the core o
instruction. The Partnership for 2Century Skills and The International Society for
Technology in Education (ITSE) have collaborated to draft a framework ineowuthat
students need to know to be successful in the future:

Mastery of core content areas such as English (reading or

language arts), mathematics, science and social studies, as core

academic areas remain the centerpiece of curriculum. But these

two organizations emphasize the importance of cultivating

interdisciplinary themes, such as global awareness and financial,

civic and health literacies, and weaving key skill areas (creativity

and innovation, communication and collaboration, research and

information fluency, and critical thinking, problem solving and
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decision making) into core subject matter (Thinkfinity.Org, 2009,

11).

Twenty-first century skills are not new to teachers. These are conlaptsave
been infused in their thinking, and now part of the Georgia Performance Standards. The
skills are part of being an exemplary teacher or a National Boardi€®ifgacher,
which means they are expected as part of good teaching. The different¢ehs #ialls
need to be seamlessly placed into the major academic areas. This can l@isivedrny
creating real world problems (performance tasks) that challengtuttenss to not only
use the skills from the academic area but also to find digital tools and resources t
support the skills. Creating real world problems or using performance basedlsasks
allows for the students to use higher order thinking skills anotiiecettury skill. The
Internet alone provides students with enormous opportunities to access:

e A trove of primary source documents previously located on
library shelves, but now available online through digital
archives

e Authentic scientific data across a range of fields from
current and historical meteorological forecast data to
economic statistics

e Geospatial tools that combine data with dynamic maps

e Global communications media that make distance collaboration,
cross-cultural exchanges and rich media experiences possible

(Thinkfinity.Org, 2009, 1 1).
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It is important to understand that integrating technology requires time and
support. For teachers, time is the most pressing concern. The majority ottierdea
day is spent working with students to meet the Georgia Performance Stantiasds. T
have very little official time for planning and preparing for the use of any new
instructional lessons, as well as having to incorporate and prepare for ugeefian
technologies. With that in mind, administrators must find creative ways to proledsee
time and financial support for teachers to become effective computer useraclsers
can update their own technology skill level.

Significance of the Project

Teachers need information about how technology can provide support to their
curriculum. School systems need to encourage teachers’ shifting toward anpdirgisy
project-oriented teaching and student-centered learning using technologyntbat ca
found on the state website. Teachers need to be change leaders for integkagion t
successful in their schools. The current and on-going changes in educatbnealdgy
create an opportunity to and necessitate a transformation in the way our schdwms func
and how our children are taught. If we cannot teach our children how to work and play in
this global technological world, our children will remain at risk. Educatiastrbe based
on a model that is appropriate for an information-driven society. We must prepare
children for a future of unforeseeable and rapid change. For technologyiitedo
succeed in the long run, as much time and money must be invested in principals’ and

teachers’ training just as it is invested in the actual hardware and softwa
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Research Questions and Related Composite Hypotheses
The specific research questions and composite hypotheses questions explosed in thi
study are listed below.
1 How do teachers perceive the quality of the learning objects on the GSO ®ebsite
1.1There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the quality of the
frameworks based on gender and grade level taught.
1.2There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the quality of the
tasks based on gender and grade level taught.
1.3There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the quality of the
standards based on gender and grade level taught.
1.4There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the quality of the
best practice videos based on gender and grade level taught.
2 How do teachers perceive the usefulness of the learning objects on the GS@Avebsi
2.1There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the
frameworks based on gender and grade level taught.
2.2 There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the
tasks based on gender and grade level taught.
2.3There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the
standards based on gender and grade level taught.
2.4There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the

best practice videos based on gender and grade level taught.
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3 How do teachers perceive the relevance of the learning objects on the GS®2vebs
3.1There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the
frameworks based on gender and grade level taught.
3.2There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the
tasks based on gender and grade level taught.
3.3There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the
standards based on gender and grade level taught.
3.4There is a signficant difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the
best practice videos based on gender and grade level taught.
4 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website durimg less
planning?
5 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website during
assessment planning?
6 How do the teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website to help change thei
classroom pedagogy?
Definition of Terms
The following terms and definitions are included for the purpose of clardicati
of unfamiliar terms used within the study
Cooperative learning- A situation in which teachers or students work together to
accomplish an instructional goal.
Database- An application program allowing the organization, storage, and search of

information.
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Digital Content— A learning object that is found most commonly associated with a
computer and are found in many formats (text, audio, visual, etc).

Framework— An educational document organizing standards, benchmarks, and
instructional practices.

Georgia Framework for Integrating Technology in the Student-Centered Classroom
(InTech)— The InTech program is an extensive, curriculum-based professional
development program that provides teachers with the training needed tsaubces
incorporate technology into the Georgia K-12 curriculum.

Georgia Performance Standard (GRSA standard is defined materials, dimensions, and
quality of work for the students. The standards have been vetted (reviewed ancdyaluat
by multiple organizations, approved by formal review process, and then, published as
public record.

GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSG)A public website to support teachers in meeting the
needs of the students through performance based instruction developed and maintained
by the Georgia Department of Education — Instructional Technology Division.

House Bill 1187# Georgia’s educational bill that mandates that educators of a
renewable certificate must pass a computer skills competency test befpoah receive
certification renewal.

Instructional resource- A group of activities, lessons, media, etc that has been prepared
specifically for an instructional purpose.

Internet— A global communication network that allows computers worldwide to connect

and exchange information
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International Society for Technology in Education (ISFEA trusted source for
professional development, knowledge generation, advocacy, and leadership for
technology innovation. It provides leadership by advancing the effective use of
technology in PK-12 and teacher education.

Learning Community A collaborative group formed when teachers and/or students join
together to work on a “learning” project.

Learning Objects (LO} A self-standing, reusable, discrete piece of content that meets an
instructional objective.

Learning Object Repository (LOR)A digital learning content collection that provides
easy access to a large storehouse of content/learning objects that caredheusled, and
reused within and across schools, colleges, and universities, and state agencies.
Levels of Technology Integration (LoH)A technology integration scales that rates
teachers from zero to six representing no technology use to a highly evolvedtioteg
of technology that supports high-order thinking skills and encourages autheniiteacti
for learners (Moersch, 2004).

National Educational Technology Standards (NEF®)roadmap for improved teaching
and learning by educators to help measure proficiency and set goals for thedgewil
skills, and attitudes needed to succeed in today’s digital age.

National Educational Technology Standards for Teachers (NGFSA framework for
educators to use as they transition schools from Industrial Age to Digital Age
Professional Standards Commission (PSQhe Professional Standards Commission
assumes full responsibility for the certification, preparation, and conduattifiece

licensed, or permitted personnel employed in the public schools of the State of Georgia
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Search Engine- A program that checks a user’s request against the database of web
pages tracked by the service and returns a list of matches (Grabe and Grabe, 2007).
Southern Regional Education Board (SREBNn organization that helps government
and education leaders work together to advance education and improve the social and
economic life of the region.
Technology- A term used to describe tools that might prove helpful in advancing student
learning and teacher teaching (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2009).
Technology The tools and machines that may be used to solve real-world problems
(Wikipedia, 2009).
Technology Integratior It simply means using computers within the existing
curriculum.
Train the Trainer Model A training model in which the expert trains a qualified group of
instructors to redeliver the training.
URL —A Internet address
Methodological Assumptions
For this paper, it is assumed that:
1. Teachers use the Internet to help with planning and creating lesson plangto use
their classroom.
2. Technology integration allows for positive teacher and student outcomes.
3. Teachers can become lifelong learners who find learning fun and continue to seek
knowledge after formal instruction is completed.
4. Entry technology skill level is required by Georgia teachers.

5. All teachers have access to the Internet at their schools.
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6. The administrators redelivered the training to their staff.
7. The redelivery was over a period of time focusing on varies learning objects.
8. The redelivery was tailor to the needs of the school.
9. The administrator conducted quality redelivery training.
Delimitations of the Study
For this paper, the following are delimitations:
1. The survey data will be limited to one county in the state of GA.
2. The teachers will be asked about specific learning objects found on the
Georgiastandards.Org website (learning object repository).
Limitations of the Study
The limitations for this study are:
1. The teachers rated their own level of technology integration.
2. The learning objects which are located on the website were vettddatedd by
the GaDOE.
3. The honesty of the teachers’ answers while taking the complete survey.
Summary
The GeorgiaStandards.Org website is able to offer parents, educators, and
students the ability to find not only what they want, but also what they need to support
Georgia education. Jennifer Springgay, Converge Magazine (2006) states,
Such an immense number of instructional technology
initiatives coming out of a single state is remarkable. The
combination of 21 century learning environments and

professional development makes Georgia a prime example of the
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direction in which the rest of the nation should head in order to
bring the K-12 education system into thé'2&ntury (p12-13).

GeorgiaStandards.Org has been a sustainable learning object repository in the
state of Georgia to effectively aid teachers in support of the GeongarRance
Standards for the past five years. The GSO staff members support Miahael(Z005)
who suggests that there is nothing more satisfying than seeing hordes of peop#d engag
to do good together because of the leadership you help produce and self confidence that
will follow. Friedman (2006) believes that some people are just born curious but for
many who are not, the best way to make people love learning is either tanrtsgin a
sense of curiosity by great teaching, or by activating their own iicoaiesity by making
available to them all the technologies of the flat world platform so they canteduca
themselves in an extremely rich way. But do teachers really feghthbdgarning objects
have quality, are relevant, and are useful to them during their lesson planning?

Dissertation Outline

Chapter 1 provides background information and states the purpose of the project,
states the significance of the study, gives limitations, delimitatiessingptions, and
defines the terms used in the research proposal. Chapter 2 discusses a riwgew of
literature related to learning object repositories, learning object, igfethff
development, and barriers for teachers in dealing with technology integratiomltegy
usage and levels of technology integration. Chapter 3 discusses the methodologl that w
be used for this study. It includes the nature and scope of the study, setting, agd testi
instrument. Chapter 4 will discuss the results of the gathered data. Chapter &igesim

the study and offers recommendations for practice and future research.

22



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Technology has the potential to create new and more powerful teaching and
learning moments, but only if teachers are prepared to guide, shape, and lead this change
Teachers must be comfortable with and knowledgeable about technology as a tool to
engage students and enhance their learning. Not only is technology a partcbkddea
daily routine, but it is also a part of most students’ reality today and kéllalso be an
important component in the future he or she will create.
Don Knezek, ISTE CEO, states,
Teachers must become comfortable as co-learners with their
students and with colleagues around the world. Today it is less about
staying ahead and more about moving ahead as members of dynamic
learning communities. The digital-age teaching professional must
demonstrate a vision of technology infusion and develop the technology
skills of others (ISTE, 2008, { 2).
Technology that has changed the world outside our schools is now changing the learning
and teaching environment within them. As trends develop and expand, imagination and
dedication of a reenergized educational community at every level willtbpemay to a
new golden age in American education (U.S. Dept of Education, 2006).
The research relevant to this premise focused on the following areas
e Defining learning objects

e Defining learning object repositories

23



o Effective staff development
e Barriers for teachers in dealing with technology
o0 Lack of technology support and training
0 Lack of vision
0 Lack of time
0 Lack of access
e Technology usage by the teachers
e Levels of technology integration
Learning Objects
“Teachers are using technology to access primary sources, expose dtudents
many types of perspectives, and enhance the overall experience throughedalti
simulations and interactive software” (ED.gov, 2008 | 4). These sourcesllack
learning objects. “Learning objects are instructional materials found dntdraet that
can be used to illustrate, support, supplement, or assess student learning” (fihg Clea
House, 2007, p. 126). Learning objects can be as small as a paragraph of text, graphic,
video, worksheet, or as significant as an entire training course. As tedekielsp
lesson plans that include learning objects, the learning object adds additionahdalue a
interactiveness to the lesson plan and has been shown to facilitate student@cademi
success and learning (Krauss & Ally, 2005).
The National Center for Education Statistics (2005) stated that:
Eighty-nine percent of public schools indicated that the teachers
use the Internet to provide data to inform instructional planning at the

school level. Eight-seven percent of public school teachers reported
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using the Internet to provide high quality digital content. Some
examples of the learning materials or objects that can be accessed in
from the Web are: Images or visits to digital libraries and museums,
and any text, images, sounds, or videos that have been digitized as
indicated by Internet access in U.S. Public Schools and Classrooms:
1994-2005 (p. 23).

Learning objects reduce budget expenses because they are small chunks or
modules that can be reused by and are easily accessible to altseBgherchiving and
sharing the learning objects, the need to recreate what has already beeadohaduc
been reduced. In addition, use of the learning object stimulates collaboration and
ingenuity and rich support for learning is provided (Lehman, 2007). The learning objects
allow teachers to provide, locate, and utilize available content and teachitiggsréz
support student achievement.

Learning Object Repositories

Learning Object Repositories (LOR) or Educational Portals offer atopeset of
online resources for educational usage. Teachers are able to search moplEssor
other resources by topic, grade level, and/or content to enhance teaching and.learni
Additionally, teachers can share best practices and learn from eachTo#&OR
supports teaching and learning by the teachers.

Learning object repositories are designed to engage teacherfsQeatLiry
learning and expand new opportunities. The advantages of a learning object repssitory a

stated by the State Educational Technology Directors Association (SED& Ahat it:
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e Bridges the urban-rural digital divide by ensuring that all districts
have equitable access to high-quality resources,
e Supports high-quality teaching, professional development and
retention of teachers,
e Promotes an online support network and learning community for
teachers, administrators, and even parents,
e Strengthens a standards-based, rigorous curriculum,
e Provides coaching and guidance to teachers to address the
challenges of teaching a diverse student body and collaborate on
winning strategies to address various learning styles, needs, and
achievement levels,
e Gives school administrators’ access to formative assessments and
other resources, both immediate to teachers and inexpensive, and
e Offers administrators tools to securely communicate and
collaborate with district personnel, as well as with the Department
of Education (SEDTA, 2008, p. 10).
Effective Staff Development
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) stated, “Our purpose is to
afford quality professional development so that every educator engage<iiveffe
professional learning every day so every student achieves” (NSDC, 2009  1)ufié ens
quality teaching in all classrooms NSDC created standards for stafopment. These
standards were revised in 2001 to include Context Standards, Process Standards and

Content Standards. The area closely related to technology staff developthent is
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context standards where NSDC recommends organizing adults into learning caesnunit
whose goals are aligned with those of the school and district.

Staff development programs need to model how to use the technology in the
teaching and learning process. The staff development workshops or traimescatie
designed to show teachers how to use computers and related technologies to support and
enhance the existing curriculum or standards. The strength in this method lies in the
modeling of actual curriculum based activities, in the understanding of whahbpar
objects and repositories are, and in instructing teachers on how to use theiobijsits
planning and teaching strategies within the classroom. This training doestrsbigws
teachers where to find learning objects or even the learning object repssibot it
gives them instruction about learning objects that are available for usé¢o haegrate
these into the curriculum and how to organize classroom activities using technology.

In conjunction with NSDC'’s goals, the State Educational Directors Technology
Association (SEDTA) identified professional development as just onegprédr
increasing 2% century learning. The top five strategies involve not just the use of
computers but the integration of technology and learning objects. They are:

1. Professional development - Professional development that
provides school teachers, principals, and administrators with the
capacity to integrate technology effectively into curricula and
instruction, aligned with challenging state academic content and
student academic achievement standards, through such means as

high-quality professional development programs.
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2. Increase achievement and technology literacy - Adapt or expand
existing and new applications of technology to enable teachers to
increase student academic achievement, including technology
literacy.

3. Technology - Acquire, adapt, expand, implement, repair, and
maintain existing and new applications of technology to support the
school reform effort and to improve student academic achievement,
including technology literacy.

4. Increase access - Establish or expand initiatives, including
initiatives involving public-private partnerships, designed to

increase access to technology, particularly in schools served by
high-need local educational agencies.

5. Develop experts - Prepare one or more teachers in elementary and
secondary schools as technology leaders with the means to serve as
experts and train other teachers in the effective use of technology,
providing bonus payments to these teachers (SEDTA, 2008 p. 54-
55).

In addition, the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) has
developed the National Education Technology Standards for Teachers. The follving a
the standards that describe exemplary teaching strategies thabmogsisig technology
to learn and teach:

e Facilitate and inspire student learning and creativity,

e Design and develop digital-age learning experiences and assessments,
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¢ Model digital-age work and learning,

e Promote and model digital citizenship and responsibility, and

e Engage in professional growth and leadership (ISTE, 2008)

When teachers are passive participants in “one-shot” inservice tra@ssigiss
where an “expert” exposes them to new educational ideas, little chantsetlexighis
experience will lead to a significant change in instructional pradfties, (Andree, &
Darling-Hammond, 2009; Valdez, 2000). Knowledge and skills may be developed and
pedagogy changed when teachers have received professional developmewolved i
active learning that was coherent and focused on content knowledge (Darling-Hammond,
Richardson, 2009).

The focus of professional development should be on teaching and learning
strategies that make a difference in daily practice and follow-up taesithat translate
into stronger student performance. Learning is a goal; technologies ardetiezey
systems. Digital tools have allowed for the creation of educational ptrtaugh which
teachers can easily access new knowledge about teaching and leamitey,(2€09).
Informal support systems, partnerships, teams, and collaborative strucighnése the
most effective elements in a broad-based change effort (Marzano &uRWwoO09;
McKenzie, 2001).

Adult learning rests on two fundamental beliefs: (1) The learner may choose from
a rich and varied menu of learning experiences and possibilities, and (2jdenust
take responsibility for planning, acting, and growing. One learns by doing plutieg
by trying, by failing, by changing and adapting strategies and by overcaistacles

and reflecting on instruction, challenging assumptions, designing solutions, anddgea
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together (Ferriter 2009). The ultimate goal is daily, effective use oteamologies in
standards-based curriculum-rich lessons. Professional development needs tizemphas
adult learning strategies if teachers are to learn, grow and movarébriarofessional
learning, especially in technology, tends to focus on an overemphasis of pure teghnolog
skills instead of methods of integrating technology into teaching and learniagasis
(Mishra & Koehler, 2006).

Technology training can make a positive difference for those who receive it
particularly when it comes to confidence levels, use of digital content andllingmnass
to experiment. As a demonstration of the impact of technology-related poofassi
development, teachers who used computers or the Internet were more likelyrio assig
students various types of work involving technology (Rowand, 2000). Allowing
leadership teams at schools to use cooperative learning groups, communityglearni
teams, train-the-trainer models or other are ways the school can sutgelesifugr
training that meets the needs of the teachers in that school.

Barriers for Teachers in Dealing with Technology

This section addresses the technology barriers that teachers perceieed whi
visiting the website, creating lesson plans and assessments for leasnradj, @ what
factors hindered classroom pedagogy changes. These barriers includeidwiedg
areas: technology support, vision, time, access, and current assessmieeispalezer
(2005) cites many reasons for low levels of technology use including: a lack of
equipment or resources, lack of technical support and maintenance, and lack of

technology integration.
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Lack of technology support

According to Education WeeKlchnology Counts '082008) Georgia received a
100% grade on use and capacity to use technology. But education, as an industry, moves
much more slowly than technology as an industry. Schools need to reevaluate the roles
and responsibilities of their technology support personnel.

Technology support is an essential component of effective staff developntent tha
integrates technology. One way to develop this potential is to assign desigaatests
to half their regular workload, and allow them to devote the remainder of theitdi
providing on-site support to teachers who want to use computers for instruction. Having
such a resource in-house has helped many teachers take their first stepseathers
want to learn or relearn something, they can simply approach their techtsagper
building. The informal inservice that occurs during collaborative leare@mgs$ can
assist in changing the interaction and learning by the teachers in thevagutiat we
ask students to change in the classroom daily (Chappuis, Chappuis, & Stiggins, 2009).
What makes a technology expert is that individual’s ability to walk into mdstdémgy
situations and not necessarily know everything that is happening, but not be afraid to tr
something to correct the problem or assist the instructor.

Individual tutoring is one way for teachers that are reluctant or fearful of
technology to have technology support. If teachers have the opportunity to watch
seasoned computer veterans find solutions to computer problems and then practice the
problem-solving techniques under the veterans' guidance, this may allow teachers t

make the connection between technology training and real-world problems. As

31



technology becomes increasing available to teachers, they have imnaedess to
using and integrating learning objects and employing learning object repssiidre
technology can help create “advanced” technology skilled educators.

The quality of a school’s technology integration philosophy may be contingent
upon the way it harnesses these talents and employs them in viable and worthydyile wa
offering guidance and moral support where needed. The question of how to integrate
technology in the classroom is the dominant issue presently concerning techinology
education. A school cannot benefit from technology if technology is not integrated.

Technology support is an important factor for teachers and the following issues
should be considered: Finding ways to give teachers time with digital contémgma
sure that the time directly correlates with what they are doing in ther@tas, and
working within a learning community. Ultimately, one goal of the technology support
personnel is to observe teachers and offer ideas on how the teachers could improve their
use of technology. This improvement might be for the teacher to apply during lesson
planning or could involve assistance to help the teacher find digital conteriteghat t
students can access for an activity or part of a lesson.

Lack of vision

Teachers need training or staff development on curricular uses of technology.
They need to know how it can fit into their everyday lessons. They need a visiby of w
staff development is important. How can staff development aid them in theijataily
routines or with meeting the needs of their students? Georgia Department afi@&usic
vision is “Lead the nation in improving student achievement”. The GeorgiaStai@iayds

website to was designed to help support teachers with the GaDOE vision.d&lraca
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areas evaluated their curriculum and created new Georgia Perfor8tandards (GPS)
that integrated technology into every grade level and, all acaderag; asamlessly.
Teachers needed to see models of technology for their professional use asthndde
how it could aid in the way they might change their teaching styles aadqgy In

2005, the GeorgiaStandards.Org website was created to provide teachers with
information about the adopted standards and best practices modeling of stasddrd-ba
instruction. GeorgiaStandards.Org has served as the platform to leecassy objects
that support the Georgia Performance Standards. GSO offered teachetsi@mecess
to the state standards, model instructional units, samples of student work, teacher
commentary, best practice videos, professional learning materials, and ios&iueeb
resources aligned to the standards. All standards and resources are availaitizbile pr
document formats, and are indexed and searchable through a powerful search engine.
Lack of time

Learning to use technology as an effective instructional tool takes titakes
time to plan. Teachers may have to learn how to use the appropriate softwasethecces
appropriate website, or work out technical bugs before the lesson. It may alswtake
instructional time to do a technology-based lesson.

The InTech training model sometimes adds insult to injury by rushing therdearne
through dozens of skills in too short a time with insufficient guided practice to@aeach
comfortable level of familiarity and skill. Rushing learners may ogtyravate any
anxiety, concern, and latent resistance they already feel (McKenzie, ¥0&ihpaum

(2008) stated that “a lack of sufficient meeting time was the single mwshon
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constraint cited by teachers in identifying impediments to the succesditibfunf their
teams” (p. 35).

Becoming comfortable with technology takes an immense amount of time and
educators need to have computers at school and at home if they are truly to become
confident users. Technology has the potential to build on whatever skill a teacher
possesses. When a teacher’s own interest drives the learning processwbe{stonger
and harder, and is more engaged in the learning.

Teachers who fail to use online learning objects for instruction say they do not
have enough time to search for the learning object, and almost as many say they do not
have enough training on the learning object repositories. Even teachers who are
enthusiastic about using technology can encounter problems when it comes to balancing
the time they spend teaching academic content with the time they andutients
require to learn the necessary technical skills.

Lack of access

Teachers begin to feel very frustrated when hardware and softwass acee
limited. According to Education WeeKi®chnology Counts '02008) Georgia received
a grade of 73% on access to technology. The upgrades, support, and training are
continuing costs that school systems often fail to see as important budgetisdue
needs. In some schools, individual classroom computers may not exist; the lab may be
too far away, and the lab might not be big enough for a class or there could be sgheduli
conflicts. Another barrier to access is the lack of bandwidth in many of the school

may be that the school is not wired for modern computers or the hardware tiesylgur
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have is older and cannot handle speed. Rapid telecommunications changes tecgessita
great need for updated wiring that just does not seem to exist in many schools.

Access takes on a different role as suggested by Brooks-Young (2009). Teachers
need to have access to equipment that is well-maintained and upgraded. fides teac
need access to a technician (a person who works on the computer hardware) when
problems arise and/or to coordinators or trainers who will provide support in the use of
technology as an instructional tool.

Technology Uses by Teachers

Technology merely provides the tools to be used for authentic learning. It is not
an end unto itself. It is important to recognize that if students are wriig avhat they
are learning, i.e. if they are investigating and asking questions and if thesirage
technology as an authentic context, then clearly they are learning howd tevrg@, and
think. Technology may be used as an exploration to attain those skills. Many teachers
also use computers and the Internet to conduct a number of preparatory and
administrative tasks (for example: creating instructional masegalthering information,
planning lessons), and communication.

Levels of Technology Integration

Integration of technology into the classroom occurs when a teacher thinks about
and uses technology to achieve a teaching and learning goal. The integration happens
when teachers do not need extensive direction or training with each new tool or
technology (Bonk, 2001). Appropriatechnology integration causes teachers to rethink
current teaching practices and continually modify the learning environment to use

computers in teaching most effectively (Martin, 2005; Otero & Peressini, 2005).
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Technology integration should occur effortlessly with the use of learningtstiyg the
teacher.

Moersch (2002) defines the use of technology as an “interactive learning medium
because it has the greatest and lasting impact on classroom pedagogheunaboist t
difficult to implement and assess” (p. 22). The challenge for teachersjisnhti use
technology to achieve certain isolated tasks, but also to integrate techrnabgygports
purposeful problem-solving, and experiential learning activities as iesdla the
disciplines and content areas. Teachers’ level of technology use quantifiesabberse
are using technology in their classroom and describes the academic achieame
results from the instructional technology practices. As teachers prolgresgh levels of
technology use, their instructional focus shifts from teacher-centerednenentered
while the use of the technology shifts from emphasis on isolated uses to techisadogy a
process, product and tool to enhance students’ critical thinking and help them find
solutions to real world problems.

There is a great deal of research on how to measure levels of technology
integration by teachers. The research covers teachers’ fluencyusiredigital tools
and resources. It also investigates the phases that teachers promagil Wiren
integrating technology in the classroom.

Since the inception of the original LoTi (Levels of Teacher Integration)
Framework, the LoTi project has grown beyond classroom technology use and has
become synonymous with innovative teaching practices (Moersch, 2002).

Personal Computer Use (PCU) Framework is just one of the

four frameworks that are used to articulate instructional practices.
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Personal Computer Use (PCU) Framework (LoTi, 2009) measures
classroom teachers' fluency level with using digital tools and resources
for student learning. As one moves to a higher PCU Intensity Level,
the depth and breadth of current and emerging digital tool use (e.qg.,
multimedia, productivity, desktop publishing, web-based applications)
in the classroom increases proportionally as does the teacher's
advocacy and commitment level for their use. At the highest PCU
Intensity Levels, teachers assume leadership roles that transcend the
everyday use of digital tools and resources toward a level of advocacy
for effective technology use in their classroom, school building, and
the larger global community (LoTi, 2009, 1 1).
Otero and Peressini (2005) found that there are five specific phases through which
teachers’ progress.

In the familiarization phase, the teacher simply learns how to
use the technology. At the utilization phase, the teacher uses
technology in the classroom but has little understanding of, or
commitment to, the technology as a pedagogical and learning tool.
During the integration phase, the technology becomes an integral part
of the course in terms of delivery, learning management, or other
aspects of the class. In the reorientation phase, the teacher uses the
technology as a tool to facilitate the reconsideration of the purpose and
function of the classroom. Finally, teachers who reach the evolution

phase are able to continually modify the classroom structure and
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pedagogy to include evolving learning theory, technologies, and

lessons learned from experience (p. 10).

Another way to look at integrating technology is through teacher expertise leve

The Apple Classrooms of Tomorrow (ACOT) (1995) study determined that tedwhe
often used technology as a motivator for change. Teachers progress ttecagh
stages as they incorporate technology into teaching and learning indlesimoms. The
technology aided them in changing their lessons into collaborative leactiagies
(SEIR*TEC, 2009).

Apple Computers of Tomorrow (See Appendix B) created levels of teacher

expertise. These levels describe the stages of teacher technologyiorexga

1. Entry - Educators struggle to learn the basics of using technology;

2. Adoption - Educators move from the initial struggles to successful use
of technology on a basic level,

3. Adaptation - Educators move from basic use of technology to
discovery of its potential for increased productivity;

4. Appropriation - Having achieved mastery over the technology,
educators use it “effortlessly” as a tool to accomplish a variety of
instructional and management goals; and

5. Invention - Educators are prepared to develop entirely new learning
environments that utilize technology as a flexible teaching and
learning tool. They begin to “think with technology,” designing new
ways to solve learning problems that their students may have faced in

the past (SIER*TEC, n/d, 1 3).
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Summary

In summary, the primary focus of this research addressed learning objects and
repositories, effective staff development, barriers for teachers imgedath technology
(technology support, time, access, and vision), usage by the teachers and levels of
technology integration. The findings indicate that teachers' use of technel@igted to
their time in training, preparation, and work environments. Teachers are moyéddikel
use online learning objects and repositories when they are readily avtol#iden.
Teachers who spent more time in sustained professional development reparigd feel
better prepared to integrate the technology with their students. Staff devetopme
initiatives for teachers who use technology for teaching and learningsalhin positive
results for both students and teachers. With sufficient access and supportsteacher
become better equipped to help their students comprehend difficult, to understand
concepts, and to engage in learning; to provide their students with accessnatiaior
and resources; and to better meet their students' individual needs (ED.gov, 2004).
Brockmeier et al. (2005) stressed, “the integration of technology to agiositere
learning outcomes cannot be left to chance, but must emanate from implementation

driven by an understanding of how best to use technology” (p. 55).
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to research and evaluate whether learning objects
made available on the state-controlled website were both relevant andibtasef
teachers as they meet the needs of the students in the state. The methodolagy for thi
research was a descriptive study. Chapter 3 presents the setting for yha stud
description of the population and sample, rationale for the use of this group, a description
of the research design and data collection procedures, and a summary of the thaalys
was used in this study.
Research Questions and Related Composite Null Hypotheses
The specific research questions and composite null hypotheses explored in thisestudy
listed below. These are the null hypotheses that were tested and analyzedulssion
in Chapter 4.
1 How do teachers perceive the quality of the learning objects on the GSO ®ebsite
1.1 There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of the frameworks
based on gender and grade level taught.
1.2 There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of the tasks based
on gender and grade level taught.
1.3There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of the standards
based on gender and grade level taught.
1.4There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of the best practice

videos based on gender and grade level taught.
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2 How do teachers perceive the usefulness of the learning objects on the GS@2vebsi
2.1There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the
frameworks based on gender and grade level taught.
2.2There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the tasks
based on gender and grade level taught.
2.3There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the standards
based on gender and grade level taught.
2.4There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulness of the best
practice videos based on gender and grade level taught.
3 How do teachers perceive the relevance of the learning objects on the GSte@2vebsi
3.1There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the
frameworks based on gender and grade level taught.
3.2There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the tasks
based on gender and grade level taught.
3.3There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the standards
based on gender and grade level taught.
3.4There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the best
practice videos based on gender and grade level taught.
4 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website durimg less
planning?
5 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website during

assessment planning?
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6 How do the teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website to help change thei
classroom pedagogy?
Description of the Setting

The setting for this research was the Walton County Public School (WCPS).
Walton County is located in North-central Georgia, between Atlanta and Athens. The
WCPS is comprised of 16 schools. There are nine elementary schools, three middle
schools, two high schools, one alternative center, and a performance learning
center/career academy. Walton County is a rural school district witidant population
of 12,480 students from pre-K to 12th grades. The racial composite of the school system
consists of 74% Caucasian, 19% Black, 3% Hispanic, and 4% other. Other subgroups of
students include 11% of students with disabilities, and 1% of students with limited
English proficiencies. At the present time, the school system has 39% of itstpopula
gualified to receive free and reduced lunch. Walton County Public School also offers pre
K classes, support for students with disabilities, and instruction for studimigmited
English proficiency. The socioeconomic levels of the families living in Walton @ount
are 95% middle class with 3% upper class, and 2% lower class.

Description of the Study

At the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year, the Assistant Superintendent of
Walton County contacted the GeorgiaStandards.Org program of the Georgitiriaepar
of Education. The Assistant Superintendent wanted an understanding of the GSO website
and its available resources for teachers in that school system. Inforwais provided
over the phone and the decision to inform the leadership and administrative team was

made by the Assistant Superintendent of Walton County Public Schools.
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The administration of Walton County believed that the single most successful and
well-received professional development activity was the face-®@&R0 training
sessions that had been held during the past two school years, but with State budget
constraints, face-to-face GSO training had been curtailed for thentyea . In an effort
to continue professional learning for the county and promote online professional
development, the Walton County Leadership team chose to use the GSO educational
portal to further their organizational commitment to the Walton County School
Improvement Plan. A partnership was made and training continued during the 2008-2009
school year through the use of webinar training. GSO staff membemdedtthe Walton
County Curriculum and Instruction meeting twice a month via online webinas. Thi
allowed all principals and the members of the Walton County Curriculum Staff and
Technology Staff to attend.

A webinar is an audio and video presentation, lecture, workshop or seminar that is
transmitted over the web. A key feature of a webinar is its interactugeelts or
synchronous communication with others (the ability to give, receive and discuss
information at the same time). Participants are able to use the audio compasinihe
instructor questions and get answers in real time. The instructor is able to quoithuct
and ask guestions. Participants received course materials prior to the seminareand w
able to view the instructor's PowerPoint slides, desktop, or whiteboard during the
seminar.

The webinar sessions were designed to support the leadership team members of
Walton County School District in their pursuit of high-quality education and technolog

education for themselves and students in the county. The WCPS leaderskipadam
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buy-in and principals in the schools understood and saw the value in what the website
included, as well as how valuable it would be to become competent and confident about
navigating through GeorgiaStandards.Org themselves; then teachers would have the
same sense of urgency about using the website. It is the belief of thishesdhat
leadership matters in the success of any new initiative in order to ensurgisiige is
implemented appropriately.

The first online webinar was scheduled with the administrative staff &V#ften
County Public School Board of Education. The webinar allowed the Board of Education
staff to meet at their training lab and attend via the online telecommonsaind
webinar software. The school administrative personnel were able to steyriachools
and join the meeting from their offices via their computers. The first ngeptovided an
overview into the value of learning objects and educational resources for gantin
learning aligned to the goals of the Georgia Performance Standardsstimdjex
curriculum goals within Walton County. The webinars continued for five months or te
webinar sessions. The webinar session also provided a catalyst for furelasthange to
take place in the Walton County teaching and learning process.

According to Walton County’s School Improvement Plan (SIP), administrétors a
both the county office level and school level were competent users of information and
technology tools common to digital-age professionals. In today s@dtury,
administrators who are hands-on users of technology understand the benefit of not only e-
mail, but also of manipulating critical data and handling other technology tabiks. W
technology empowers administrators by the information it can readily praddce

communicate, teachers also need to be empowered with these skillkothdbaturrent
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and relevant information to be used directly in the teacher’s classroom iamatell
with the students.

Walton County administrators believe technology potential requires aper
take responsibility to ensure digital equity. The school administrativerkeauest also
know that technology can unlock tremendous potential in learners and staff with specia
and diverse needs. Administrators felt the responsibility for incorporatsigfias
technologies’ that enable a school system to more comprehensively sstudeétsts.
Walton County Public School administrators believe that professional developroast is
of the most important elements contributing to a successful implementation of the
Georgia Performance Standards. Since the GPS are housed on GeorgiaS@ugdards
(GS0), then professional development on website was also a contributing factor in the
success of the GPS implementation. Principals and directors were showsotirees
(learning objects) found on the state educational portal through a Train therTvendel
of professional learning. In WCPS, the train the trainer model was desgtihe a
administration (school principals or assistant principals) taking part inghmar by the
GSO team, then redelivering the training to the members of their school aristdative
staff.

During the online webinars, the GSO program team member focused on specific
learning objects (frameworks, tasks, standards, best practice videos, and otieer onli
links) located on the website. The team member demonstrated how to locateglearni
objects through navigating the website. When learning objects were found the team
member then demonstrated how the learning object could be implemented in the

classroom, as well as, how it supports the Georgia Performance Standards. The
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moderator placed the attendees to into groups and monitored the teams as they
manipulated the learning objects. There was also a question and answer time for
additional questions the administrators may have after practicing withatimenig object.
After the session with the GSO team member, the attendees (Walton County
administrative and leadership team) were placed into an online discussion room. The
principals and assistant principals (the administrative team at the sehelpMere asked
to react to the learning object delivered during the session, to identify awld fit
into their school improvement plan (SIP), and finally to discuss how they planned to
redeliver the session to their faculty. At the same time the directotssgesthow they
planned to support the principals and directors and instructional coaches througlalinfo
observations and drop in visits at the school. During the drop-in visits the directors would
observe the teachers in the school interacting with the many learning ainjddtse
educational portal.
Description of the Population

The population for this dissertation study was pre-kindergarten through grade 12
teachers from Walton County Public School System comprising a total of appteki
900 teachers. There were 821 full-time teachers and 34 part-time teatteehsll-Time
teachers represented 98% of the population for this study.

For this study, the focus was on the population represented by teachers who have
direct contact with students and use the Performance Standards mandatedaby foe s
instruction. The Walton County Schools administration at the system and the school
level, support personnel, such as paraprofessionals, custodial and secretasrstatt

included in the population whose responses were analyzed in this study.
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Institutional Review Board Approval

The researcher followed protocol and sought permission for this study from the
Georgia Department of Education (See Appendix D) and Walton County Public School
System (See Appendix E). This allowed the researcher to follow proceduresraiiRBja
approval (See Appendix F) for the research from the Institutional Review BB&Y (
office at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga.

The survey tool (See Appendix G) was created by the researcher and defaewe
validity. Consent to participate in this dissertation research was dekuribe
introductory paragraph located in the online survey before the participaats. bhegny
report, the researcher did not include any information that made it possible toyidentif
specific participants. Research records were located on the website atiteonly
researcher had the password to enter the secured area.

Instrumentation

One instrument was used to collect data for this study. The instrument included
demographic questions and a teacher survey based on the research question$é€Fhe teac
survey was developed to measure the use of learning objects as well as thevidneth
the teachers use various learning objects on the GeorgiaStandards.QOtg,. Vibbs
survey measured the quality, usefulness, and relevance of GSO learning tigacse
during lesson planning and assessment planning, and any changes in classroom
pedagogy. The research survey was comprised of 20 questions using a lalert Sc
format. It was divided into two parts:

1. Teacher demographics was designed to collect data that would provide a

thorough description of the participants. Questions concerning the participants’
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gender, age, grade level taught, academic area taught and yeachuifge
experience. This second included five questions.

2. Teacher survey was designed to assess the impact of the learning olejgdtg us
the participants, the level of technology integration via the use of therlgarni
objects and the change in classroom pedagogy since using the website.

Validity
The instrumentation used in this dissertation went through a content validation
process. The content validation was conducted by five individuals who did not p&eticipa
in the study. These individuals were experts in the field of instructional tegypol
academic instruction, web design, and understanding the usefulness of learnitsy objec
The experts judged the survey for content, structure and format, readabilityaryd c
Comments were used to make necessary changes to the survey.
Research Design

This study was an evaluation using survey methodology. A descriptive study
design is one in which the primary goal is to assess a sample at one spatiific fmie
without trying to make inferences or causal statements (NEDARC, .2006)s study,
the researcher considered the following @simary reason to conduct this dissertation as
a descriptive study: To identify areas for further research. Thg asks “What is” or
“How does” questions and thus implied a survey research design.

A descriptive study was also used to understand the characteristicoapatmat
followed certain common practices. The goal of this descriptive studyowdter the
researcher a description of the relevant aspects and to describe #uterlstics of the

organization that implemented and used an educational portal or website theneet t
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needs of their teachers and students. Descriptive studies present datamregfal
form thus help one understand the characteristics of a group in a given situatifans It
ideas for further probe and research, as well as helps one make cenéendgansions.

Data Collection and Recording

The survey completed by the participants of the research was prepared by the
researcher using an online survey tool (SpeedSurvey). Using this data@olieethod,
the results remained anonymous and were transferred easily fgsianaéhis allowed
the researcher to complete the statistical analysis of the researcdur¥ég was
available electronically to the teachers for a period of two weeks. WattontCPublic
School distributed the website address or URL to the survey through theirsgstaih.
The teachers had access to the URL to complete the survey for a period afekg w
The teachers at this point had the choice of participating in the researfusing to
take part. The researcher had the ethical responsibility to ensure thaiteidfoonsent
occurred. The survey did not require teachers to sign a consent form. Instead an
introductory paragraph explaining the study allowed them the opportunity to discontinue
before the first question. No teacher was required to participate and majgenses

were pertinent to the teachers who did participate.

Statistical Analysis
Statistical analyses were performed on the data received from the mopulat
Descriptive statistics were used to measure the means and standardrefoatall
responses received from the survey. One-way analyses of varianc&/fAN@re used

to test all the null hypotheses in this study.
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Summary

This chapter provided a description of the research design and described the
selection of the participants, instrumentation, population, procedures, and datasanalysi
The data collection strategy included a 20 question Likert-type online stitveylata
collected included both demographics of the participants and their perception of the
learning objects located on the state-developed educational portal. Otheslidatadt
were related to the usage of the learning objects to describe the leaaimdlbgy
integration by the participants. Classroom pedagogy was also surveyiadibyg but
how the participants’ classroom strategies changed after being expdseetlutational

portal. This chapter also addressed the issue of validity.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS AND DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to research and evaluate the teachers’ gescepti
of a state-developed educational portal. A number of sub-hypotheses were also
addressed. This chapter presents the results of the six research quedtions wit
accompanying null hypotheses addressing teacher perceptions using the
GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) educational portal.
Primary Research Questions:
1 How do teachers perceive the quality of the learning objects on the GSO ®ebsite
2 How do teachers perceive the usefulness of the learning objects on the GSO
website?
3 How do teachers perceive the relevance of the learning objects on the GSO
website?
4 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website during
lesson planning?
5 To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website during
assessment planning?
6 How do the teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website to help change
their classroom pedagogy?
This chapter focused on the quantitative results of the study and incorporated the

research procedures, demographics, instrumentation, and data analysis.
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Research Procedures

In this descriptive study, the researcher utilized an online survey to aoligct
analyze the research data. The quantitative instrument was a 20-questitsdalker
survey administrated to Walton County Public School teachers. This scale was use
determine teachers’ perceptions of learning objects made availableate-adsttrolled
website or educational portal and how this impacted their teaching and planamg aft
introduction and training in the use of this educational portal from their adratiostr
The survey was available for to teachers in the Walton County Public SchtaihSys
The teachers were the ones who worked directly with students and the learnatg obje
located on the GSO educational portal, as well as the recipients of the Tramitiex
model from their local school leadership team or principals.

The researcher developed the survey instrument. The items included a section to
provide demographics for the study. The following categories provided relevarioda
analysis: gender, age, years of teaching, grade level taught, anthacacdkas taught.
Further items located within the survey dealt with the teachers’ percepfitnes quality,
usefulness, and relevance of various learning objects the teachers would comectn conta
with on a daily basis as they worked with the students in their classroomioAdlitvey
items investigated the usage of the learning objects during planning and the use of
learning objects dealing with classroom pedagogy were included.

The instrument was created and delivered using the online tool SpeedSurvey.com
(2007). This survey was available to the participants via the Internet. Thaectesefelt
it was important for the survey to be continuously available from any Intesnaection.

Thus teachers could participate from any location and were not restodiee school
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facilities. The WCPS teachers had 14 days to complete the survey. The easperier
the survey was 424 out of a possible 900 surveys. Of the 424 returned surveys, only 5
(1%) of the responses were not used in the analysis because of incomplete data.

The researcher used descriptive statistics and one-way analysisaoteari
(ANOVA) to analyze the data collected for this study. The instrument waswed for
validity. | was also test for reliability using Cronbach alpha anbbeildiscussed at a
later time.

Demographics

The population of this study consisted of teachers located in the Walton County
Public Schools that included 900 potential participants. All teachers had two weeks t
access and complete in the online survey. Of the 900 possible participants, 419 (46.5%)
completed surveys were returned via the Speedsurvey.com website. Tailewis1
more females than males completed in the survey. There were 359 (85.7%3 fanadale
60 (14.3%) males in the sample.

Table4.1: Gender of Participants

Gender Frequency Percent
Female 359 85.7
Male 60 14.3
Total 419 100.0

As Table 4.2 indicates, 20% of the responding teachers had either lesg¢han fi
years or between eleven and fifteen years. Twenty-four percent of therteaad
between six and ten years of teaching experience, which is the greatest péthe
group. Fourteen percent of the teachers have been teaching sixteen angdaenand

nineteen percent of the teachers have been teaching for over twenty-one years
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Table4.2: Yearsof Teaching Experience

Years of Experience Frequency Percent
0-5 86 20.5
6-10 104 24.8
11-15 85 20.3
16-20 61 14.6
21+ 83 19.8
Total 419 100.0

Table 4.3 reveals the age distribution of participants. Eight point four percent of
the teachers were between the ages of 22-27, which is the lowest ppradnta
participants. Teachers between the ages of 28-32 made up 13.4% of the returned surveys.
Seventeen point nine percent of the teachers were between the ages 33-37, @rde21%
between the ages 38-42. Teachers who accessed and responded to the sureey 43at w
years of age and older (39.4%) made up the highest percentage of the totpbpéstici

Table 4.3: Age of the Participants

Age Frequency Percent
22-27 35 8.4
28-32 56 134
33-37 75 17.9
38-42 88 21.0
43+ 165 39.4
Total 419 100.0

Table 4.4reveals a relatively even distribution among the participants by grade
level taught. The highest cluster was the elementary school teachers)(2Vi8éte
school teachers (25.3%) were the next larger group. High school teachers) @4d1%

primary teachers (22.4) respectively, comprised the lowest cluster.
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Table4.4: Grade Level Taught

Level Frequency Percent
Primary School(K-2) 94 22.4
Elementary School (3-5) 117 27.9
Middle school (6-8) 106 25.3
High school (9-12) 101 241
Total 418 100.0

Table 4.5ndicates the academic area in which the participants taught. The
respondents were able to choose all that applied to their positions. This resiiéed in
results being which were greater than the frequency of the teachgragetevel taught.
The results of the teachers were evenly fairly distributed betweengibe academic
areas: math (23.9%), science (20.5%), social studies (20.9%), and English/lsaagaag
(24.3%).

In analyzing the results of the survey, some of the fields (Resourca3/®@¢ne
combined for better analysis of the data. One of the choices in the surveyugit 4ll
subjects” (primary and elementary teachers). For this study the sudj@ct areas were
identified as English, math, science, and social studies. The subsequentgfercent
teachers (10.4%) taught either a resource class (Career, Technology)tAggj and
Engineering-CTAE, music/band/chorus/drama, art, physical education dtig bea
some other areas. Some of these “other” areas included: special educationinghunsel

foreign language, and administration.
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Table 4.5: Academic Area Taught

Academic Area Frequency Percent
Math 232 23.9
Science 199 20.5
Social Studies 203 20.9
English/Language Arts/Reading 235 24.3
Resource/Other 98 10.4
Total 967 100

Instrumentation Reliability

Cronbach coefficient alpha was used to complete a reliability anahgitha
results are shown in Table 4.6. The researcher used Cronbach alpha to check for internal
consistency. Cronbach’s alpha tests the reliability of a rating thahatizes a group of
survey answers. It measures underlying factors, which could reflect swimgt@tof the
test-taker, such as omitting an answer to a survey question (Cronbach, 1951 A scor
was computed from each survey question and the overall score was defined by tfie sum
all these scores over all the test items (Cronbach, 1951). The closer the Croalpheh’s
coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items oratbeTus
research used a Likert scale and so it was necessary to calculatpahthee
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for internal consistency reliability fgrsaoales or
subscales that were used (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).

The coefficient alpha for each of the sub-scales, quality of framewosks, ta
standards, and videos; relevance of frameworks, tasks, standards, and videossasefulne
of frameworks, tasks, standards, and videos were acceptable as demonstiaibéel in

4.6.
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Table 4.6: Reliability Analysis

Scale Coefficient Alpha N Number
of Iltems
Quiality of Frameworks 941 393 12
Quality of Tasks .940 393 12
Quiality of Standards 941 393 12
Quiality of Videos 941 393 12
Relevance of Frameworks .939 393 12
Relevance of Tasks .938 393 12
Relevance of Standards .940 393 12
Relevance of Videos 941 393 12
Usefulness of Frameworks .939 393 12
Usefulness of Tasks .938 393 12
Usefulness of Standards .940 393 12
Usefulness of Frameworks 941 393 12
Total Scale .945 393 144

Results of Research Questions and Data Analyses

This portion of the results reflects the data results from the six reseastings
with accompanying null hypotheses. A series of analyses were conductéertoige
the differences of the factors (quality, usefulness, and relevance of foaksevasks,
standards, and videos) on two demographics (gender and grade level taught). This
relationship found the means and standard deviations. Analyses were also cbaducte
other demographics: age, academic areas taught, and years of teapbimenee. The
results were shown to be not significant.

Primary Research Question #1: How do teachers perceive the quality of the
learning objects on the GSO website?

Descriptive statistics were used to answer this first research qudstiia.4.7
presents the means and standard deviations for the quality of learning obpsets toc

GeorgiaStandards.Org website. The quality of frameworks, tasks, standardslemsd vi
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were evaluated on the following scale: 5=very good, 4= good, 3=somewhat good, 2=of
little good and 1= not good at all.

The participants rated the quality of learning objects involving frameworks
(M=4.00) and standards (M=4.06) higher than the quality of tasks (M=3.85). The quality
of videos (M=3.69) was rated lowest by the participants. There was a discrapamey
number of participants who answered the questions about the quality of the learning
objects found on the educational portal. The question dealing with the quality of videos
was the question to which the participants frequently did not respond. The vigleos w
ranked as the lowest quality learning object based on the participants/ setwas.

Table4.7: Means and Standard Deviations for Quality of L earning Objects

Learning Objects N Means SD

Quality of Framewaorks 417 4.00 707
Quiality of Tasks 419 3.85 739
Quiality of Standards 416 4.06 737
Quality of Videos 404 3.69 147

Eight hypotheses were tested for this primary question. One-way ANOVA was
used to test all the null hypotheses for research question one. The Scheffe pest-hoc t
was used to determine where differences appeared among the grade levels.

Null Hypothesis #1.1: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of
the frameworks based on gender.

Table 4.8 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null hypothesis
was rejected (k,41577.06; p=.008). There was a significant gender difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the frameworks.
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Table4.8: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Frameworks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 3.483 1 3.483 7.069 .008

Within Groups 204.507 415 493

Total 207.990 416

Table 4.9 shows the means and standard deviations (SD) for gender difference. A
means of 4.00 indicates the teachers felt good about the quality of framewaitksa w
3.78 showed less confidence in the quality of the frameworks. Females ( M=4.04) felt
more favorable toward the quality of the frameworks than males (M=3.7&ddtathe
quality of the frameworks.

Table4.9: Meansand SD for Quality of Frameworks by on Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 358 4.04 .699
Male 59 3.78 721
Total 417 4.00 707

Null Hypothesis #1.2: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of the
frameworks based on grade level taught.

Table 4.10 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @13711.55; p=.000). There was a significant difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the frameworks based on the grasiéheyel
taught.

Table4.10: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Frameworks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 16.111 3 5.370  11.559 .000

Within Groups 191.879 413 465

Total 207.990 416
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According to Table 4.11, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test r@veate
there was a significant difference between primary teachers (M=dn@/both middle
(M=3.99) and high (M=3.70) school teachers. This indicates that primary teéahers
more favorable about the quality of frameworks as compared to elementddje, and
high school teachers.

Table 4.11: Post-hoc Analysisfor Quality of Frameworks by Grade Level Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.27 .625 -

Elementary School 116 4.07 642 NS -

Middle School 106 3.99 724 * NS

High School 101 3.70 729 * * * -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #1.3: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality talskse
based on gender.

Table 4.12 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained (F217+=3.46; p=.063). There was no difference based on gender

in respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the tasks.

Table4.12: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Tasks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 1.882 1 1.882  3.467 .063

Within Groups 226,343 417 493

Total 228.224 418

Table 4.13 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.

Females ( M=3.87) and males (M=3.68) felt very similarily about thetgadlihe tasks.
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Table4.13: Meansand SD for Quality of Tasksby Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 359 3.87 731
Male 60 3.68 770
Total 419 3.85 .739

Null Hypothesis #1.4: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality talskse
based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.14 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z1579.55; p=.000). There was a significant difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the tasks based on grade levels taught.

Table4.14: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Tasksby Grade Level Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 14.750 3 4917  9.558 .000

Within Groups 213.475 415 514

Total 228.224 418

According to Table 4.15, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieailed t
there was a significance difference between primary tea¢hkr4.15) and the rest of the
grade levels taught (elementary (M=3.86), middle (M=3.79), and high (M=3.I6d9Isc
teachers). This indicates that primary teachers felt that the qualagksf were good
while the elementary, middle, and high school teachers indicated they believaskthe

were somewhat good.
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Table 4.15: Post-hoc Analysisfor Quality of Tasks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.15 .687 -

Elementary School 117 3.86 .668 * -

Middle School 106 3.79 .801 * NS -

High School 102 3.61 .706 * NS NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool

* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #1.5: There is no difference in the perceptions of the qualitg of t

standards based on gender.

Table 4.16 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null

hypothesis was rejected (f21478.95; p=.003). Therewass a significant gender

difference in respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the standards.

Table4.16: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Standards by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 4,773 1 4773  8.952 .003

Within Groups 226.343 414 .533

Total 228.224 415

Table 4.17 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.

Females ( M=4.10) felt good about the quality of standards, while the males (M=3.80)

felt somewhat good about the quality of the standards.

Table4.17: Meansand SD for Quality of Standards by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 357 4.10 725
Male 59 3.80 761
Total 416 4.06 137
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Null Hypothesis #1.6: There is no difference in the perceptions of the qualltg of t
standards based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.18 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z12718.28; p=.000). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the standards based on grade levels taught

Table4.18: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Standardsby Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 26.499 3 8.833  18.287 .000

Within Groups 198.999 412 483

Total 225.498 415

According to Table 4.19, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revedled tha
there was a significance difference between high school tegdheds65) and other
grade levels taught. High school teachers felt that the quality of stisndare somewhat
good, while primary (M=4.33), elementary (M=4.22), and middle (M=4.04) teachers
indicated that the quality of standards were good. The data illustratébeteatvas a
significant difference in the perception of the quality of the standards betwéen hig
school teachers and all other grade levels taught. This indicated that peleargntary,
and middle school teachers felt better in the quality of the standards thagrtisehool
teachers.

Table 4.19: Post-hoc Analysisfor Quality of Standards by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 93 4.33 .631 -

Elementary School 116 4.22 .670 NS -

Middle School 106 4.04 .661 * NS -

High School 101 3.65 .805 * * * -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&¢hool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.
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Null Hypothesis #1.7: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quallty of t
videos based on gender.

Table 4.20 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained @Fo25=.006; p=.940). There was not a gender difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the videos.

Table 4.20: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Videos by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups .003 1 .003 .006 940

Within Groups 224.700 402 .559

Total 224,703 403

Table 4.21 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.
Females ( M=3.69) and males (M=3.69) felt exactly the same about titg qlithe
videos located on the website.

Table4.21: Meansand SD for Quality of Videos by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 345 3.69 147
Male 59 3.69 .749
Total 404 3.69 747

Null Hypothesis #1.8: There is no difference in the perceptions of the quality of t
videos based on grade level taught.

Table 4.22 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z005=3.30; p=.020). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the videos in regards to grade letl taug
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Table4.22: ANOVA Tablefor Quality of Videos by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 5.442 3 1.814  3.309 .020

Within Groups 219.261 400 .548

Total 224.703 403

According to Table 4.23, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revedled tha
there was a significance difference between high school tegdfeds54) and primary
(M=3.87) school teachers. The results also indicated that middle (M=3.70) tdfatthers
that the videos have better quality than the elementary (M=3.66) teachersl|,@heral
teachers who completed in the survey felt that the quality of the videos waststmew
good.

Table 4.23: Post-hoc Analysisfor Quality of Videos by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 93 3.87 .679 -

Elementary School 112 3.66 800 NS -

Middle School 102 3.70 701 NS NS -

High School 97 3.54 765 * NS NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Primary Research Question #2: How do teachers perceive the usefulieskeafring
objects on the GSO website?

Descriptive statistics were used to answer this second research quisbien
4.24 presents the means and standard deviations for the usefulness of learning objects
located on GeorgiaStandards.Org website. The usefulness of framewdks, tas
standards, and videos were evaluated using the following scale: 5=very usefufudi= use

3=somewhat useful, 2=0f little use and 1= not useful at all.

65



The participants rated the usefulness of learning objects involving fraksewor
(M=3.92) and standards (M=4.08) higher than the usefulness of tasks (M=3.77). The
usefulness of videos (M=3.59) was rated the lowest by the participants. Theae was
discrepancy in the number of participants who answered the question focusing on the
guality of the learning objects. The question that referred to the quality of \edemrged
as the least answered question on the survey. The videos were ranked as the lowes
guality learning object based on the participants survey returns.

Table 4.24: Means and Standard Deviations for Usefulness of L earning Objects

Learning Objects N Means SD
Usefulness of Frameworks 419 3.92 .786
Usefulness of Tasks 419 3.77 .788
Usefulness of Standards 418 4.08 .759
Usefulness of Videos 410 3.59 .820

Eight hypotheses were tested for this primary question. One-way ANOVA was
used to test all the null hypotheses for research question two. The Scheffe pest-hoc
was used to determine where differences appeared among the grade levels.

Null Hypothesis #2.1: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t
frameworks based on gender.

Table 4.25 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained (F17=.101; p=.678). There was not a difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the frameworks when considering the

gender of the participants.
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Table4.25: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Frameworks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 101 1 101 162 .678

Within Groups 258.300 417 .622

Total 258.401 418

Table 4.26 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference. Both

females ( M=3.93) and males (M=3.88) felt that the frameworks werelusefu

Table 4.26: Meansand SD for Usefulness of Frameworks by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 359 3.93 .802
Male 60 3.88 .691
Total 419 3.92 .786

Null Hypothesis #2.2: There is no difference in the perceptions of the ussfolibe
frameworks based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.27 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @1578.462; p=.000). There was a significant difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the frameworks in regard tteyedsle

taught.

Table4.27: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Frameworks by Grade Level Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 14.896 3 4965  8.462 .000

Within Groups 243.505 415 .587

Total 258.401 418

According to Table 4.28 post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revealed that

there was a significance difference between primary (M=41d@k&ementary (M=4.06)
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teachers compared to middle (M=3.86) and high (M=3.64) school teachers. Thiemdicat
that primary and elementary teachers felt that the usefulness cdutiheorks were

good compared to middle (M=3.86), and high (M=3.64) school teachers. Middle and high
school teachers felt that the frameworks were somewhat useful inlgssircom.

Table 4.28: Post-hoc Analysisfor Usefulness of Framewor ks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.13 751 -

Elementary School 117 4.06 698 NS -

Middle School 106 3.86 774 NS NS -

High School 102 3.64 .842 * * NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&¢hool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #2.3: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t
tasks based on gender.

Table 4.29 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained @f177.112; p=.672). There was not a gender difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the tasks.

Table 4.29: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Tasks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 112 1 112 180 672

Within Groups 259.349 417 .622

Total 259.461 418

Table 4.30 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.
Females ( M=3.78) and males (M=3.73) felt about the same related to thimesebf

the tasks. Both females and male felt that the tasks were somewhataseduh.
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Table 4.30: Meansand SD for Usefulness of Tasks by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 359 3.78 797
Male 60 3.73 733
Total 419 3.77 .788

Null Hypothesis #2.4: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t
tasks based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.31 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z1578.87; p=.000). There was a significant difference in

grade levels taught and the perceptions of the usefulness of the tasks.

Table4.31: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Tasks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 15642 3 5.214 8.874 .000

Within Groups 243.819 415 514

Total 259.461 418

According to Table 4.32, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieailed t
there was a significance difference between primary tea¢hker4.05) and elementary
(M=3.86), middle (M=3.68) and high (M=3.52) school teachers. The elementary, middle
and high school teachers felt that the tasks were somewhat useful to themmEng pr
teachers felt that the tasks were useful learning objects found on GSOnhditesas that
primary teachers felt more eager about the usefulness of tasks than atgnmeialdle,

and high school teachers.
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Table 4.32: Post-hoc Analysisfor Usefulness of Tasks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.05 739 -

Elementary School 117 3.85 647 NS -

Middle School 106 3.68 A75 * NS -

High School 102 3.52 .898 * * NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&¢chool

* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #2.5: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t

standards based on gender.

Table 4.33 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null

hypothesis was rejected (fa1678.51; p=.004). There was a significant gender difference

in participants’ perceptions of the usefulness of the standards.

Table4.33: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Standards by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 4.819 1 4819 8.510 .004

Within Groups 235.576 416 .566

Total 240.395 417

Table 4.34 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.

Females ( M=4.12) showed a significant difference than males (M=@82)w they

regard the usefulness of the standards. The teachers as a whole felhttatistwere

useful (M=4.08). After analysis of the results between male and fentadelemales felt

that the standards were more useful than the males. The males felt thedstamatar

somewhat useful to them.
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Table4.34: Meansand SD for Usefulness of Standards by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 358 4.12 746
Male 60 3.82 792
Total 418 4.08 .759

Null Hypothesis #2.6: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t
standards based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.35 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected {z14716.87; p=.000). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the standards regarding \grEd@lght.

Table4.35: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Standards by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 26.196 3 8.732 16.877 .000

Within Groups 214.198 414 517

Total 240.395 417

According to Table 4.36, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieailed t
there was a significance difference between high school tegdfeds69) and middle
(M=4.01), elementary (M=4.26), and primary (M=4.35) school teachers. This indicates
that primary teachers felt strongly about the usefulness of standardsctimemtary,
middle, and high school teachers. High school teachers rated the usefulnesdantista

as somewhat useful, while the rest of the grade levels taught rated ifids use
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Table 4.36: Post-hoc Analysisfor Usefulness of Standards by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.35 .617 -

Elementary School 117 4.26 659 NS -

Middle School 106 4.01 124 * NS -

High School 101 3.69 .857 * * * -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&¢hool

* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #2.7: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t

videos based on gender.

Table 4.37 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null

hypothesis was retained @Fosi=.194; p=.660). There was not a gender difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the videos.

Table 4.37: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Videos by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups .130 1 130 194 .660

Within Groups 275.030 408 .674

Total 275.161 409

Table 4.38 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.

Females ( M=3.58) and males (M=3.63) felt the same about the usefulnessidétse

located on the website.

Table 4.38: Means and SD for Usefulness of Videos by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 350 3.58 .831
Male 60 3.63 .758
Total 410 3.59 .820
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Null Hypothesis #2.8: There is no difference in the perceptions of the usefulnkss of t
videos based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.39 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained @Fos1=2.61; p=.051). There was not a difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of the videos regarding grasi¢deghbt.

Table4.39: ANOVA Tablefor Usefulness of Videos by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 5.209 3 1.736 2.611 .051

Within Groups 269.952 406 .665

Total 275.61 409

Table 4.40 shows the means and standard deviations for grade levels taugtny, Prim
(M=3.77), elementary (M=3.56), middle school (M=3.59), as well as high school
(M=3.45) teachers felt about the same about the usefulness of the videosrddall g
levels taught the teachers felt that the videos were somewhat useful tashesnning
objects found on the educational portal.

The primary (M=3.77) teachers felt that the videos were more useful thanthe hig
(M=3.45) school teachers. Both the elementary (M=3.56) teachers and middle (M=3.59)
school teachers felt similarly about this issue. The data showed that $hisexsecond
time results indicated that middle (M=3.59) school teachers found thahantgabject
was more important than did elementary (M=3.56) teachers. Since there was not a

significant difference in the data a post-hoc Sheffe test was not made.
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Table 4.40: Means and SD for Usefulness of Videos by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD
Primary School 93 3.77 .782
Elementary School 114 3.56 .799
Middle School 103 3.59 .834
High School 100 3.45 .845
Total 410 3.59 .820

Primary Research Question #3: How do teachers perceive the relevanckealrtimg
objects on the GSO website?

Descriptive statistics were used to answer this second research quisien
4.41presents the means and standard deviations for the relevance of learnirgy object
located on GeorgiaStandards.Org website. The usefulness of framewskgs, ta
standards, and videos was based on the following scale: 5=very relevant, 4= relevant
3=somewhat relevant, 2=of little relevance and 1= not relevant at all.

The participants rated the relevance of learning objects involving frarkewor
(M=4.05) and standards (M=4.10) higher than the relevance of tasks (M=3.92). The
relevance of videos (M=3.69) was rated the lowest by the participantgeshis
indicated that the frameworks and standards were considered to be relevant to th
teachers. The tasks and the videos were rated as somewhat relevaneagtibest There
was a discrepancy in the number of participants who answered the question focusing on
the relevance of the learning objects. The question which referred to thexcel®fa
videos emerged as the least answered question on the survey. The videos wegsranked

the lowest quality learning object based on the participants survey returns.

74



Table 4.41: Means and Standard Deviationsfor Relevance of L earning Objects

Learning Objects N Means SD
Relevance of Frameworks 416 4.05 729
Relevance of Tasks 416 3.92 .698
Relevance of Standards 416 4.10 .690
Relevance of Videos 412 3.69 .768

Eight hypotheses were tested for this primary question. One-way ANOVA was
used to test all the null hypotheses for research question three. The Schédfifgcgest
was used to determine where differences appeared among the grade levels.

Null Hypothesis #3.1: There is no difference in the perceptions of the releviihee
frameworks based on gender.

Table 4.4Zhows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected (fz14=7.46; p=.007). There was a significant difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the frameworks when looking stutite re
based on gender.

Table4.42: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Framewor ks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 3.912 1 3.912 7.466 .007

Within Groups 216.924 414 524

Total 220.837 415

Table 4.43 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference. The
data indicates that females ( M=4.09) felt the frameworks were morenttbaa males

(M=3.82).
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Table 4.43: Meansand SD for Relevance of Frameworks by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 356 4.09 .720
Male 60 3.82 .748
Total 416 4.05 .720

Null Hypothesis #3.2: There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevithee
frameworks based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.44 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z12717.27; p=.000). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the frameworks regardindeyelde

taught.

Table4.44: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Frameworks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 24.671 3 8.224  17.272 .000

Within Groups 196.165 412 476

Total 220.837 415

According to Table 4.45 post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revealed a
significance difference between primary (M=4.37) and elementaryi (M), and middle
(M=4.04) teachers compared to high (M=3.67) school teachers. This points out that
primary, elementary and middle school teachers felt the frameworksweeeerelevant

for use during their day than did high school teachers.
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Table 4.45: Post-hoc Analysisfor Relevance of Frameworks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 93 4.37 .586 -

Elementary School 117 4.15 .620 NS -

Middle School 105 4.04 .678 * NS -

High School 101 3.67 .850 * * * -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&¢chool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #3.3: There is no difference in the perceptions of the releviihee
tasks based on gender.

Table 4.46 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was retained (F145=.660; p=.417). There was not a gender difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the tasks.

Table4.46: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Tasks by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 322 1 322 .660 417

Within Groups 201.734 414 487

Total 202.055 415

Table 4.47 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.

Females ( M=3.93) and males (M=3.85) felt about the same related toetvenics of

the tasks.

Table4.47: Meansand SD for Relevance of Tasks by Gender
Gender N Means SD
Female 357 3.93 .687
Male 59 3.85 .761
Total 416 3.92 .698
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Null Hypothesis #3.4: There is no difference in the perceptions of the releviihee
tasks based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.48 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z12711.29; p=.000). There was a significant difference in
respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the tasks regarding grdsi¢deght.

Table4.48: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Tasks by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 15.349 3 5.116  11.290 .000

Within Groups 186.707 412 453

Total 202.055 415

According to Table 4.49, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieailed t
there was a significance difference between primary tea¢hker4.16) and elementary
(M=4.04) teachers compared to middle (M=3.80) and high (M=3.66) school teachers.
Both primary and elementary teachers felt the tasks were relevat grade levels
taught. The middle and high school teachers felt the tasks were somewhat rdleiga
denoted that primary and elementary teachers felt the tasks wereatewmant than the
middle and high school teachers.

Table 4.49: Post-hoc Analysisfor Relevance of Tasks by Grade Level Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.16 .555 -

Elementary School 117 4.04 578 NS -

Middle School 104 3.80 729 * NS -

High School 101 3.66 .803 * * NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.
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Null Hypothesis #3.5: There is no difference in the perceptions of the releviihee
standards based on gender.

Table 4.50 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected (f214574.16; p=.042). There was significant difference in
participants’ perceptions of the relevant use of the standards based on gender.

Table 4.50: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Standards by Gender

Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 1.970 1 1970 4.166 .042

Within Groups 195.790 414 473

Total 197.760 415

Table 4.51 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.
Females ( M=4.13) felt that the standards were more relevant. Mdldsafehe
standards were somewhat relevant (M=3.93). Females felt that stangaedsiore
apprioprate and relevant to them, where as the males felt that they wenshsd
relevant.

Table4.51: Meansand SD for Relevance of Standards by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 356 4,13 .680
Male 60 3.93 .733
Total 416 410 .690

Null Hypothesis #3.6: There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevithee
standards based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.52 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @z12715.44; p=.000). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the standards regarding geédtaleght.
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Table4.52: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Standards by Grade Level Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 19.994 3 6.665  15.446 .000

Within Groups 177.766 412 431

Total 197.760 415

According to Table 4.53, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieatied t
there was a significance difference between high school tegdhe8s78) and both
elementary (M=4.26) and primary (M=4.35) school teachers. There wasigoifecant
difference between primary (M=4.35) teachers middle (M=4.01) schatbl¢esa There
was not a significant difference between high (M=3.78) and middle (M=4.01) school
teachers The primary, elementary, and middle school teachers rateddgasdaeing
relevant to their grade levels while high school teachers rated the saadaoimewhat
relevant.

Table 4.53: Post-hoc Analysisfor Relevance of Standards by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 4.35 .581 -

Elementary School 114 4.26 581 NS -

Middle School 106 4.01 .609 * * -

High School 102 3.78 .828 * * NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool
* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Null Hypothesis #3.7: There is no difference in the perceptions of the relevithee
videos based on gender.
Table 4.54 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null

hypothesis was retained @f107~.230; p=.631). There was not a difference based on
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gender when analyzing the perceptions of the teachers in regarding tovhaaelef the

videos.
Table4.54: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Videos by Gender
Gender Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square
Between Groups 136 1 136 230 .631
Within Groups 242.097 410 .590
Total 242.233 411

Table 4.55 shows the means and standard deviations for gender difference.
Females ( M=3.68) and males (M=3.73) felt equally that the videos are baitnew
relevant. Males felt that the videos were more revelant than the femalkesvashihe
first time males indicated a preference for a specific aspeled 50 website over
females throughout the study.

Table 4.55: Means and SD for Relevance of Videos by Gender

Gender N Means SD
Female 352 3.68 178
Male 60 3.73 .710
Total 412 3.69 .768

Null Hypothesis #3.8: There is no difference in the perceptions of the reteuhtite
videos based on grade levels taught.

Table 4.56 shows the ANOVA results for this null hypothesis. The null
hypothesis was rejected @aos=4.43; p=.004). There was a significant difference in

respondents’ perceptions of the relevance of the videos based on grade lehgls taug
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Table 4.56: ANOVA Tablefor Relevance of Videos by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level Sum of Squares  df Means F Sig.
Square

Between Groups 7.648 3 2549 4.434 .004

Within Groups 234.585 408 575

Total 242,233 411

According to Table 4.57, a post-hoc analysis using Scheffe Test revieailed t

there was a significance difference between high school teaatdimary (M=3.87)

school teachers in the way they judged the relevance of the videos located on the

educational portal. In all grade levels taught, videos were considered someletaint

to the teachers. The data gathered from the high school teachers showeddheealé

videos was not important.

Table 4.57: Post-hoc Analysisfor Relevance of Standards by Grade L evel Taught

Grade Level N Means SD PS ES MS HS
Primary School 94 3.87 122 -

Elementary School 115 3.77 776 NS -

Middle School 103 3.61 744 NS NS -

High School 100 3.51 .785 * NS NS -

Note.PS=Primary; ES=Elementary; MS=Middle School; HS3H&rhool

* denotes significant difference (<.05).
NS denotes not significant.

Primary Research Question #4

To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website dusimg less

planning?

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the way teachers usedtinggle

objects or integrate the use of technology during their day by meansasf fgasning.
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Table 4.58 shows the results for the overall extent to which teachers usernhnglear
objects on the website during lesson planning. This data was reported througlanteans
standard deviation of the variables. As data were analyzed, it became aprda

most popular way to use the website for lesson planning was to access and ase the st
created units, frameworks, and tasks (M=3.19) that were available. Tecleaehp
indicated that accessing new materials, review GPS updates andhiesebest

practices (M=3.15) were the most useful way of manipulating learning slijent the

GSO website. While using the website teachers also accessed additbnaldgy
enhanced resources/tools to support a standards-based curriculum (M=3.03) aled access
strategies that aided them on locating materials that helped them terditiexd

instruction (M=3.02) in their classrooms. The use of the website to assess fifitling
century skills to support the Georgia Performance Standards (M=2.98) wasastdyyle
the teachers in the study. In chapter five, the researcher investigateédns of the

extent of use and will relate that to the Apple Classroom of Tomorrow (ACOIE)thed
describes the teachers’ levels of technology integration.

Table 4.58: Usage of L earning Objects During L esson Planning

Usage N Means SD
Use of state created units, frameworks, and tasks 419 3.19 1.016
Access to new materials, GPS updates, and best practices 419 3.15 975
Access to additional technology enhanced resources and

tools to support a standards-based curriculum 419 3.03 974
Access to strategies focusing on differentiated Instruction 419 3.02 973
Access to embed 2Century skills into GPS Curriculum 418 2.98 .954

Primary Research Question #5
To what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website during

assessment planning?
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Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviation) were used to ddseribe
way teachers use the learning objects or integrate the use of technology duridaythe
via assessment planning. Table 4.59 shows the results for the overal extenhto whic
teachers used the learning objects on the website during assessment planmmastThe
popular way to use the website was to access new materials, review GRS apda
research best practices (M=3.11). Teachers also felt strongly about usiveptite to
access and use the state created units, frameworks, and tasks (M=3.06) that were
available. Accessing strategies focusing on differentiated instnu@4=3.02) was also
well supported by teachers. Finding and using additional technology enhanced
resourcelools to support a standards-based curriculum (M=2.95) and acces3ing 21
Century skills ito Georgia Performance Standards Curriculum (M=2.95) wére bot
equally as well as least supported by teachers during assessment planning.

Table 4.59: Usage of L earning Objects During Assessment Planning

Usage N Means SD
Access to new materials, GPS updates, and best practices417 3.11 971
Use of state created units, frameworks, and tasks 419 3.06 .969
Access to strategies focusing on differentiated instruction 419 3.02 .965
Access to additional technology enhanced resources/ tools to

support a standards-based curriculum 418 2.95 975
Access to embed 2entury skills into GPS Curriculum 416 2.95 978

Primary Research Question #6

How do the teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website to help change thei
classroom pedagogy?

Table 4.60represents the change in pedagogy with the use of digital learning objects.
The biggest change in pedagogy was represented by the teachers alagsnmpoh

curriculum to the GPS (63.5%). Using the frameworks and tasks from the GaDOE
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available on the website (46.1%) was the second biggest change. Creatinglass
(38.7%), increased teachers’ personal computer usage (37.7%), and matchimg learne
needs (36.5%) were similar in pedagogical changes since using the webs#aséd
students’ use of technology (31.1%) and sharing of lesson plans and tasks (29.1%) were
indicated as low changes in the teacher pedagogy. Some teachers inthagtadge in

their pedagogy. This no change was reflected by teachers who already usbgite w

(9.5%) and those teachers who do not use the website at all (8%).

Table 4.60: Teacher Pedagogical Change

Pedagogical Changes Frequency Percent
Align Classroom Curriculum (GPS) 266 63.5
Use Frameworks and Tasks (Created by GaDOE) 193 46.1
Create Lesson Plans 162 38.7
Increase Personal Use of Technology 158 37.7
Matching Learner’'s Needs 132 35.5
Increase Student Use of Technology 131 31.3
Share Lesson Plans and Tasks 122 29.1
Currently incorporate all 40 9.5
Do not use the website at all 37 8.0
Summary

This research study focused on teachers' perceptions of the quality, sefulne
and relevance of learning objects on a state developed educational portal, agheell a
extent to which they integrated the technology during lesson planning and asgessme
planning. The 20-question Likert scale was available to 900 teachers locatattoan W
County Public Schools and resulted in a return rate of 419 (46.5%) surveys. The research
provided insight into the use of the website by teachers in Walton County, tAechese

also provided helpful demographics information.
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More females (85%) than males (14%) completed in the survey. The trend
showed a significant difference in quality, usefulness and relevance ofrsiandeen
looking at gender. There was also a significant difference in the quaditsebevance of
frameworks. There was no significant difference between the quaktfylosss, and
relevance of tasks and videos, as well as, usefulness of frameworks. The largest
percentage of participants’ ages was over 43+ years (39%), but the yaamssof
teaching was between six and ten years (24.8%). Grade level teastigmyaents were
equally distributed over the survey; primary (22%), elementary (27%), middle,(25&o
high (24%) school teachers.

The descriptive statistics showed that teachers integrated techihgioging the
website to access the state created units, frameworks, tasks, and bestspidetdc19)
while working on lesson plans. When teachers integrated technology duringnassies
planning their focus was on accessing new material to support the GP8learriic the
classroom (M=3.11). The data revealed means score related to the questising) foc
the usage of the learning objects were in a range between M=2.95 to M=3.15).

Teachers’ pedagogical changes in using the website ranged frommgligni
classroom curriculum to standards (63.5%) and use of the frameworks and tasks (46.1%)
to not using the website at all (8%) or already incorporating these stsa(8%o). The
rest of the strategies were similarly chosen as changes madetbgchers.

The research showed reliability and validity of the survey. The study and results
of the data provided a wealth of analyses of the learning objects (framewskks, ta

standards, and videos) quality, usefulness and relevance. It has also giesedneher a
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valuable look at the usage of the learning objects and information about whether the

learning objects played a role in the change of the teachers’ classroom gedagog
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CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Chapter five presents a summary of the main points in this research. The purpose
of this study was to investigate the teachers’ perceptions of a state ddvediopational
portal. The research evaluated how teachers perceived the quality, usefulness, and
relevance of various learning objects located on the GeorgiaStandards.Otg.websi
Learning objects discussed were the frameworks, tasks, videos, and standaojedevel
by taskforce teams in the major curriculum areas of English/Languagieviath,
Science, and Social Studies at the Georgia Department of Education. Thishrese
contributed to the body of literature dealing with learning objects anuingambject
repositories. Current research involves how learning objects were credtedaduated.
This research added to the existing research by looking at the téaehneeptions of the
use of learning objects. This chapter also includes the following sectioretuliee
overview, research methodology, findings, implications and recommendations tonWal
County Public Schools and implications and recommendations for distance learning
(learning objects and learning object repositories) research.
Literature Overview
Technology plays a significant role in our daily lives from home to school to the

work environment. People use technology in the home for many different reasons:
entertainment, convenience, necessity. In schools, students utilize techoolsgy t
complete assignments, take virtual field trips, solve mathematical equatnchsore.

Teachers also utilize technology to instruct, review, and enrich student leimmngh
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tools such as interactive whiteboards, LCD projectors, hand-held clickergrapdter
centers. In the workplace, there was a need for the use of technology to inmpease |
productivity, collaboration, and communication. This demand has created a trend toward
producing more technology-trained employees (Bureau of Labor and Statistic§®008
Schools and educators have become responsible for educating and preparing tstudent
meet and face future challenges both with and without technology. Howeverchesea
confirms that teachers were not prepared to provide sufficient technology tri@ning
students to excel in a technology-based economy (Leshner, 2009).

Searching the Internet for quality content can be a challenge for teathere
are many resources one click away, whether teachers are lookingstor fgans,
worksheets, videos, or multimedia activities. Teachers can get overwhelmed ssendle
searches for relevant and high-caliber online resources (Manzo, 2009). “Buatbe
places out there you can go to that can clearly save you a huge amount ofayse,” s
William R. Thomas (2009), the director of educational technology for the Southern
Regional Education Board (p.15). The best resources are repositories thatizate
learning objects by different subject matter, and include various formigaroing
objects, printed material, and online support. But, do these repositories have learning
objects that have quality, relevance, and usefulness the teachers’ need to support thei
classroom curriculum? That was the main research question that was ateesigthis
study.

The primary focus of this research addressed learning objects and reg®sitori
According to Marzano & DuFour (2009), the need for informal support systems,

partnerships, teams, and collaborative structures might be the mosvefédethents
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involved in effecting effect broad-based change. This was an important pff of s
development and effective use of the website was dependent on this factor, but it was not
covered in this research project. The survey concentrated on the teaclagtipes
after the leadership teams conducted the training at their own schools and witkvthei
staffs.

Teachers encounter barriers that inhibit their desire to use technologg. The
barriers include lack of technology support, vision, time and access. This hes@arc
designed to aids in finding if the educational portal designed by the statergfig&se
assists the teachers in minimizing the barriers and, in fact, aid indiodi the level of
technology integration of the teacher.

Methodology

The researcher examined the helpfulness, usefulness, and relevanoag lea
objects as well as the teachers’ level of technology integration and chategehers’
classroom pedagogy caused by or engendered by the GSO website. Ticheesear
conducted a descriptive study by using an online survey of all teachers in aaffigeh s
school system. Training of the teachers was conducted by the specific leaa@rship
team. Teachers were not influenced by the GSO team nor were the teanhbregéor
not participating in the survey

The quantitative instrument was a 20-question Likert-scale survey, develpped b
the researcher and administrated to the teachers in Walton County PublisS€heol
scale was created and distributed electronically through a computer-basad s
software tool. The survey instrument was used to collect data that ansiesradin

research questions and gathered demographic information from the entire population of
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teachers. The instrumentation used in this research went through a contiztitovali
process. This content validation was conducted by five educators, who did not garticipa
in the research. These individuals were experts in the field of instructemiaology,
academic instruction, web design, and usefulness of learning objects. Ths eaper
from various levels within the education system but not from the county where the
research was conducted. Subject matter experts judged the survey for contentest
and format, readability, and clarity. The instrument as a whole had a Cronplah al
reliability coefficient of .946.

The researcher emailed the survey link to the Assistant Superintendeiadtom W
County Public School System. He distributed the Internet address or URL of \tag sur
to potential participants. The teachers were able to access the suthay @nvenience
during a two week period. The survey was able to be taken anywhere teachers $&d acce
to the Internet. Their responses were returned via the online survey tool. gstlier
survey questions online allowed teachers to remain anonymous as resultstweesd.

Findings and Discussion

With data collected and organized the conclusions began to come together. The
responses on the surveys provided valuable data for the researcher and atamnistra
Walton County Public School. This pertinent information was only retrieved from the
teachers and instructional/graduation coaches who used the GeorgiaStandards.Org
website.

Descriptive statistics were used to answer the first three reseastiogqué&he
descriptive statistics focused on the means (the average ratihg)\w#ltie of the

learning objects when concentrating on gender and grade level taughgaiitieg
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objects on the website were described as frameworks, tasks, standards, and videos.
Overall, the videos were ranked as the lowest quality learning object based on the
participants survey returns in all three questions. It might be possible thas wedee
ranked lowest because they were not easily marked or labeled on the website cle
enough for the teachers to access them. Could the administrator, when temnheyg

on the site, have forgotten to show the videos to the teachers or give them tices$ ac
them? But, in all cases they were still rated in the “somewhat good” ganiimch
supports the GaDOE and Georgia legislative council decision to allocate todmne
spent on creating best practice videos. The videos were designed to pottpradiees

in how to teach lessons in a standards-based classroom.

Throughout the study, results showed that primary teachers in each case felt the
strongest about the learning objects, followed by the elementary, middle, and high school
teachers, in that order. High school teachers consistently rated the leareitg obj
lowest. When analyzing data by gender, females consistently ratedihi@deobjects
higher than males. Could this be because most of the males from the studygivere hi
school teachers and the high school teachers also rated the learning objects low?
Primary Research Question #llow do teachers perceive the quality of the learning
objects on the GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) website?

Overall, the participants rated the quality of learning objects involving
frameworks (M=4.00) and standards (M=4.06) higher than the quality of tasks (M=3.85)
and the quality of videos (M=3.69). The quality of frameworks, tasks, standards, and
videos was based on the following rating scale: 5=very good, 4= good, 3=somewhat

good, 2=of little good and 1= not good at all. Age, years taught, academicuayieta ta
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were also considered, but data collected and analyzed indicated thatdkare
significant difference between the teachers with regard to any of thesleles
Gender

There was a gender difference in the respondents’ perception of the qutdey of
standards and frameworks. These findings indicated female teacher®fgjestbout
the frameworks and standards than male teachers. Female teachetedlig®rquality
of the learning objects (frameworks (M=4.04) and standards (M=4.01)) as good
compared to the male teachers who rated the learning objects (framewe&3 §Mand
standards (M=3.80) at the somewhat good level. The Georgia Department didfduca
seems to feel comfortable with these results. They can continue to create diseavide
strive for improvement from the teachers.

When analyzing the results for tasks and videos, the evidence indicated that there
was no difference based on the gender of the participants. These findings indid¢ated tha
female (M=3.87) and male (M=3.68) teachers believed about the same when rating the
guality of tasks. Both males (M=3.69) and females (M=3.69) rated the quality of videos
exactly the same on the website. Could it be that the teachers’ did not haweethe ti
view the videos before the lesson taught or during a planning time? Did they aot hav
access to them (bandwidth problems or firewall issues)?

Grade level taught

Overall, there was a significant difference based on the grade leght tau
(primary, elementary, middle or high school) in the perceptions of the respondents with
regard to the learning objects’ quality. Upon closer examination, teachersaught

primary school had a significant difference in the perception of the quality thlan hi
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school teachers. These finding indicate that primary teachers would beakaly&ol use
the learning objects in their daily planning or for staff development. High sceuidrs
in each case rated the quality of the learning objects as somewhat good, whatledndic
they did not feel confident in the quality of these items. The results showedithaty
teachers were more likely to rely on the GSO website to access and use quali
frameworks, tasks, standards, and videos to support their teaching of the Georgia
Performance Standards (GPS). If they relied on the quality, then thereaduld feel
comfortable using the learning objects with their students or in their planning fay qua
standards-based classroom lessons. This allowed the teachers to have eotifatehe
learning objects also met the rigor and relevance called for by thei&®&agartment of
Education and their local school systems. The teachers could rely on the facOthe GS
learning objects would successfully aid in the students meeting and exciéwding
standards required by the State of Georgia on end of the year testing.

Primary Research Question #idow do teachers perceive the usefulness of the learning
objects on the GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) website?

The patrticipants rated the usefulness of learning objects involving fraksewo
(M=3.92) and standards (M=4.08) higher than the usefulness of tasks (M=3.77) and
videos (M=3.59). The usefulness of frameworks, tasks, standards, and videos was based
on the following scale: 5=very useful, 4= useful, 3=somewhat useful, 2=of little use and
1= not useful at all. This shows that the standards were rated as useful astdhéhee
learning objects (frameworks, tasks, and videos) were noted as somewhat useful

The survey results indicated there was no significant difference between the

usefulness of the learning objects. Age, years taught, academic aeeasweainalyzed
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but indicated no significant difference between the teachers. The res¢bherhe
considered differences between gender and grade level taught.
Gender

There was a significant gender difference in one of the learning objentarsis.
These findings indicated that female (M=4.12) teachers felt stronger aboutthi@ess
of the standards than male (M=3.82) teachers. Female teachers ratedfulmess of the
learning object (standards) as useful compared to the male teacheegedhiv at the
somewhat useful level. The Georgia Performance Standards were developmzhbyste
across the state in cooperation with the Georgia Department of EducationaDREG
should consider the balance of males and females on the committee when developing or
revising the standards. Perhaps gender played an important role in how thedstandar
were written for the teachers’ use.

As the researcher, analyzed the data from the other learning objeceswbd,
tasks, and videos) no gender difference based on usefulness were noted. Thikaheans t
female and male teachers judged the usefulness of frameworks, tasks and vidaogethe
on the website. The three learning objects were rated by the femala$dastinecen
M=3.93 and M=3.58. They were rated by the male teachers between M=3.88 and
M=3.63. The learning objects had a purpose or were useful to the teachers. But how were
they useful? What steps would be needed for the teachers to feel that they asefd
in planning and functionality during the school day? The research shows that the
frameworks and tasks have purpose because they match the GPS so succincty becaus

they were created by the Georgia Department of Education.
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Grade level taught

In closer investigation of the data, the analyses showed that there was no
difference in the perceptions of the videos usefulness by the teachersashievonly
null hypothesis that was retained throughout the study based on grade level taught
Videos were still rated as somewhat useful (M=3.45 to M=3.77). The primary teacher
(M=3.77) felt more strongly about the videos than the middle school teachers, algment
and lastly the high school teachers (M=3.45).

When examining the usefulness of frameworks, tasks, and standards as evaluated
by the teachers there was a difference in perceptions of the value of standaddsrba
grade level taught. Primary teachers had a significant differartbeir perception of the
usefulness or purpose of frameworks, tasks, and standards than high school teachers. The
usefulness of the frameworks and tasks were sustained by their ratingsonviie This
showed that the teachers had a rationale for only using the textbooks as a supplement
tool in their class. The data supported the fact that the frameworks and tasks were
designed to support the GaDOE effective approach to creating teaching anyleaa
standards-based classroom.

Primary Research Question #:dow do teachers perceive the relevance of the learning
objects on the GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) website?

The participants rated the relevance of learning objects involving frarkewor
(M=4.05) and standards (M=4.10) higher than the relevance of tasks (M=3.92).
Frameworks and standards were considered to be relevant by all thedgadbiilerthe
tasks and the videos were somewhat relevant to them. The relevance of the fkamewo

tasks, standards, and videos was based on the following scale: 5=very relevant, 4=
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relevant, 3=somewhat relevant, 2=of little relevance and 1= not relevdint-biva does
the relevance of the learning objects impact student achievement? Do geddeade
level taught by the teacher reveal a significant difference inpleeaeption of the
relevance of the learning objects?
Gender
There was no significant gender difference in the relevance perceivied by t
teachers when analyzing the tasks and videos. There was a gender diffierenc
respondents’ perception of the frameworks and standards. These findings indicated that
female teachers felt stronger about the frameworks and standards thaeaciaées.
Female teachers rated the relevance of the learning objects (frdtee@mdrstandards) as
important as compared to the male teachers who rated them as somewhahtmporta
The relevance of the learning objects was rated as applicable and thusl iasulte
the teachers feeling that these learning objects had an impact on the students
achievement. The tasks meet the rigor and relevance the GaDOE wantaelaehtte
teach and the students to internalize. Since the standards are part of the denghmar
process the teachers support the relevance of the standards because thiaydnders
importance in the scope and sequence from each academic area.
Grade level taught
There was a difference in the perceptions of the relevance of the frameworks,
standards, tasks, and videos based on grade level taught. Teachers who taught primar
school rated the frameworks, standards, tasks, and videos as being more relevant than
when compared to high school teachers. These findings indicated that tedtkiees fe

learning objects were relevant because they had the potential to impant stude
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achievement. Primary teachers as a group might be more receptiveltiitileand

change than high school teachers. High school teachers focused more on one subject
throughout the day and year. Could high school teachers have felt that they were the
“expert” in their field and know what is best for their students?

If the teachers used the standards, frameworks, and tasks consistently throughout
the year their students would be able to have the necessary skills to meet finedoksic
set forth by the Georgia Department of Education. The learning objecitsarrevised
and updated to support the relevance of the GPS. As the teachers use these learning
objects, they automatically introduced those changes to the students.

The next two research questions pertained to whether or not the learning objects
met the needs of the teachers as they created lesson plans and assessmenthase how
items depicited the level of technology integration use by the teacher?

Research question #40 what extent do teachers used the learning objects on the GSO
website during lesson planning?

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of use (5=Very high levebef usa
4=high level of usage, 3=moderate level of usage, 2=low level of usage and 1=no level of
usage) of different aspects of the learning objects on the GSO website. Thete aspe
were use of the state created units, frameworks, and tasks; access o thaterals,

GPS updates and best practices; access to additional technology enhancedrasdurce
tools to support a standards-based curriculum; access to strategies foousing
differentiated instruction; and access to embe&tc@htury skills to GPS curriculum.

The researcher looked at the means and standard deviations of the aboge Hspect

researcher wanted to gather that information to compare it to the Apple Classroom of
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Tomorrow (ACOT) that described the teachers’ level of technology integrathe
researcher wanted to know what level of technology integration the teachérscaade
they were using the learning objects on the website. It described the ctagacher
integration as: 5= Entry, 4= Adoption, 3= Adaption, 2= Appropriation and 1= lorenti

In looking at the usage of the learning objects, the data indicated that teachers
rated themselves in the adaption (level three) stage. The teachers usaththg le
objects to a good extent. They used the GSO website the most to accessatide cr
units, frameworks, and tasks (M=3.19) and to access new materials, GPS updates, and
best practices (M=3.15). The next two strategies were equally usedteacther, these
addressed using the website to access additional technology that enhanceds#solsrc
to support a standards-based curriculum (M=3.03), and finding strategies focusing on
differentiated instruction (M=3.02). Teachers are moving from basic use of tegkiol
discovery of its potential for increased productivity. Using the websitecesa@1
century skills into GPS curriculum was rated 2.98. This rating was equal to theoadopti
stage of the ACOT which s that the educators have moved from the initial egtggl
successful use of technology on a basic level.
Research question #%0 what extent do teachers use the learning objects on the GSO
website during assessment planning?

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of use (5= Very high level of
usage, 4= high level of usage, 3= moderate level of usage, 2= low levetjefarsh1=
no level of usage) in regard to different aspects of the learning objects onGhe GS
website. These aspects were access to the new materials, GPS updafabeustate

created units, frameworks, and tasks, and best practices; access to additimadd g
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enhanced resources and tools to support a standards-based curriculum; access to
strategies focusing on differentiated instruction; and access to embedrdry skills to
GPS curriculum.

The data from the research revealed that the teachers’ use of the leareatg obj
for assessment planning was also rated at a level three or adaptio Beaggsearcher
concluded that teachers accessed new materials, GPS updates, and best practice
(M=3.11) to a high level. The use of state created units, frameworks, and task®gM=
and access to strategies focusing on differentiated instruction (M=3.02)miksly
rated and used at a fairly high level. Teachers are moving from basic usenoidgy to
discovery of its potential for increased productivity. When looking at teaakersf
accessing the website for additional technology enhanced resources /sugipda a
standards-based curriculum and using the website to acéésertry skills into GPS
curriculum they both were rated 2.95. This rating was equal to the adoption stage (2) of
the ACOT integration scale that means that the educators have moved framahe i
struggles to successful use of technology on a basic level.

Technology integration means viewing technology as an instructional tool for
delivering subject matter in the curriculum already in place. Educatorsmeeddrstand
technology integration more completely (Woodbridge, 2009, | 3). Georgia Department of
Education can use the results from the study to provide teachers with t@iniveys
they might successfully integrate technology into their daily classusage. As
indicated in the first three research questions, the technology integrationgistiould
be designed and focus on grade levels and subject areas in order to provideaaiatyge

for teacher educators. This study also provided information to support thatr s aeleel
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of technology support to attain the next level of technology integration. Thetgeache
would be able to rely on the support personnel for help in designing the lesson plans and
assessments or even to have someone to actually model a lesson or planning.

The last research question investigated was whether or not the learnictg obje
aided in assisting teachers in changing their classroom pedgagaginbyechnology
in a standard-based classroom.

Research Question #Blow do the teachers use the learning objects on the GSO website
to help change their classroom pedagogy?

Descriptive statistics were used to investigate the change in clagseaagogy
by the teachers who participated in the survey. The question was asked to dis@aiver w
changes had taken place since the training on the use of the learning objedrgepodit
the learning objects. There were a total of 419 responses. First there walbpesmant
of teachers who did not use the website at all (9.5%). Those teachers may ndPBave G
standards associated to the subject they teach, so the website is may nsdbeal &3
them. Another small group was the teachers who already use the websiten(8%0), a
again there was no change since they already integrated technology daillgeir
activities.

The biggest change in classroom pedagogy was with the teachers who were now
aligning classroom curriculum to standards (63.5%). One of the focuses of GSiaatvas t
everything was based on standards and the standards were clearly podtexhorira]
objects (frameworks, tasks, and videos). As teachers begin to integrate techineyogy
appeared to use the frameworks and tasks (46.1%) on the website as they begin to find

the material that supports the Georgia Performance Standards. The follbamniges
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appeared to have similar importance to the teachers: creating lessorBl@#s)

increased personal use (37.7%), and matching student use (31.3%). Increasiraj person

use of technology and increasing student use of technology was import#aichers as

this change aids them in assisting themselves and their students in bedolrahg g

citizens. Sharing lesson plans and tasks (29.1) exhibited the least meni@asseaom

change made by the teachers, possibly because teachers did not have a péace on t

website to document it. This will be discussed in recommendations for future Bitddy.

the teachers’ classroom pedagogy change as they went to the next teebhofogy
integration? The data supported the fact that as teachers use the webgsiéerang |
objects from it, they began to shift to classroom strategies that used theloggtas an
instructional tool.
Conclusions

This study resulted in some findings that many leadership teams and
administrative leaders might consider useful. It also concludes with swggestr future
study. The following conclusions are drawn from this study.

1. Teachers felt that the learning objects (tasks, standards, best practise itk
resources) on the GeorgiaStandards.Org website were relevant ingiteetneeds
of their students.

2. Teachers felt that the learning objects (tasks, standards, best practise aitsk
resources) on the GeorgiaStandards.Org website had quality in meetingdhemnee

their students.
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3. Teachers felt that the learning objects (tasks, standards, best practiss aitsk
resources) on the GeorgiaStandards.Org website were useful in meetiegdiseof
their students.

4. The teachers used the website to align classroom curriculum to GPSddaamian
important component of their lesson and assessment planning and that was a new
shift for the teachers in WCPS.

5. The teachers’ average level of technology integration was at the adapgien st
(level 3), which means that the teachers were moving from basic use of tgghtml
discovery of its potential for increase productivity. This seemed to be in iih¢hs
means score of their thoughts on the quality, usefulness, and relevance afihg lea
objects too.

6. The teachers used the website to increase their personal technologyvefieaas
using the resources to create lesson plans from the GSO resources located on the
website.

Implication for the Study
One of the goals of the GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) website was to be a one
stop, web-based curriculum and instructional resource for educatorsrépssitory of
educational resources connected electronically to the Georgia Departrieiication

(GaDOE) online Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). GSO provides eslutttor

organized and up-to-date resources that are specific to each GPS contend.stéuadar

findings indicate that if the goal was not yet attained, may it be due tadhenét the
teachers are not comfortable in using the technology to locate and use the learning

objects. Administrators should consider small training sessions that would meake t
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learning objects more valuable to the teachers’ daily use in lesson plamding
assessment planning.

The goal of this research was to find the answer to the question. Does the state-
controlled learning object repository (LOR) assist the teachersassing the essential
digital content needed to successfully meet the needs of the students byanipigrthe
use of standard-based instruction in conjunction with integrating technology?

The researcher wanted to find out if the learning objects on the website had
guality, were relevant, and were useful to teachers as they meet thehtedstudents
in the state, after training conducted by the school administrator. The surveyl offer
answers to these questions. Each question had answers that will be considered by the
researcher and Walton County Public School administration for their importance.
Recommendations for Walton County Public School

The researcher perceived that this study has only touched the surface of what
needs to take place in Walton County Public School in order for the teachers to feel
secure about integrating technology in their curriculum through the learningobje
GeorgiaStandards.Org website. Some things to be considered for the futistedre li
below:

1. Have an instructional technologist or instructional coaches for teach®eset with
for assisting in planning, curriculum development, and/or website updates and/or
training.

2. The instructional technologist or instructional coaches should also assistdherte

in a lab with large or small group technology instruction.
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3. Offer training workshops (face-to-face or webinar) for new website updetewill

be added to the website as delivered to GeorgiaStandards.Org team.
4. Have the teachers develop grade level links from the website for parent

communications with the school and grade level.
5. Discuss in grade level meetings the learning objects the teachers ieee taught

at their specific grade level so professional learning units (PLU) caarbed

throughout the year.

Recommendations for GeorgiaStandards.Org
This research centered on a small population of teachers (900) in a specific county

in Georgia, a limitation to the study. To gather a wider perspective avaethéeachers
perceive the website, a survey or discussion board should made be available to the
teachers across the state from the website. GSO should also work with thedStanda
Instruction and Assessment (SIA) Division to better inform their trainetseokealth of
resources to assist teachers in meeting the needs of the students. GSO woutdtds
and maintain various free webinars and/or short videos demonstrating how to navigate
through the website focusing on academic areas and grade levels. GSO wotakeals
the results from this study and discuss how they relate to the navigation of thiewebsi
and the information located on each page. GSO could also randomly survey the users of
the website to information on the easy of navigation. When data is analyzed thare mig
be a consideration to change the user interface of the website to make itbeasier t
navigate? GSO should also consider and monitor the use of the best practice videos on
the website. This also could be completed with a simply survey on the website teefind t

value and use by the teachers, then consideration of the next step should be considered.
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Recommendations for Staff Development Training

This research focused on the use of a stated-controlled educationalTputal
learning objects on the website were also developed by the Department afiéduc
specifically the curriculum or SIA division. The research indicated tlvere significant
differences in the perceptions of teachers when considering the gradehevel
participants taught. The study showed that high school teachers and priacherse
perceived the learning objects differently. The researcher belieaethis fact should be
considered when training is presented both for GeorgiaStandards.Org and the SIA
Department of the GaDOE. This research supported the fact that high schoog traini
should be different than elementary and middle school training. Staff development
training should be developed for teachers based on grade level taught and not based only
on the website, academic material, or standards being learning. This includeg trat
only on the GeorgiaStandards.Org website, but should also be considered by the SIA
division at the Georgia Department of Education. The trainers should makerttiegea
objects relevant to the teachers’ needs and explain how the learning olijdot$pvihe
teacher meet the needs of the students and/or make their jobs easier. Asdtee trai
introduce the standards and frameworks to their participants they should also degelop ti
for navigating to those learning objects. Each curriculum division should carefuily vie
and review the best practice video and consider their value to the stakeholders of the

website. Should they be kept or discarded?
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Recommendations for Further Study

To gain a wider perspective on the way teachers perceive the wehsdiieca
research should include a larger sample both from urban and rural areas arotatd.the s
Future research should also focus on to determining the reliability andyafithe
survey. Other questions that could be considered might include:
How often do teachers visit the website and why?
How often do teachers use the teacher resources (links to other websites)veimat f
purpose?
Does the website aid teachers’ to reach the exemplary levelfistageacher evaluation
tool and how?
Is there a difference in the perceptions of the learning objects if the traingng wa
completed by a GSO staff member and what is the difference?
Do the teachers use the website more if there was an online training fioimrsghg on
the grade level, curriculum content, or technology tools?
Do the learning objects on the state-developed website increase studergraehteand
raise test scores?
Do the learning objects on the state-developed website aid teachers in makijudpthei

easier to meet the GPS standards?
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Appendix A

ACRONYMS

GPS - Georgia Performance Standards
GSO - GeorgiaStandards.Org

GaDOE- Georgia Department of Education
LO — Learning Objects

LOR — Learning Object Repository

PSC- Professional Standards Commission
Intech — Integrating Technology

SREB — Southern Regional Educational Board
RIG — Repository Implementation in Georgia
LoTi — Levels of Technology Integration
ACOT- Apple Computers of Tomorrow

URL — Uniform Resource Locator

SIA — Standards, Instruction, and Assessment

118



Appendix B
Apple Computer of Tomorrow

Technology Integration Scale

Entry (1)

Teacher is learning the basics of a technology, e.g., how to set

equipment and operate it.

up

Adoption (2)

Teacher begins to use the technology in management areas, e

computer generated quizzes or worksheets, gradebooks.

g.

Adaptation (3)

Teacher begins to use software to support instruction, e.g., a
commercially produced content area program or productivity to

(word processor, data base)

DIS

Appropriation (4)

Teacher begins to focus on collaborative, project-based techno

use and technology becomes one of several instructional tools.

ogy

Invention (5)

Teacher begins to develop different uses for technology, e.g.,

creates projects that combine two or more technologies.

SEIR*TEC (2009)Promising practices in technology: Recognizing angporting teaching with technologjublication for the
Apple Classrooms of Tomorrow (ACOT).
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Appendix F
An Evaluation of Teachers’ Perception of a State Developed Educational Poviy Sur
Dear Walton County Teachers:

| am a student under the direction of Dr. Valerie Rutledge in the Collddeaith,
Education and Professional Studies at The University of Tennessee at Chatthacoga
conducting a research study to evaluate teachers’ perceptions of |lezj@cis

available on the state-controlled website or educational portal.

| am requesting your participation, which will involve completing an online survey
answering questions about the quality, relevance, and usefulness of the learmitsg obje
located on the GeorgiaStandards.Org website. | also hope to gather informatiamgshowi
whether Georgia’s learning objects on the website meet your needs asat@i&sson
plans and assessments for your students, as well as whether they meetd®to nee
exemplify standards-based classroom pedagogy. This survey contains 2(hidlems a
should take approximately 25 minutes of your time. Your participation in this study is
voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to withdraw from the study at aay tim
there will be no penalty. The attached questionnaire is anonymous. The resdts of t
study may be published, but your name will not be known.

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please catm@asaccio at
(423) 653-4969 or e-mail me at bethcaraccio@gmail.com or Dr. Valerie Rutkedge a
(423) 425 -5374 or email her at Valerie-rutledge@utc.edu

This research has been approved by the UTC Institutional Review Board [IR&). |
have any questions concerning the UTC IRB policies or procedures or yosrasght
human subject, please contact Dr. M. D. Roblyer, IRB Committee Chair, at (423) 425-
5567 or emailnstrb@utc.edu

Return of a completed questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beth Caraccio
Doctoral Candidate
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An Evaluation of Teachers' Perceptions of a State Developed Educational Portal

1..What is your gender?
a. male
b female

2. How many years have you been teaching?
a.0-5
b. 6-10
c.11-15
d. 16-20
e. 21+

3. Which best describes your age range?
a. 22-27
b. 28-32
c. 33-37
d. 38-42
e. 43+

4. What grade level do you teach at your school?
a. Primary teacher (K-2)
b. Elementary teacher (3-5)
c. Middle school (6-8)
d. High School (9-12)
e. Instructional/Graduation coach (9-12)

5 What is your focus curriculum area?
(Choose all that apply)
a. all academic areas (primary/elementary)
b. math
C. science
d. social studies
e. English-Language arts/Reading
f. Career, Technology, Agriculture Engineering (CTAE)
g. music/band/chorus/drama
h. PE/health
I. fine arts
j. other
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Please choose one answer to the following questions about the quality of the content
on the website.

6. How do you rate the quality of the frameworks on the GSO website?
5 very good
4 good

3 somewhat good

2 of little good

1 not good at all

7. How do you rate the quality of the tasks on the GSO website?
5 very good
4 good

3 somewhat good

2 of little good

1 not good at all

8. How do you rate the quality of the standards on the GSO website?
5 very good
4 good

3 somewhat good

2 of little good

1 not good at all

9.How do you rate the quality of the best practice videos on the GSO website?
5 very good
4 good

3 somewhat good

2 of little good

1 not good at all

Please answer the following questions about the relevance of the content on the
website.

10. How relevant are the frameworks to the K-12 curriculum?
very relevant

relevant

somewhat relevant

of little relevance

not relevant at all

P DNWSR~O
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11. How relevant are the tasks to the K-12 curriculum?
very relevant

relevant

somewhat relevant

of little relevance

not relevant at all

P DNWS~O

12. How relevant are the standards to the K-12 curriculum?
5 very relevant
4 relevant
3 somewhat relevant
2 of little relevance
1 notrelevant at all

13. How relevant are the best practice videos to the K-12 curriculum?

very relevant
relevant

somewhat relevant
of little relevance
not relevant at all

P DNWSR~O

Please answer the following questions about the usefulness of the content on the

website,

14. How useful are the frameworks to the K-12 curriculum?
very useful

useful

somewhat useful

of little usefulness

not useful at all

P DNWS~O

15. How useful are the tasks to the K-12 curriculum?
very useful

useful

somewhat useful

of little usefulness

not useful at all

=N WDKO

16. How useful are the standards to the K-12 curriculum?
very useful

useful

somewhat useful

of little usefulness

not useful at all

P DNWS~O
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17. How useful are the best practice videos to the K-12 curriculum?
very useful

useful

somewhat useful

of little usefulness

not useful at all

P DNWS~O

Please choose the answer that describe the use of the learning objects

18. How do you use the content on the GSO website for lesson planning? Indicate your
level of use by circling the number that applies in each of the five situationsnay
add a sixth situation “Other” and indicate its level of usage.

a. For access to new materials, GPS updates, and best practices for lessng pla

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

b. For use of the state created units, frameworks and tasks for lesson planning

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

c. For access to strategies focusing on differential instruction for lessominy

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

d. For access to additional technology enhanced resources and tools to support a
standard-based curriculum for lesson planning

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage
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e. For access to embed®@2entury skills (critical thinking, problem solving, creativity,
collaboration, etc.) into GPS curriculum for lesson planning

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

f. Other (Specify)

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

19. How do you use the content on the GSO website for planning assessment? Indicate
your level of use by circling the number that applies in each of the fiveigitsiaYou
may add a sixth situation “Other” and indicate its level of usage.

a. For access to new materials, GPS updates, and best practices for plasssigast

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

b. For use of the state created units, frameworks and tasks for planning assessme

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

c. For access to strategies focusing on differential instruction for plaasgggsment

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage
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d. For access to additional technology enhanced resources and tools to support a
standard-based curriculum for planning assessment

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

e. For access to embed®XTentury skills (critical thinking, problem solving, creativity,
collaboration, etc.) into GPS curriculum for planning assessment

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

f. Other (Specify)

5. Very high level of usage
4. High level of usage

3. Moderate level of usage
2. Low level of usage

1. No usage

Please choose the answer sthat describe the use of the learning objects and
classroom pedagogy.

20 What are you doing differently in the classroom as a result of using the @8ide
objects (check all that apply)

a. Match individual learner's needs with appropriate resources

b. Increase personal use of technology as a teaching tool

c. Increase technology use by student use during instruction

d. Use the frameworks and tasks from the GSO website

e. Share lesson ideas and tools with others from the GSO website
f. Create lesson plans from GSO resources

g. Align classroom curriculum to GPS standards

h. Currently, incorporate all the above

I. Nothing- | do not use the website
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VITA

Mrs. Beth Caraccio currently works for the Georgia Department of Education,
Technology Services Division, as an Instructional Technology Specialistvatle
centers primarily on the GeorgiaStandards.Org (GSO) educational pbgalls® works
with local RESAs, ETCs, school systems, and higher education institutions around the
state demonstrating how the learning objects on GSO help pre-servicesandata
teachers around the state. As a specialist, she uses technology to enlares alfithe
curriculum. She is enthusiastic about sharing her knowledge about children, teshnique
and strategies which may be used in all levels of education. Her main goall to he
teachers learn the “tricks of the trade” to make their jobs easierls®hieaks forward to
learning from the audience as well as giving them hands-on experienceshadkleand
get started in their own classrooms.

Prior to joining the GaDOE, Beth taught for twenty-seven years in both
elementary and middle levels. As a servant leader, Beth possessesttharabdesire to
develop, understand, and engage activities that address her attendees’heemsds. S
committed to life-long learning, diversity, and quality teaching as selledting the best
out of each person she educates, whether it is a child or adult.

Mrs. Caraccio is completing her Doctorate in Education (Ed.D) focus mibga
and Leadership at the University of Tennessee in Chattanooga (UTC). Sharholds
Educational Specialist degree (Ed.S) in Educational Technology from the same
university. She earned a Masters Degree in Reading/Language Art8anldedor's

Degree in elementary/early childhood from Florida State Universityotter
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credentials include certificates for Teacher Mentoring, Gifted, Middte &, and
Administration/Supervision.

Beth was named “Teacher of Year” at Ringgold Elementary (1991) and Primary
School (2003). She has been published in several educational publications dealing both
with technology and hands-on activities for learning. She began presenting atdgtatewi
conferences in 2000, at the Nation8i@rade Conference (2003), the National
Educational Computer Conference (NECC) in 2006 and 2007, and the International
Reading Conference (IRA) 2006. She has also worked with teachers from across. the U
in technology training dealing with Reading, Differentiated InstructionLapdop

Computers.
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