


The Effect of Instructional Technology Training on the 

Perceived Self-Efficacy of Preservice Teachers 

A Field Study 

Presented to the 

Graduate and Research Council of 

Austin Peay State University 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Education Specialist 

Anne Sauder Wall 

July 2002 



To the Graduate Council: 

I am submitting herewith a Field Study written by Anne 

Sauder Wall entitled "The Effect of Instructional 

Technology Training on the Perceived Self-Efficacy of 

Preservice Teachers." I have examined the final copy of 

this paper for form and content and recommend that it be 

accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 

degree of Education Specialist, with a major in Elementary 

Education. 

We have read this Field Study 
and recommend its acceptance. 

~ / 
~~~ 

Dr . John Mark Hunter 

Major Professor 

Accepted for the Committee 

1:.u fl>. 6wl. 
ean of the Gradul'fe School 



STATEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE 

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of 

the requirements for an Education Specialist degree at 

Austin Peay State University, I agree that the Library 

shall make it available to borrowers under rules of the 

Library. Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable 

without special permission, provided that accurate 

acknowledgement of the source is made. 

Permission for extensive quotation or reproduction of 

this thesis may be granted by my major professor, or in his 

absence, by the Head of the Interlibrary Services when, in 

the opinion of either, the proposed use of the material is 

for scholarly purposes. Any copying or use of the material 

i n this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed 

wi thout my written permission. 

s i gnat u, e 0,"1/u.,Jio o<N--\ )Jc, ~e 
Date QH~µ"l:t R ::l.OOQ.... 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank my major professor, Dr. Don 

Luck, for his supervision and support. I would also like to 

thank the other committee members, Dr. Ann Harris and Dr. 

Mark Hunter, for their useful observations and assistance. 

They have all been a great pleasure to work with and learn 

from this past year. I would like to express my thanks and 

appreciation to my husband Bill, whose loving encouragement 

kept me on track. I would also like to thank my daughters 

Katy, Julia, and Neely, whose love and support have been 

with me every step of the way. Finally, I would like to 

thank my parents, Bob and Polly Sauder, my first teachers. 

ii 



ABSTRACT 

This research attempted to determine the level of 

perceived self-efficacy of preservice teachers regarding 

their computer integration skills following a one semester 

instructional technology course. The Self-Evaluation Rubric 

for Basic and Advanced Teacher Computer Use was 

administered to 77 education students prior to and 

following the completion of the required course. 

The results of the posttest were analyzed using at­

test of means to determine a significant difference between 

the perceived competency level of elementary majors versus 

secondary majors and traditional students versus non­

traditional students (e<.05). The gain scores between 

pretest and posttest were also analyzed to determine areas 

in need of instructional modification. 

The findings of this study indicated elementary majors 

had a higher perceived self-efficacy of computer 

integration skills than did secondary majors, and 

traditional students had a higher perceived self-efficacy 

than did non-traditional students. Areas of technology 

instruction that may require modification were Web page 

construction, database use, real-time technologies, and 

network use. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Departments, schools, and colleges of education are 

attempting to determine if today's new teachers are 

adequately prepared to effectively integrate technology into 

the K-12 curriculum. Most teacher education programs require 

a mi nimum of one technology course as a foundation for their 

preservice teachers, but with the wide variety of backgrounds 

and t eaching goals of these students, teacher educators are 

c ha ll enged to meet students' diverse educational needs. 

(Gershner, Snider, Huestis & Foster, 20 00; Molebash & Milam, 

2000; Parker, 1993; Perschitte, Tharp, & Caffarella, 1997; 

Yil d i rim, 1999). 

Some i nstructional technology programs focus on 

tra i ning teachers in basic computer ski l ls, while others 

prepare future teachers to utilize technology to encourage 

higher level thinking skills in the classroom. The challenge 

t hat confronts teacher educators is to " ... provide effective 

i nstructional technology training to preservice teachers so 

that they will develop appropriate teaching styles to 

f unction well while teaching with computers" (Wang, 2000, 

p.4 ) . Hargrave and Hsus (2000) note a change occurring within 
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instructional technology courses in teacher preparation 

programs. Their investigations reveal a " ... growing emphasis on 

curriculum integration of technology, in contrast to the use 

of technology for personal use or teacher productivity" 

(p.303). 

While the need to prepare preservice teachers to 

effectively integrate technology is apparent, many teacher 

educators struggle to find productive methods of evaluating 

curriculum to determine effectiveness. Though total 

revamping of all existing programs is excessive, most would 

benefit from periodic evaluation and revision. Additionally, 

many teacher preparation institutions need to closely 

examine their "one size fits all" educational technology 

course to determine if it is meeting the needs of all 

students: traditional as well as non-traditional, elementary 

majors as well as secondary. 

Statement of the Problem 

The conceptual framework of the National Council for 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) includes a 

commitment to technology that states teacher candidates 

should understand how "-knowledge, skills, and dispositions 

related to educational and information technology are 



integrated throughout the curriculum, instruction, field 

experiences, clinical practice, assessments, and 

evaluations" (NCATE, 2002, ~-16). 
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The technology standards recognized by NCATE are those 

of the International Society for Technology in Education 

(ISTE) (NCATE, 2002). The ISTE standards are designed to 

provide guidelines for teacher educators to prepare 

teachers to replace conventional teaching methods with 

methods that integrate technology into the learning process 

(ISTE, 2000). 

The standards emphasize establishing new learning 

environments that will encourage students to apply 

strategies to solve problems while incorporating new 

technology skills and concepts. The ISTE standards include 

a subset of standards for inservice teachers as well as 

preservice teachers. It is ISTE's recommendation that 

preservice teachers should attain these standards prior to 

student teaching experiences (ISTE, 2000). 

One way to achieve this goal is to evaluate 

instructional technology programs to determine if they are 

effectively preparing new teachers to meet these standards. 

Specifically, instructors can discover if all categories of 



preservice teachers are being adequately prepared to 

effectively integrate technology into the curriculum upon 

completion of the educational technology program required 

for teacher certification. 
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Unfortunately , many new teachers are leaving teacher 

educat ion programs and entering classrooms using technology 

in more conventional ways rather than utilizing computers to 

improve students ' problem solving and higher level thinking 

skills (Duhaney, 2001 ; Yildirim, 1999). In order fo r 

students to reap the rewards current technology has to 

of fer , teachers must enter the classroom confident in the 

use of computers while maintaining positive attitudes t oward 

the impact of technology use in the classroom (Pina & 

Harris , 1993 ) . Cafolla and Knee (1995) emphasize that 

effective technolog y training must make teachers feel 

competent with computers . 

Researchers agree that new teachers feel inadequately 

prepared to use technology as a teaching tool and are 

hesitant to integrate technology into the curriculum 

(Molebash & Milman , 2000 ; O' Neil , 1995 ; Parker, 1993; 

Yildirim , 1999 ) . McGraw (1996) feels the p roblem may result 

from the design of the existing technology education 
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courses (Kirby & Schick, 1998). With the rapidly changing 

technology available, teacher educators must continually 

evaluate and make changes to their programs to effectively 

prepare preservice teachers for the classroom (Gershner et 

al., 2000) . 

Although a shift in focus is occurring in 

instructional technology courses from training preservice 

teachers to use technology for personal use or teacher 

productivity to training them to integrate technology into 

the curriculum, Beisser, Kurth, and Reinhart state 
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" ... radical changes are slow to occur in teacher education 

programs at the university level" (1997, p.2). Though 

radical changes may not be prudent, it is imperative for 

preservice teachers to begin their teaching careers 

confident in their abilities to effectively use computers 

in the classroom. Technology courses in teacher education 

programs must be flexible enough to adapt to the needs of 

individual students while continuing to accommodate new and 

emerging technologies (Gershner et al., 2000). 

Yildirim (1999) wrote "The best way to encourage 

teachers to use computers in the classroom is to increase 

their level of competency" (p.6). Insuring that new 



t eachers for students of all ages , disciplines , and grade 

l evels leave their teacher education programs with high 

levels of computer integration competency i s the 

re sponsibility of the teacher educators accountable for 

developing and instructing educational technology courses. 

Continual evaluation of instructional t e chnology 

cou r ses in teacher educatio n programs is essential to 

en su r ing preservice teachers are rec eiving the technology 

i nstruc t ion necessary to achieve competence . Prior to 

c hangi ng t he c u rriculum o r adopting a new instructional 

mode l , teacher educa t ors must t ake a c lose look at the 

program a l ready i n p l ace to de t ermi ne strengths and 

we aknesse s . Because " ... tec hnology i s in constant flux , it 

become s impera ti ve to evaluate the use of educational 

echnolog y as a process of change " (Gershner et al ., 2000 , 

p . 4 ) • 

Research Purpo se 

The p u rpo se of t h i s research was to investigate the 

e ffect s of ins t r uction in a Foundations of Educational 

Technolog y c o urse on the perceptio ns of effectivenes s of 

preservice teacher s toward c u rriculum integration of 
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technology. The results of the study may be used to improve 

future educational technology courses. 

Research Questions 

1. Is there a significant difference between the 

perceived self-efficacy of computer use between 

elementary preservice teachers and secondary 

preservice teachers? 

2. Is there a significant difference between the 

perceived self-efficacy of computer use between non­

traditional students and traditional students? 

Hypotheses 

There is no significant difference between the 

perceived self-efficacy of computer use between non­

traditional students and traditional students. 

There is no significant difference between the 

perceived self-efficacy of computer use between elementary 

education students and secondary education students. 

Definition of Terms 

Computer literacy - A knowledge and understanding of 

computers and their uses 
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Higher orde r thinking ski ll s - Skills that involve 

problem-solving , critical thinking , and the ability to 

interpret complex i ssues . 

Integration literacy - The ability to use computers 

and other technologies combined with a variety of teaching 

and learnings rategies to enhance students ' learning . 

on - traditional s udents - Foundations of 

8 

ns ructional Technology students 23 years of age and over 

Perceived self - efficacy - Personal attitudes of o nes ' 

abili y to orga ize and i p emen action in new situations . 

Preservice teachers - ni ersi y s uden straining to 

be eachers 

Traditiona s udents - Fonda ions of Instructional 

Technology s uden s u der 23 years of age 

Limi a ions 

This study was confined o those students enrolled in 

spring 2002 sec ions of Foundations of Instructional 

Technology a a midsize liberal ar s university in the 

sou heastern United Sates . 

The number of s udents available to participate was 

approximately 92 . Because the participants were volunteers , 

ha number was somewhat reduced . These factors may 
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decrease the ability to generalize the findings to a larger 

population. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Today ' s educators are in the middle of a powerful 

echnology revolution requiring them to take a critica l 

l ook at how they are using compu ers in their classrooms . 

(Fo rcier & Descy , 2002) . The challenge for teacher 

educa ors is o prepare fu ure eachers f o r this task by 

pro viding carefully developed and e alua e 

i ns r c ion in eacher educa ion programs . 

echnology 

Several recen s u ies revea rogra s mus 

con in al l y review and re esi n heir courses o keep new 

ea c hers abre s o cur en e elopmen sin he field of 

i ns rue · onal echnology (Gershner e al . , 2000) . 

A An 1 sis 

" Su ying h oc ss o c han e eco es im era i ve as 

rese r ice 

e c a i o na 

a c hers a o n a 

e c hnolo y o mee 

o he se o 

he needs o heir 2 15 

ce n ury s u ens" no e Gershner an associa es (2000 , p . 4 ) . 

The researc hers , eacher educa o rs a Texas Wome n ' s 

Un i versi y , use se eral ins r en s 0 ga her da a on the 

i i i al a i u es and c ompe encies 0 preser ice 



teachers as well as their instructors and mentor teachers. 

Among those instruments was the Self-Evaluation Rubric 
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for Basic and Advanced Teacher Computer Use. Students 

completed the questionnaire at the beginning of each 

semester as they progressed through the teacher education 

p rog r am and aga i n after they completed their final 

s emester. The data from these assessments was then used to 

ass i st program developers refine and improve their 

i ns truct i onal technology program. 

No n- t raditional vs. Traditional Students 

I n his research, Fred Parker (1993) surveyed 226 

el ementary education ma j ors at Henderson State University 

i n Ar kansas to determine the perceived self-efficacy of 

non- t radit ional students versus traditional students. 

Al thoug h Parker did not elaborate o n how his data might be 

used for future course development, he notes a " ... high 

pe r centage of b o th tradi t ional and non-traditional students 

f el t i nadequate wi th regards to computers while maintaining 

a po s i t i ve a t tit ude toward computer use in the school 

sett i ng" (p. 7 ) . 
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The Single Course Model 

Perhaps these feelings of inadequacy are due to the 

content of the "one-size fits alln instructional technology 

courses available. Researchers question the ability of 

these courses to effectively reach all prospective 

teachers. 

However, a single technology course for all education 

students appears to be the norm in teacher preparation 

programs across the country (Gershner et al., 2000; 

Molemash & Milman, 2000; Perschitte et al. 1997; Yildirim, 

1999). Hargrave and Hsus (2000) used the Institutional 

General Information Survey and the Survey of Instructional 

Technology Courses to study a sample of 88 teacher 

preparation institutions about their methods of preparing 

preservice teachers to effectively integrate technology 

into the curriculum. They found that while a single three­

hour class is indeed the dominant model for technology 

preparation in teacher education programs, there is a 

growing emphasis on curriculum integration in the 

curriculum within that course (Hargrave & Hsus, 2000). 
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Content Related Technology Instruction 

Teacher educators at the Un1.· vers1.· ty f v · · · ' o 1.rg1.n1.a s 

Curry School of Education attempted to increase the 

perceived self-efficacy of their preservice teachers by 

offering introductory instructional technology courses 

designed for specific content areas. The 95 participants in 

Molemash and Milman's (2000) study completed pretest and 

posttest surveys to determine whether students majoring in 

different areas tended to display different levels of 

confidence. Their findings suggest secondary math/science 

preservice teachers tended to score higher at the pretest 

level while elementary preservice teachers scored higher on 

the posttest. Overall, students' confidence levels 

increased significantly in all groups as a result of the 

content related technology courses (Molemash & Milman, 

2000) • 

This study is significant to the field of teacher 

education because it provides baseline data about the 

confidence of teacher education students toward using 

technology and also provides concrete information for the 

design and development of future educational technology 

courses. Additionally, the researchers can use the results 



of this study to determine if students are meeting state 

and ISTE technology standards. 

National Educational Technology Standards 

14 

Among ISTE's recommendations are the National 

Educational Technology Standards for Teachers (NETS). These 

standards focus on the education of preservice teachers by 

defining " ... the fundamental concepts, knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes for applying technology in educational settings# 

(ISTE, 2000, p.8). The ISTE standards further suggest it is 

the " ... responsibility of faculty across the university and 

at cooperating schools to provide opportunities for teacher 

candidates to meet these goals" (2000, p.8). Attainment of 

NETS' six goals and 23 performance indicators prior to 

certification will insure that future teachers will be 

skilled in the use of technology for learning. 

Discussion 

Hargrave and Hsus (2000) suggest "_future studies are 

needed to examine the skills, attitudes and knowledge that 

preservice teachers develop by completing the basic 

instructional technology course# (p.303). Previous research 

indicates the effectiveness of the use of a 

pretest/posttest survey to determine the strengths and 
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weaknesses of a course . Selection of a survey that 

addresses the goals and performance indicators suggested by 

ISTE insures compliance with NCATE recommendations. The use 

of demographic information about the participants in 

conjunc tion with the survey results will also allow 

investigators to identify specific strengths and weaknesses 

wit hin subsets of the sample. 



The Sample 

CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE 

Ninety-three students enrolled in an instructional 

technology course for education students volunteered to 

complete the questionnaires. The students represented 

traditional and non-traditional students, ages eighteen and 

above, including both elementary and secondary majors. All 

participants read and signed an informed consent form prior 

to completing the first survey (see Appendix A). Approvai 

for research involving human subjects was obtained from 

Austin Peay State University's Institutional Review Board 

in November, 2001 (see Appendix 8). 

Due to student attrition and incomplete surveys, the 

final number of participants was 77. Table 3-1 presents 

demographic information about the sample. 

Table 3-1 Demographic Description of Sample 
Whole Group Elementary Majors Secondary Majors 

N=77 n=44 (57%) n=33 (43%) 

Whole Group Traditional Non-traditional 

N=77 n=34 (441) n=43 (56%) 
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The Survey 

The Self-Evaluation Rubric for Basic and Advanced 

Teacher Computer Use (USDE, OERI, 1998) was used to 

determine the perceived self-efficacy of pre-service 

teachers prior to and following the instructional 

technology course (see Appendix C). It was modified 

slightly to insure appropriateness for preservice teachers. 

Several additional items on the survey requested 

demographic information from the participants. Permission 

for use was freely granted through the American Institutes 

for Research and the United States Department of Education 

(USDE, OERI, 1998) (see Appendix D). 

The survey consisted of twenty-four topics 

representing basic computer literacy, Internet use, and 

integration literacy. Each survey topic contained four 

levels of perceived self-efficacy ranging from little or no 

competency to full integration competency. These levels 

related to numerical scores of 1 to 4. 

The topics correlated to the ISTE National Educational 

T d d for Teachers (see Appendix E). echnology Stan ar s 

Information based on the resulting data from this survey 

can help course developers determine which standa rds 
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were met in the teacher educat1.·on pr d h ' ogram an w 1.ch 

standards were not met. 

The demographic component of the instrument requested 

information in categories including age, gender, class 

level, education program, and cognate area. The resulting 

information was used to analyze the data. 

Data Collection 

The participants in this study completed a self­

evaluation survey to determine their perceived abilities 

toward integrating computer use in K-12 classrooms. The 

information was compiled based on survey responses and 

demographics (traditional versus non-traditional students 

and elementary majors versus secondary majors). 

The questionnaire was given during class at the 

beginning of the spring semester 2002, and again near the 

end of the term to determine the participants' self­

perception of computer integration skills following 

instruction. A disinterested third party administered the 

survey. Participants were assigned identifying numbers to 

insure confidentiality. 

At the beginning of the designated class period, the 

and procedures of the examiner explained the purpose 



research to the students and introduced them to the survey 

administrator. Those who volunteered to participate were 

given class time to complete the survey and those who 

preferred not to participate used class time to read and 

review appropriate literature. 
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Only the survey administrator, who kept a coded master 

list in a personal locked file cabinet in his office, knew 

the names and numbers of the participants. Upon completion, 

the questionnaires were stored in a locked file cabinet in 

the examiner's office. The documents were destroyed when 

all resulting data had been compiled. 

Statistical Procedures 

Based on demographic information, the original sample 

was divided into two groups, elementary and secondary 

majors. Pretest and posttest scores were compiled and the 

mean score was determined for each participant. The !-test 

for independent samples was used to test for a significant 

d . the posttest scores of each group. This 1fference between 

h repeated for the groups of traditional procedure wast en 

and non-traditional students. 



CHAPTER IV 

DATA AND RESULTS 

Survey scores for the 44 elementary majors and 33 

secondary majors were analyzed and, using a confidence 

level of .05, a statistically significant difference was 

found between the two groups on their overall perceived 

c ompetency level of computer use (see Table 4-1). 

Table 4-1 

Analysis of Differences Between Elementary and Secondary 

Majors 

Statistic Elamentary Secondary 
Majors Majors 

No. of Scores 44 33 

Sum of Scores 3565 2596 

Mean Score 81 78.6 

Sum of Squared Scores 293099 206988 

ss 4253 2770 

~-Value 2.21* 

Degrees of Freedom 
75 

*o<.05 .._ 
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These results indicated that upon completing the 

technology course the elementary education majors had a 

significantly higher perception of their self-efficacy 

toward computer use in the classroom than did the secondary 

education majors. Figure 4-1 illustrates that elementary 

majors scored the same or higher than secondary majors in 

all but two of the 24 competency topics. 

WSmldBaalli)a:&a:m;HJ a 
4.r------ - - --------------7 

Figure 4-1 Mean poS t tes 

education majors. 

elementary and secondary t scores of 



Survey scores for 34 traditional students and 43 non­

t raditional students were ana lyzed and , using a confidence 

l evel of . 05 , a statistically significant difference was 

fo und between the two groups on the ir overall perceived 

c ompetency level of computer use . Information used to 

an a l yze the data is presented in Table 4- 2 . 

Table 4 - 2 

Anal ysis o f Differences Between Non - traditional and 

Traditional Students 
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Statistic Non-traditional Traditional 

Students Students 

o . of Scores 43 

Sm of Scores 3372 

ean Score 78 .4 

Sum of Squared Scores 268494 

ss 40 67 

t - alue 

Degrees o f Freedom 

*e<.o5 

indicated that upon The o utcome of this analysis 

t echnology course the complet ing the educat ional 

34 

2789 

82 

23 1 593 

2813 

2 . 18* 

75 
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traditional education majors had a significantly higher 

perception of their self-efficacy toward computer use in 

the classroom than did the non-traditional education 

majors. Figure 4-2 illustrates that traditional students 

scored the same or higher than non-traditional students in 

all of the 24 survey categories. 

Pa■71H-4 .__ a1n arr • JIii ._ • nr r a 

4 

l ... .. ......... ... t- ... ... 
I 

, 

' 1, 
.... .... .... IF - I ..... 

I • ,r I ' 

l .. ... .. ~ ~ ~ ~· 

ll I ~ ., .. .. .. ., .. ... .. ., 

• ' • I 
.. .. .. .. 0 .. .. .. .. .. 

f traditional and non­t t scores o Figure 4-2 Mean poS t es 

traditional students. 
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Analysis of the data provided interesting information 

in other areas as well. The results indicated specific 

areas of computer use and integration literacy where 

preservice teachers felt least competent following the 

completion of the educational technology course. This data 

pointed toward areas that might be modified to better 

prepare preservice teachers to integrate technology into K-

12 curriculum. 

The change in the mean pretest and posttest scores for 

all students in each of the 24 topics indicated several 

areas of low perceived self-efficacy (see Fig. 4-3). The 

questions that showed relatively low growth from pretest to 

posttest were file management, network management, and 

basic computer skills. The score gain for the file 

management question was .48, the gain for the network use 

question was .66, and the gain for the basic computer 

skills question was .75. 
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Three topics showed relatively low posttest scores 

(see Figure 4-4). The question involving Web page 

construction received a mean posttest score of 2.78. The 

question regarding database use received a mean score of 

2.97 and the question about real-time technology received a 

mean score of 3.00. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

summary 

"The computer training that teachers receive through 

their teacher education programs is likely to foster 

positive computer affect, yet the change may require time 

and development" (Milbrith & Kinzie, 2000, p.373). An 

integral component of the development of effective 

instruction is evaluation of the current program. 

This study was conducted to evaluate the current 

instructional technology program for preservice teachers to 

determine if all students, regardless of their age or 

major, were being adequately prepared to integrate 

technology into the school curriculum. Additionally, the 

study sought to discover which particular areas of 

technology integration students felt least competent upon 

completion of the course. The survey, The Self-Evaluation 

Rubric for Basic and Advanced Teacher Computer Use (USDE, 

OERI, 1998), was selected to collect information on 

education students' self-perceptions of their computer 

. . • to and following the integration competencies prior 

completion of the instructional technology course. 
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Using a ! - test of independent samples , the mea n 

posttest scores of elementary majors were compared to thos e 

of secondary majors to determine if one group expressed 

significantly higher levels of perceived self - efficacy than 

the other . This process was repeated for traditional a nd 

non - traditional students . The gains from pretest to 

posttest were examined to determine which areas might be 

o ified to better prepare preservice eachers to integrate 

echnology into the curriculum . Finally , mean pos test 

scores were analyzed to determine specific weak areas of 

percei ed competency among all students . 

Conclu sions 

Based upon the analysis of he da a , here was a 

· f b een he perceived self - e ficacy significant d i erence e w 

o f co puter use be ween elemen ary preservice teachers ad 

secondar y preservice eachers . The results of the study 

indicated elementary preservice teachers had a 

hl.. gher level of perceived self - efficacy than significantl y 

i h rs so the null hypothesis secondary preservice teac e , 

can be rejec ed . 
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The information collected · d ' in icated there was a 

significant difference between th e perceived self-efficacy 

o f computer use between non-traditional students and 

t raditional students. The outcome of the posttest responses 

showed a significantly higher level of perceived competency 

a mo ng traditional students. Based on this data, the null 

hypothesis can be re j ected. 

The data gathered from the s urvey identified several 

spec i fic areas of computer use and i n tegration literacy in 

which preserv i ce teachers demonstrated little growth from 

pre t est to posttest. These areas i nc l uded fi l e management, 

ne t wo rk use, and bas i c c omputer s kil l s, each of which had a 

gain of . 7 5 o r l ess. Whi l e these ow gain scores seem to 

i mpl i c a t e t h e need f o r i nstructional modification, this may 

not necessarily be the case. Two of these areas, basic 

computer ski ll s and f ile management, had higher than 

Scores. Consequently there was less average mean pretest 

room fo r i mprovement i n t hese areas. 

Add i tionally, the data indicated several areas 

preservice teachers fe l t less competent following the 

techno l ogy course. The three 
comp l etion of t he educa t i ona l 

area s with t h e lowes t mean scores were Web page 
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construction, database use, and real-ti·me h tee nologies. 

These areas of the required instructional technology course 

might be modified to better prepare preservice teachers to 

integrate technology into K-12 curriculum. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based on an analysis 

of the data resulting from this study. 

1. It is recommended that a replication of this study 

be administered to future instructional technology classes. 

2. It is recommended that modifications be made 

within the instructional technology course to effectively 

address the needs of secondary majors and non-traditional 

students. 

3. It is recommended that more effective methods of 

teaching Web page construction, database use, real-time 

and network Use be incorporated into the technologies, 

instructional technology course. 
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Informed Consent 



Consent to Participate in a Research St d . 
u y Austm Peay State University 

You are being asked to participate in a re h . 
you with information about this study y searc study. This form is intended to provide 

. . ou may ask the researche listed 
this ~udy or you may_ call the Office of Grants and S rs below about 
Austm Peay State Uruversity, Clarksville, TN 37044 ponsored Research,_ Box 4517, 
about the rights of research participants. ' <931 ) 221-7881 wtth questions 

1. TITLE OF RESEARCH STUDY 

The Effect oflnstructional Technology Courses Pre · 
Toward Computer Use in the Classroom on -sel'VICe Teachers' Attitudes 

2. PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 

Anne Wall 
Assistant Professor and Ed.S. student, Austin Peay State University 

Dr. Don Luck, faculty supervisor 
Associate Professor, Austin Peay State University 

3. THE PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH 
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This research is being performed as a partial requirement for completion of an 
Ed~cational Specialist degree at APSU. The purpose is to investigate the knowledge and 
attitudes of pre-service teachers about computer integration in the classroom prior to and 
following the completion of a basic instructional technology course. Resulting data can 
be used to modify future educational technology courses and may be published or used in 
presentations. 

4. PROCEDURES FOR THIS RESEARCH 

Education students who are enrolled in Foundations oflnstructional Technology will be 
asked to volunteer to complete a questionnaire to detennine their ability to integrate 
technology in education. The information will be collected and ana1)'7.Cd based on survey 
responses and demographic information. A disinterested third party will administer the 
questionnaire, and numbers rather than names will identify all participants. The 
completed questionnaires will be stored in a locked file cabinet in the researcher's 0 ~ 

until the study is complete when they will be destroyed. Data ~ be_ kept co~ential to 
the extent provided by law. If the data is published or presented, 1t will be done ma way 
that does not reveal the identities of participants. 
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5. POTENTIAL RISKS OR BENEFITS TO YOU 

This study is designed to reveal which areas in the educational tecbnolo · ulum fo 
· h ffi • gy cumc r pre-service teac ers are e ective and which areas might be improved. If you participate 

in the study, you do not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer and the 
risks ofhann to you are minimal. • 

6. INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT: 

I have read the above and understand what the study is about, why it is being done, and 
any benefits or risks involved. 
I undentand that I do not have to take part in this study, and my refasa1 to 
participate will involve no penalty or loss of rights. 
I agree to participate in this study and understand that by agreeing to participate I have 
not given up any ofmy human rights. 
I undentand that I have the right to withdraw my coueat aad stop panicipatJaa at 
any time during the study and all data collected from me wiD be destroyed. 
Ifl choose to withdraw, that choice will be respected and I will not be peneliml 'lr 
coerced to continue. · 
I understand that I will receive a copy of this form. 

If I have questions about this study I may call Anne Wall (graduate studenl, Education 
Department) at 931-221-7S09 or Dr. Don Luck (faculty supervi,or, Education 
Department) at 931-221-7368. 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Signature of Researcher 
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Research Involving Human Subjects 



November 13, 2001 

Anne Wall 
do oon Luck 
Education Dept. 
APSU Box 4545 

Austi_n ~eay State Universit 
I nst1tut1onal Review Board y 

RE: Your applic~tion
1
~ateg October 2~ •. 2001 regarding study number 02_01.

7
. The 

Effect of lnstru~tiona ec nology Tra1~mg on Pre-service Teachers' Attitude~ T 
computer Use rn the Classroom (Austin Peay State University) owarct 

Dear Ms. Wall: 

Thank you !or your response to requests from a prior review of your application for the 
new study listed above. 

'\. 

Congratulations! This is to confirm that your application is now fully approved. The 
protocol is approved through one calendar year. The consent form as most recently 
revised is approved. You must obtain signed written consent from all subjects. This 
approval is subject to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subjects 
research. You may want to review this policy which can be viewed on the APSU 
website at: www2.apsu.edu/www/computer/policy/2002.htm 
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You are granted permission to conduct your study as most recently described effective 
immediately. The study is subject to continuing review on or before November 5, 2002, 
unless closed before that date. Enclosed please find the forms for reporting a closed 
study and for requesting approval of continuance. 

Please note that any changes to the study as approved must be promptly reP?rted and 
approved. Some changes may be approved by expedited review; others require full 
board review. If you have any questicns at all do not hesitate to contact Lou Beasley 
(221-6380; fax 221-7595; email: beasleyl@apsu.edu) or any member of the APIRB. 

Again, thank you for your cooperation with the APIRB and the human research review 
Process. Best wishes for a successful study! 

Sincerely, 

c:KL'fl~;cg,-
0r. ~ou M. Beasley 
Chair, Austin Peay Institutional Review Board 
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Self-Evaluation of Computer Use 

Number __ _ 

Please judge your level of achievement in each of the following co pet · c,·rcle the number 
d. t I I f k"l1 m enc,es. that in ,cates your curren eve o s , attainment. 

I. Basic Computer Skills 
Level I I do not use a computer. 

Level 2 

Level3 

Leve14 

II. File Ma 
Level I 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Level4 

I can use the computer to run a few specific, preloaded programs. It has little effect 
on _either my work or home life. I am somewhat anxious I might damage the machine 
or its programs. 

I can set-up my computer and peripheral devices, load software, print, and use most 
of the operating system tools like the clock, note pad, find command, and trash can 
(recycling bin). 

I can run two programs simultaneously, and have several windows open at the same 
time. I can customize the look and sounds of my computer. I look for programs and 
techniques to maximize my operating system. I feel confident enough to teach others 
some basic operations. 

ement 
I do not save any documents I create using the computer. 

[ save documents I've created but I cannot chose where they are saved. I do not back-· 
up my files. 

I have a filing system for organizing my files, and can locate fi_les quickly and . 
reliably. I back-up my files to floppy disk or other storage device on a regular basis. 

. • · hard drive and use a back-up program to 
I regularly run a disk-optimizer on my . ' fi hiving files which 
make copies of my files on a ~eekly basis. 1 have a sys~ .:.::rives ce. 
I do not need on a r lar basis to conserve m com ut 

III. Word processine I identify any uses or features it might have 
Level I I do not use a word processor, nor can 

which would benefit the way I work. 

d sor for simple documents that I know I wil! 
Level 2 I occasionally use the wor proces . . t hand write or type most written 

modify and use again. I generally fiod it easier 0 

work I do. 
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Level4 
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I use the word processor for nearl all m 
worksheets. and home communi~ion 1 ~itt~ professional work: memos. tests, 
of a document. I can paginate, previ~ and ~ht. spell check, and change the fonnat 
professional. pnnt my work. I feel my work looks 

I use the word processor not only for w . . 
them improve their own communicati:ski:- but have used it with students to help 

IV. S readsheet use 

Level I I do not use a spreadsheet, nor can I identify any uses fl • • . 
would benefit the way I work. or eatures It might have which 

Level2 

LevelJ 

Level4 

I _understand the use of a spreadsheet and can navigate within one. I can create 
8 

sunple spreadsheet that adds a column of numbers. 

I use a spreadsheet for several applications. These spreadsheets use labels, formulas 
and cell references. I can change the format of the spreadsheets by changing column 
widths and text style. I can use the spreadsheet to make a simple graph or chart. 

I use the spreadsheet not only for my work, but could use it with studmts to help 
them im rove their own data k in and ana is skills. 

V. Database use 
Level I I do not use a database, nor can I identify any uses or features it mipt have which 

would benefit the way I work. 

Level2 

Level3 

Level4 

I understand the use of a database and can locate information within one that has 
been pre-made. I can add or delete data in a database. 

I use databases for personal applications. I can create an original database - defining 
fields and creating layouts. I can find, sort and print information in layouts that are 
clear and useful to me. 

· of numcricaJ data. I can use I can use formulas with my database to aeate ~ 
database information to mail merge in a word processm8 docunat I;;:,.~ 
database not only for my work, but could use it with students to help anprove 
their own data k in and ana is skills. 
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VI. Graphics use 

Level J I do not use graphics in_ my word processing or presentations, nor can 
I 

identify any 
uses or features they nught have which would benefit the way I work. 

Level2 

Leve13 

Level 4 

I can open and _creat~ simple pictures with the painting and drawing programs. 1 can 
use programs like PnntShop or PrintArtist. 

I use both pre-made clip art and simple original graphics in my ~ 
documents and presentation. I can edit clip art, change its size. and place it on a 
page. I can purposefully use most of the drawing tools, and can group and un-group 
objects. I can use the clipboard to take graphics from one application for use in 
another. The use of graphics in my work helps clarify or amplify my message. 

I use graphics not only for my work. but could use it with students to help than 
improve their own communications. I can use graphics and the word processor to 
create a professional looking newsletter. 

VII. PowerPoint 

Level I I do not use presentations software (PowerPoint). nor can I identify any uses or 
features it might have which would benefit the way I work. 

Level2 

Level3 

Level4 

I can navigate through a pre-made presentation program. 

I can create my own PowerPoint for information presentation. These presentations 
use transitions, sounds, animations, graphics, and templates. I can use an LCD 
projection device to display the presentation to a class. 

I could teach students to use PowerPoint and make their own lions. 

~~e~~two1 :~ use on-line resou.rccs, nor can I identify any uses or features they migM have 
which would benefit the way I work. 

f information that will be available to me Level 2 I understand that there is a large amount onetworb, including the Internet. Wilh the 
as a teacher that can be accessed through the network. 
help of the media specialist, I can use the resources on . 

sonal information &om a variety of 
Level 3 I use the networks to access professional and ~ nwc:rials, ~line library catalop, 

sources including networked CD-ldR~-::.7 have an ~mail account that I me on 
the ERIC database, and the Wor 
a regular basis. 
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Using telecommunications, I am an active . . . 
download files and programs from rem t participant 10 on-line discussions and can 
telecommunications with my students. 

0 
e computers. I could use 

[X. Student Assessment 
Level I I could not use the computer for student assessment. 

Level 2 

Level3 

Level 4 

I understand that there are ways I could keep track of stu . 
computer. I would keep some student prod ced . lsdtent progress using the 
evaluations of student work and notes to ~ts ':t.,.~ :ro ~~• and write 

I could effectively use an electronic grade book to k tra k f 
Id k rtfi 1 · eep c O student data and/or I 

cou eep po o 1os of student produced materials on the I 
electronic data during parent/teacher conferences. computer. could use the 

I rely on the computer to ~eep trac_k o~ outcomes and objectives individual students 
have m_astered. I use ~at mfonnatlOO m determining assignments, teach" 
stratee1es. and w-oupmes. mg 

X. Ethical use 
Level I 

Leve12 

Level 3 

Leve14 

I am not aware of any ethical issues surrounding computer use. 

I know that some copyright restrictions apply to computer software. 

I clearly understand the difference between freeware, shareware, and commercial 
software and the fees involved in the use of each. I understand the school board 
policy on the use of copyrighted materials. I could demonstrate ethical usage of all 
software and let my students know my personal stand on legal and moral issues 
involving technology. I have a personal philosophy I can articulate regarding the use 
of technology in education. 

I am aware of other controversial aspects of technology use including data privacy, 
equitable access. and free speech issues. I could speak co a variety of technology 
issues at my professional association meetings. to parent groups, and CO the general 
community. 

~I. Instructional software use I · ional nrnanm.. nor am 
Level I I would not use instructional software as a part ofm_y ~ct r-D"-·~ 

Level2 

aware of any titles that might help students meet their leammg goals. 

U]StrUCtional supplement, as a reward. or 
I could use a few computer programs as an 
with special needs children . 

....____1_ _________ _ 



Level 3 

Level 4 
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1 could use several programs (drill and pra t" • . 
b d c ice, sunulations tut . I y my epartment or grade level to help all t d , . ona s, etc.) chosen 
objectives. The software would allow me to st u ;ts meet 5J:'CC1fic learning 
effectively than traditional methods. 1 would eac hand/or rem~orce concepts more 
to help assess individual student perfonnanceu~ t el sod ftware s management system 

h ---' f d · wou use technological meet t e n~s o stu ents who do not respond t trad· . resources to 
0 •tional methods of instruction. 

I seek out new programs for evaluation and adopt" I kn 
. d k ion. ow sources of software reviews an eep current on new developments in co hno . 
f4 · 1 d. mputer tee logics through 

pro ess1ona rea mg and conference attendance. I would share m find" • 
other professionals. Y mp wtth 

XII. Information Literac Skills 

Level I I a~ not familiar with the tenn information literacy, nor do I know why such skills 
are important. 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Level 4 

As a part _of my curriculum, I would have library research projects and support the 
library skills taught by the media specialist. I am aware that there are electronic 
resources available to students. 

My curriculum would include multiple projects that have an infonnation literacy 
component. These would be team taught with the media specialist. I understand the 
information literacy process and would design student projects so that they require 
higher level thinking skills, use electronic information sources, require the use of 
computer productivity software, and are authentically assessed 

I could actively participate in curriculum planning teams and advocate units and 
activities that require information literacy skills. I would share successful units with 
others throu rint, electronic ublishin resentations and works s. 

XUI. Modification or instructional delivery · . . Is 
Level I I know one or two effective methods of delivering content or teachang ~l t 

Level 2 

Level 3 

han · instrucbonal students. I would not use technology that requires that c gang 
methodology. 

d -d. ted, use small groups or are highly I would try units or projects that are stu ent irec_ ~ction. 
individualized, but I would prefer using teacher-directed, whole group 

. • • 1 det" methods and student grouping 
1 could use a variety of mstruct~ona . ~~ery a roaches that best fit the learning 
strategies routinely. I could design activities and P~

1 
bl to me. I could use small 

objectives and the availability of the ted~nologytakavatda ane tage of student to 
· I m· rotation to e a v _ _. ... ,.,,,~ groups working cooperative Y or Id modify instructional [IJQJ~ to 

equipment ratios of greater than one to ~~: 1.;'°'t students 
take advantage of the learning styles of 10 ivi ua · 



49 

I would continuously try new ap h 
d. h proac es suggested b 1scover t e most effective mea f . Y research or observ • . ns o using techn I at1on to 
mee~ curricular goals. I would work with a tea o ogy to engage my students and 
and improve my practices in this a m of fellow teachers to create odify rea. , m 

XJV. Individuali7.ation of the educational oroe 
Level I I would modify my curriculum or in':11 f 1 

Level 2 

Level3 

Level 4 

identified special needs. rue 10na methods only for students with 

I would occasionally give students the ch . f . 01ce o assignments · 1 class members ( unless they are in special ed . m !"Y c ass, but all 
b. . . h" ucatmn) must meet m the 1 . 

o ~ect1ves wit m the same time frame Skill ed. . . same eammg 
school or informally during or after ~hool. rem 1at1on is done during summer 

With the assistance of the student, parents and · · · . d. .d lized I . appropriate specialists I could create 
an m 1v1 ua earning plan for each of my stud ts I Id ' . . en . wou track the 
ac_comphs~ent of learning goals in the plan using a computerized tool. I would use 
this tool durmg parent conferences and for school or state report· s den 
h 

· ha mg. tu ts and 
t eir parents ve nern:orked access to this tool for continuous monitoring of 
progress and plan modification. 

I would provide suggestions about the content and design of the individualized 
computerized planning and reoort tools. 

XV. Professional e:rowth and communication 
Level I I do not use electronic resources for professional growth or communication. 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Leve14 

I can find lesson plans and some research in on-line databases. I would correspond 
with parents and other teachers using ~mail. 

I would use the Internet and other on-line resources to obtain research findings, 
teaching materials and information related to the content of my classes. I read 
electronic newsletters and journals to keep current on educational practices. I 
participate in electronic discussion groups and chat rooms that are related to my area 
of education and both contribute to and use the best practices discussed there. I use 
technology t~ take part in distance learning opportunities for my own professional 

development. 

. . · · '- teachers and feel comfortable I organize professional growth opportunities 1or 
teaching other educators about the use of technology. 

~VJ. Research and evaluation of technolon use . 1 technology would 
Level I I have not attempted to determine whether the use of ~tructiona 

make a difference in students' learning or classroom climate. 
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Level 2 I would gather, use and share anecdotal . c: • 

f h I . m1ormat1on and ob -use o tee no ogy m my cla sroom. ervat1ons about tudent 

Level 3 I , ould u e action research and aggregated data t 
technology and methodology I am u ing ha o accurate! determine whether the 

an impact on ho 11 learn and on school climate. we m tudent 

Level 4 I wou ld participate in formal studies of the - f 
unpact o technology d . 

conducted by professional groups and acade111.J·cs I Id d . on stu ent Iearnmg 
f ti · · cou 1gn such tud· 

o °:Y own pro s1onal education. I wou ld report electronicall a d . . Jes as part 
find mg of m research to other profes ional . n m prmt the 

XVII. Internet use 

Level I I do no~ under tand hO\ net\: arks ork, nor can I id ntify an p r anal or 
profi 1ona l us fo r net\, arks including the Internet. I do not ha e an a 
an net\ ork nor wou Id I know ho to get one. 

unt on 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Level 4 

I can identify ome per anal or proti for net\ or , and understand th 
ha ea a lue tom tudents and me. I e read ome arti I about th Internet in the 
popular pre . I can direct( u e net\, ork ac to a library catalog or D-RO 

I can d cribe what a computer network d and ho it can nail and 
prof es ionall . I can di tingui h be een a local area netw rk, ark, 
and the Internet and can d crib educati u for ea j to 
of the Internet, recogniz · inte · I nd xtent 
of it r ourc . I ha e nal a o 

nd email download ft and a 
protect m pa word, a ou Id 

I u e net, arks on a dail ba i to a c and communicate informati n. I can e e 
a an acti e participant in a chool or organizational planning group gi ing ad 
and pro iding infonna tion about netv arks. I can recommend e eral v of 
obtaining Internet acces to oth rs. 

XVllI . E-mail and electronic mailin lists 
Le el I I do not u e email. 

Le el 2 d Plain ome admini trati e and 
I under tand the con ept of email an cane 
educational u e for it. 



Level4 

I use email regularly and can: 
• read and delete messages 
• send, fo~ard and reply to messages to 
• create mcknai_nes, mailing lists, and a signature file 
• send and receive attachments 

• use electronic mailing lists and understand th "- . 
d d . e pro,ess1ooal uses of them 

• rea an contribute to a professional electronic mailing list 

I c~f se~~ t;oup ":;ilings ~d- ~eel confident that I could administer an electronic 
ma
1
_ 1 mfg 1sb_- wo~ uedse ac!1~1t1es that require email in my teaching. 1 can locate 
rsts o su >1ect-onent marlmg lists. 

XIX . The World Wide Web 
Level I I do not use the World Wide Web. 

Level 2 I am aware that the World Wide Web is a means of sharing infonnation on the 
Internet. I can browse the Web for recreational purposes. 
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Level3 I can use a Web browser like Explorer or Netscape to find information on the 
World Wide Web, and can list some of the Web's unique features. I can explain the 
terms: hypertext, URL, http, and html. I can write URLs to share information 
locations with others. I can use Web search engines to locate subject specific 
information and can create bookmarks to Web sites of educational value. 

Level4 I can configure my web browser with a variety of helper applications. I understand 
what "cookies" do and whether to keep them enabled. I can speak to the security 
issues of on-line commerce and data privacy. 

XX. Search Tools 
Level I I cannot locate any information on the Internet. 

Level 2 I can occasionally locate useful information on the Internet by browsing or through 
remembered sources. 

Level 3 f et rces using directories like Yahoo I can conduct an efficient search o Intern resou anced h commands to 
. . 1 Alta ·sta. I can use adv searc or search engrnes like Googe or · vr . ·delines for 

specify and limited the number of hits I get. 1 can :le ~::'bibliographic 
evaluating the infonnation I find on the Internet can 
citation for information found. 

Leve14 . . h t Is for fmding software and email 
I can identify some specrahzed sea.re CX: '" ts in on-line information. 
addresses. I can speculate on future deve o.,men 



' 

t,evel2 

t,evel3 

Level4 
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I know that documents and computer programs that could be useful to my students 
are stored on computers throughout the world. I cannot n:tricve these files. 

I understand the concept and netiquette of "anonymous FTP" sites. I can transfa­
files and programs from remote locations to my computer and can use programs or 
plug-ins that help me do this. I can extract compressed files and know some 
utilities that help me view graphics and play sounds and movies. I uodenland the 
nature and danger of computer viruses, and know how to minimize my risk of 
contracting a computer virus. 
I can send group mailings and feel confident that I could administer ID electroaic 
mailing list. I would use activities that require email in my teaching. I can locate 
lists of subject-oriented mailing lists. 

I could use information I have retrieved as a resource for and with my studmts. I 
understand the concept of a network server, and the functiom it can serve in ID 

or ization. I can use an client to u load files to a sawr. 

XXD. Real-time and 

Level2 

Level3 

Leve14 

I have some information sent to me oo a regular basis through e-mail 111d I elm 
some sites on a regular basis for information. 

and information feeds I can listen to audio I use chat-rooms and customized news and software requ. icments for web-
streamed from the web. I know the hardware 
based videoconferencing. 

• • • c1es· "virtual" classroom or illtlnctive I can use real-time apphcat1ons to ign 8 videoconfa'mc" for communication 
learning experience. My students ~Id w': other students- mg 
with ex and ro. ect collaboraboll 

XXIO. Weboa2e comtnctioa viewed with 
8 

web t,rowser. 
Level I I cannot create a page that can be --rs 

1 
Level 2 I can save text I've created as an html file with a command in my word poccssor-

know a few, simple html commands-
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Using ~-coded html or a web page authoring too~ 1 . 
• view web pages as a source documents can: 
• create a formatted web page that uses backgrounct 

alignment, graphics, and tables cob, font styles and 

• include links to other parts of my documeot or otba- . . 
page Internet sites m my 

• know basic guidelines for good web page construction . . , 
web policies and the district s 

Level4 I can use the web as an interface to databases. When appropriate, 1 . 
pages with search engine sites. I can help write web creati<m policies c:r ':, my 
content, and use. 

Level I I am not aware of any ways the Internet can be used with sbtdmts in the 
classroom. 

Level 2 I would occasionally allow my students to use the lntemct to find iufuuliltitu. 

Level 3 I know a variety of projects and activities that effectively 111e the IIDnlllt to 
instruct and involve students. I know a source for collabontM prqjecll, cm direct 
students to on-line tutorials and learning resources, and mcounae a variety ofay­
pal activities. 

Level 4 I can design and implement an Internet project or maintain an e+ntione! 1lllmllt 
site. 

XXV. De1D01rapbic Information (Please circle the . te ,\ 

Aee 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38+ 

Gender Male Female 

Clas Junior Senior POltBrhenl 
Freshman Soohomore 

Education Special 
Oda - . F.dllClbOII Proa!ram K-8 5-8 J 

Cognate History/ RcadinW 
Oda - •• _a 

~Area Social Studies Math -·~--~-· Science 
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• 

The U.S. Department of Education, through the American 
Institutes for Research, has obtained permission from 
copyright holders and other producers to reproduce the 
questionnaires in this guide. All other material contained 
in this Handbook is in the public domain and may be used 
and reprinted without special permission; citation as to 
source, however, is expected. 

http://www.ed.gov/pubs/EdTechGuide/title.html 
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Technology Standards 
(Nets) 

And Performance Indicators 
for Teachers 

Copyright © 2000, ISTE (International 
Society for 

Technology in Education) 

800 . 336.5191 (U.S . & Canada) or 541 
.302.3777 

(International) 

iste@iste.org, www.iste.org. All rights reserved. 

All cl assroo eachers should be prepared to meet the 

: ol owi gs a dards and performance indicators . 

I. TECHNOLOGY OPERATIONS AND CONCEPTS 

~eache r s de o s ra ea sound understanding of technology 

ope r a i o sad co ncep s . 

A. de ons ra e i roductory knowledge , skills , and 

un e r s a ding o f concepts related to technology {as 

desc r i be d i he ISTE ational Educational Technology 

Stan ards f o r Students) 

8 . demons ra e continual growth in technology knowledge and 

skil s o say abreas of current a nd emerging 

tech o ogies . 



II. pr.ANNING AND DESIGNING LEARNING ENVlRONMBNTs AND 

EXPERIENCES 

Teachers plan and design effective learn1.·ng 
environments 

and experiences supported by technology. 

A. design developmentally appropriate learning 

oppo rtunities that apply technology-enhanced instructional 

strategies to support the diverse needs of learners. 

s. apply current research on teaching and learning with 

t echnology when planning learning environments and 

expe r i ences. 

C. ident if y and locate technology resources and evaluate 

them fo r accuracy and suitability. 

D. pl an fo r t he management of technology resources within 

the context of learning activities. 

d t learning in a E. pl an strateg i es to manage stu en 

technology-enhanced environment. 

III · TEACHING LEARNING, AND TBB CtJRRICULOM 
' 

1 d methods 
Teachers i mplement curriculum plans that inc u e 

to maximize student 
anct strategies for applying technology 

58 



1ea r ni ng . 

A- fa c ilitate technology-enhanced . 
experiences th 

at address 
cont ent standards and student technology 

standards. 

8. use technology to support learner-centered 
strategies 

that address the diverse needs of students. 

c. apply technology to develop students' higher order 

skill s a nd creativity. 

o. man age s t udent learning activities ;n t h ~ a ec nology-

enhanced env i ronment. 

IV. ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 

Teacher s a pp l y technology to fac i litate a variety of 

e:fective as s essment and evaluat i on strategies. 

A. app l y technology i n assess i ng student learning of 

subject matter using a variety of assessment techniques 

B. use t e c hnology resources to collect and analyze data, 

~nt e r pret results, and commun i cate findings to improve 

ins t r uc t i ona l practice and maximize student learning. 

C. apply mul t iple methods of evaluation to determine 

studen ts' resources for 
appropr i ate use of technology 

lear ning, commun i cation, and productivity. 
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V. PRODUCTIVITY AND PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE 

hers use technology to enha h 
reac nee t eir productivity and 

professional practice. 

A. use technology resources to engage in ongoing 

professional development and lifelong learning. 

s. continually evaluate and reflect on professional 

p~actice to make informed decisions regarding the use of 

t echnology in support of student learning. 

c. apply technology to increase productivity. 

D. use technology to communicate and collaborate with 

peers, parents, and the larger community in order to 

nur ture student learning. 

VI. SOCIAL, ETHICAL, LEGAL, AND lltJIGN ISSUBS 

Teachers understand the social, ethical, legal, and human 

in PK-12 schools i ssues surrounding the use of technology 

anct apply that understanding in practice. 

A eth1· cal practice related to · model and teach legal and 

technology use. 

B to enable and empower 
· apply technology resources 
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with diverse backgrounds, characteri t· :earners s ics, and 

. •1 ities. aOl 

identify and use technology resources that affirm 

J . promote safe and healthy use of technology resources. 

_. facili tate equitable access to technology resources for 

students. 

'' 
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