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Abstract
Beth Lynne
USING AN INTERNET LEARNING PROFILE TO CREATE CUSTOMIZED PLANS
2011/12
Stephen Cone, PhD.
Ed.D. in Educational Leadership
The purpose of this research was to develop an Internet Learning Profile for eighth grade
students based upon Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences and to use the results to develop
customized lesson plan activities for each profile that can be incorporated into existing
curriculum. Another purpose of this study was to discover if students who are considered
more literate (via NJ ASK language arts literacy scores) are immersed in the use of online
social networking, role play/interactive gaming online, blogs, discussion boards, online
classes, video websites, search engines, paint or animation applications, etc. | used a
Multiple Intelligences Scale (Chislett & Chapman, 2005) in order to determine the
Internet Learning Profiles of each eighth-grader involved in a general study. | then
conducted an experiment using a treatment group and a control group (quasi-
experimental nonequivalent control groups design) made up of “Cusp Kids” to determine
if a treatment of internet-based literacy activities (independent variable) geared toward
their Internet Learning Profiles had any effect on their achievement (dependent variable).
| used an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and a comparison of the means to analyze
the data and found that the only possible achievement increases could be attributed to the
Online Social Network group. However, | also gained insight into the work habits of the

Gamers and Producers as a result of this study and will present recommendations based



upon the findings.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Since the introduction of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002, there has been an
increased focus on teacher accountability through standardized assessment scores, particularly in
the area of literacy. Although there have been some gains in literacy achievement test scores, an
achievement gap still exists between urban and suburban, poor and middle/upper class, and
minority and White students. Between the same sets of students, a technological inequity is also
deemed to be present and is termed “the Digital Divide” (Anthony & Padmanabhan, 2010). The
same students who achieve low literacy scores may also be lacking in effective technological
literacy skills. This inequity may exist due to lack of access to the needed equipment, or it may
be due to the failure of these students to learn how to use the equipment in a way that enhances
their literacy skills. Technological literacy skills are the required skills that will facilitate the
development of 21st Century reading and writing skills (ISTE, 2008).

Internet accessibility and technology use has increased across the nation within the last
decade. A recent study has found that 67% of American children between the ages of 2 and 5 can
operate a computer mouse and open a web browser (Van Camp, 2011). Most schools and homes
are wired for access, making the Internet a common utility. There is the potential for an increase
of communication between home and school, allowing for continuity of instruction amongst all
stakeholders. It could also follow that technology would be embedded into most lessons, with an
online component in the form of homewaork. An online social networking aspect and discussion
boards could be helpful in developing collaboration and communication skills. Other aspects,
such as interactive games, may assist in developing specific literacy skills, such as role play,

character development, and identifying themes. Students use these applications at home, but they



are often discouraged and firewalled at school, while at home, they are not necessarily given the
guidance to develop these skills to apply them in the school setting. These applications are
particularly effective for use with an increasingly diverse population, especially in inclusion and
language immersion classrooms (Krajka, 2000; Martin & Loomis, 2007). This places students
who are on the “low” side of the achievement gap and digital divide at a disadvantage rather than
giving them the resources and instruction needed to succeed.
Statement of the Problem

The International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) conducted a study on the
impact of technology on student achievement. The researchers discovered, when implemented
correctly, “integration of technology has a strong positive effect on student achievement” (ISTE,
2008, p.4). Laptop use in school has been shown to improve not only student achievement, such
as on report cards and standardized achievement tests, but also to increase cooperative and
collaborative skills, students’ ability to problem solve and direct their own learning, and show
“deeper and more flexible ways” of using technology (Gulek & Demitiras, 2005). Rather than
developing students’ interests and assisting in increasing literacy by use of 21st Century
methods, educators appear to limit the use of resources that will assist in developing literacy and
technological skills. In order to increase technological skills, teachers would need to learn to
embed and structure assignments into instruction so that they translate over to home access and
completion. Additionally, requiring the teaching of technology to teachers in both higher
education preparatory programs and within their job-related practices will better equip students
for the increasing demands for skilled labor that technology is creating (Collins & Bronte-

Tinkew, 2010).



The broad issue in education that this particular study will address is that students spend a
disproportionate amount of time on the Internet at home as compared to in school. Students
spend an average of 27 hours a week online at home, while at school students spend an average
of 15 minutes per week (Levin & Arafeh, 2002). | believe that some of this home use time can be
maximized with school related projects that are engaging to all students. Studying the profiles of
internet usage of high-achievers in literacy will allow teachers to adapt results to students who
are not achieving at the same rates. Additionally, studying the profiles of all students will allow
teachers to understand how to tailor technology and language arts literacy activities to learning
styles and individual profiles. Teachers should be able to develop high-interest, customized
activities that incorporate these profiles into a customized learning plan for each student. It is my
belief that doing so will not only maximize the student’s achievement potential, but also will
help in creating independent learners in a student-centered classroom.

The particular focus of this issue is situated within the context of the urban middle
school, with an emphasis on internet use of eighth grade language arts literacy students. | have
chosen this grade level because literacy scores appear to drop at the middle school level (NJ
DOE, 2010), and remain low, resulting in a skills deficit upon entry to ninth grade, which may
ultimately contribute to a high drop-out rate due to lack of achievement and success (Alliance for
Excellent Education, 2010). The participants include students in an urban school system that
have a test score in literacy for the most recently completed New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge (NJ ASK), the state-mandated standardized assessment that is administered yearly to
grades 3 through 8. I have focused upon reading comprehension because many students are

currently reading below grade level. The particular eighth grade class that I am studying



experienced a drop in achievement as seventh graders, as reflected in their 2010-2011 NJ ASK
scores in Language Arts Literacy (NJ DOE, 2011).

I have employed the conceptual framework of situated cognition, as postulated by Brown,
Collins, and Duguid (1988) who studied real world learning and the use of mathematical tools in
learning activities. Brown et al. state that people who use the tools in “authentic activity actively
build an increasingly rich implicit understanding both of the tools themselves and of the world in
which they use the tools” (Brown, Collins,& Duguid, 1988, p.5). In my study, | embedded the
use of internet tools, within the context of instruction, as a real world application. In order to
create the Internet Learning Profiles, | applied the work of Howard Gardner in Multiple
Intelligences (MI). For this study, | have matched each of seven Multiple Intelligences (Gardner
& Hatch, 1989) to an Internet Learning Profile. | first adapted a survey that was administered to
all of the eighth graders that returned permission slips at Hedgepeth Williams School. | selected
study participants from the survey results, and then | created lesson plan activities based upon the
Internet Learning Profiles. An updated MI instructional lesson plan design model formed the
basis of these plan activities, culled from the works of B.J. Gallagher (2003) and McTighe and
Wiggins (2005). These lesson activities were placed on a password protected website for the
exclusive purpose of this study.

The premise of the study is to develop an Internet Learning Profile for eighth grade
students based upon Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences and to use the results to develop
customized lesson plan activities for each profile that can be incorporated into existing
curriculum. I then determined if the use of internet activities have an effect on student
achievement in language arts literacy. The research problem that | have studied is to determine if

students will have higher levels of language arts literacy achievement following the



incorporation of internet use based upon their individual Internet Learning Profiles. I also studied
the profiles of use of the Internet by students in order to develop the customized plan activities.
Another purpose of this study was to discover if students who are considered more literate (via
NJ ASK language arts literacy scores) fit a certain intelligence profile. Gardner’s Multiple
Intelligences is an ideal foundational model since his theory proposes that every child possesses
each type of intelligence, although in different quantities (Tracey & Richey, 2007). | anticipated
that the results of this study could be used to revise existing district curricula in order to
maximize the learning potential of each individual student through a technology-based program
that is strength-based and interest-oriented. |1 would like school-based educators to use my results
to make sound instructional decisions in order to develop independent learners. | can also use the
results of this study to ascertain if the virtual classroom may be appropriate for learners at this
level. Implications for budgeting at the school and district level could be considerations as an
outcome. Ultimately, my goal, as an educational leader, is to build partnerships with university
teacher and leadership programs in order to promote the use of 21st Century teaching and
learning strategies.
Purpose of the Study

One of the intents of this quasi experimental nonrandom control group design study is to
examine Internet Learning Profiles of students in order to develop customized lesson plan
activities based upon these Internet Learning Profiles that can be used with the existing
curriculum. I wanted to determine if these activities have an effect on students’ language arts
literacy achievement. Another purpose, using the Multiple Intelligences Scale, is to determine if
there is a relationship between certain Internet Learning Profiles and achievement on the state

mandated literacy assessment, the NJ ASK.



| am anticipating that one of the by-products of this study is to lay the groundwork for
better preparing classroom teachers to incorporate internet use and differentiation strategies into
lesson planning and instruction. The results of this study should also provide data that school
districts may use in selection of administrators and/or consulting companies that are hired to train
teachers in using appropriate and data driven instruction.

Research Questions

The overarching research questions are: What are ways that the Internet is used by
students that can characterize their learning? Is there a relationship between NJ ASK literacy
scores and Internet Learning Profiles? Can these Internet Learning Profiles assist in planning
instruction that increases student achievement? Does having a customized Internet Learning
Profile and plan have an effect on student achievement?

Definition of Terms

The following list of definition of terms is provided to ensure understanding and
consistency throughout this study.

Internet Learning Profile: A characterization that is developed through a survey to
determine how a student uses the Internet. This characterization is based upon Gardner’s
Multiple Intelligences and on internet associations to the intelligences made by B.J. Gallagher
from his 2003 findings. I have added updated internet technologies to Gallagher’s list and
because technology is rapidly evolving, expect that this list will need updating soon as well.
Much of what is presented today in any study of internet technology in education will be passé
tomorrow, but can serve as a basis for paving the way for future innovations. This Internet

Learning Profile assists in developing customized learning plans for students. These profile



names and descriptions are as follows, and have been developed by this researcher for the

purpose of this study:
Gamer (Gardner’s Verbal-Linguistic): According to Gallagher (2003), the verbal
linguistic learner strengths are in words, storytelling and role play; appropriate internet
applications should include e-mail and interactive e-books; interactive gaming such as
those that contain quests or rely heavily on characters will enhance learning.
Online Social Networker (Gardner’s Interpersonal): The interpersonal student is a very
social learner; a Facebook, Twitter, and/or MySpace devotee who must engage in many
cooperative learning activities. In addition to online social media, Google docs may
contribute to the collaborative methods of working that this student needs to experience.
Googler (Gardner’s Intrapersonal): The intrapersonal learner is a researcher and
explorer who learns independently. Using search engines in order to research projects
will be a large portion of this student’s learning.
Surfer (Gardner’s Mathematical-Logical): The mathematical-logical learner usually
does have a goal in mind, with a well-defined pattern and order of usage high internet
interest, but has eclectic interests; appropriate internet applications for this learner
include: Webquests, webinars, online spreadsheets, and step by step virtual projects.
Youtuber (Gardner’s Musical, with a visual aspect): A visual musical learner needs
music to guide or provide a backdrop to learning; a music video watcher and a watcher of
multimedia presentations; combines auditory and visual learning.
Producer (Gardner’s Bodily-Kinesthetic): A bodily-kinesthetic learner is a creator and a

mover rather than a viewer; a kinesthetic and artistic student online applications should



include Prezi (an online powerpoint), Animoto, and other formats in which creation is

the focus (active rather than passive learning).

Graphic Designer (Gardner’s Visual-Spatial): The visual spatial learner is fond of using

design tools; can use colors, symbols and objects to communicate; MS Paint and Movie

Maker are popular programs that will assist in helping this learner express him/herself.

Home internet use: Use of the Internet that is not assigned for the purpose of completion
of school tasks and activities.

Existing or traditional plan: The lesson plan that exists that is developed by the teacher
or school district.

Internet plan activities: Activities in a lesson plan in which internet use has been
embedded to support objectives.

Cusp Kids: Students who score somewhat below proficient and slightly above proficient
on the NJ ASK (a range of 185 to 205, as per the district in which the study is conducted). This is
a fluid number, depending upon the averages of the scores of the students. These students are
generally targeted for improvement due to their ability to achieve, but do not do so consistently.
In the experimental portion of this study, the Cusp Range is 172-212. For the general study, |
looked at a range from 183-203. | made these adjustments in order to increase the sample size.

21st Century Skills: “the tools that enable our students our students to become truly media
literate as they function in an online collaborative, research-based environment — researching,
analyzing, synthesizing, critiquing, evaluating and creating new knowledge” (21st Century

Schools, 2008, 1 13).



Significance of the Study

Much research has been conducted regarding the use of technology in school, but few
studies have attempted to identify in depth the actual profiles of use by students and the
implications for transfer to the school setting, as incorporated by teachers into lesson planning
and instruction. As much as parents and students may use the information in a home situation,
teachers are the conduit by which the results of this study will be applied to the classroom
situation. According to one report, teachers are increasingly communicating assignments to
students via the web, but this is not fully implemented within school districts (it is mostly
voluntary). Students, however, are using online social networking to collaborate and
communicate, and schools are not taking full advantage of this online format, although parents
and community leaders are in support of the idea, if proper security precautions are taken (Nagel,
2007).

Proponents of the National Education Technology Standards seek to create 21st Century
Learners through six basic standards: Creativity and Innovation; Communication and
Collaboration; Research and Information Fluency; Critical Thinking, Problem Solving, and
Decision Making; Digital Citizenship; Technology Operations and Concepts. Within these
standards, there are indicators that support the current view of the Obama Administration, that
there is a need to increase and enhance the digital literacy of students in public schools (Quillen,
2009). Currently, although school districts do incorporate technology standards into “computer
classes”, classroom and subject area teachers are not strictly required to embed technology into
their lessons. Many school districts do not supply sufficient technology to make a classroom

technology component worthwhile or practical. District administration prefer to mandate the use



of the same archaic methods of teaching literacy rather than updating programs to include 21st
Century Methods (Miners & Pascopella, 2007).

Ultimately, the results of this study could be used to assist students to become
independent learners and critical thinkers who are able to make wise decisions regarding internet
use (i.e.: able to apply internet use to learning and career choices). Applying the results of this
study for the purpose of training teachers to incorporate effective internet use into their lesson
planning could have an impact on how instruction is delivered. This could allow educators to
develop curricula and programs that will increase student achievement, via customized internet-
based lesson plans, thereby reducing the achievement gap/Digital Divide connection that is
presumed to exist. Increased student achievement could translate over to the work environment,
creating a greater pool of career-ready applicants who will meet 21% Century labor demands.
Further, in the larger context, university teacher program requirements could be reviewed and
revised, with a view of the 21st Century learner and student-centered classroom in mind.
Leadership and Change

In effecting these changes in the school environment, it will be inevitable that barriers
and resistance to change will be encountered when implementing the plan prescribed by the
research findings. Embedding technology in lesson plans and implementing the plans has long
been a challenge in the public schools, in my experience. Both teachers and administrators have
balked at embedding the Internet into lessons, while students would certainly become more
engaged in learning. Unfortunately, in an urban school district such as the one in which I work
and have conducted this study, the barriers and resistance contribute to the Digital Divide, and in

turn, to the Achievement Gap.
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Some of the barriers from a teacher’s perspective have been the district’s inability to
update the technology in classrooms. From my perspective as an educator who has interacted
with students online through my facilitation of numerous teacher training classes, this is a
universal problem, not only indigenous to the urban districts, but also to those in the suburbs.
However, most classrooms have at least one computer; most schools have computer labs, and
more students than ever have access to the Internet and a computer. The Digital Divide is
increasingly becoming a matter of a skills set, rather than a material matter (Washington, 2010). |
feel that in piloting this study at one school, districts will see the importance of having state-of-
the-art technology in classrooms as a money-saving commodity. With higher student
achievement, a great deal of money can be saved on extra program staffing and consultant
companies.

| am an educational leader who attempts to guide teachers into bringing innovation into
their classrooms. | do not feel that changes are brought about overnight, but are nurtured by
leaders so that they become a natural part of the scheme of things (Senge & Kleiner, 1999).
Creating lesson plan activities that incorporate internet applications will encourage teachers to
explore how they can generate excitement for learning from their students. This will not only
produce higher student achievement, but also a more positive school wide culture. Teaching has
been historically an isolating profession in which teachers go into their classrooms and close
their doors to change. | hope to develop collaborative teams in which teachers create and
implement plans and observe each others’ practice. (Senge, 1990).

What | have found most interesting is that the people who are “resisters” are the ones that
most want to effect a change in the school systems. The instinct is to ignore them, but it is

essential that they are given a role in the organization. Evans (1996) cites circumstances in which
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teachers are actually disenchanted with being part of the governance process (too much work,
nothing gets done as promised, or they are not taken seriously) and perhaps this is the reason
they do not adapt well to changes. One complaint | often hear from teachers is that the
administrators thrust mandates on them without considering their ability to implement them. |
would like to adopt a participative or democratic leadership style in which success is achieved by
the participation of all concerned (Burnes, 2004). As an educational leader, | hope to work with
teachers in a hands-on way in order to create changes that contribute to producing successful
21st Century Learners.

Finally, I wish to develop a school model in which technology is used in tandem with
foundational learning skills, such as basic literacy and math skills. I believe that the
incorporation of technology in everyday learning will promote critical thinking skills and the
ability to make sound learning choices for students. In keeping with the framework of situated
cognition, the tools of technology, with the Internet in particular, must be used within the context
of learning, not as a separate entity (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1988).

Limitations of the Study

I have identified several limitations to this study. The definitions and profiles that have
been developed for the Internet Learning Profiles precisely follow Gardner’s Intelligences.
Gardner’s decades-old definitions need updating for the 21st Century Learner, so as a result, the
definitions | have presented reflect a different sort of stimuli that surrounds these learners.
Gardner’s theory of Multiple Intelligences has been criticized in research, citing a lack of
empirical examination, a lack of compatibility with genetic and environmental theory, and too
broad of an intelligence paradigm, rendering the idea of intelligence as meaningless (Gilman,

2001).
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A main factor that may be limiting this study is using only student achievement test
results as a basis for identification of “Cusp Kids”. It is duly noted that other data also has merit,
but the main indicators that are used by school districts center around achievement test data. This
achievement test data serve as an indicator that has reliable and valid results but is not always
used for the benefit of students. The benefits of differentiated and customized instruction are not
a central issue in this study; it is assumed here that the benefits are largely supported in research.

There is a small sample size and only one school used in this study. This sample size
limits the statistical significance that | can draw from the data. | also will only be able to
generalize the findings to this population (Statsoft, 2011).

Finally, a limitation of the study could be a result of the “Hawthorne Effect” which is a
phenomenon in which observed participants in a study may perform in a more productive
manner than if they were unaware that they were being observed or included in a study (Franke
& Kaul, 1978). The participants in my study were aware that | was performing a study of their
work, so they may have performed in a different manner than if they were unaware of
participating. In addition, the control group received no special release time from classes and this
may have also skewed the results (Franke & Kaul, 1978).

Limitations of the general study. In the general study, each profile that is strongly
represented (the highest score results in the profile assigned to the student) is counted as a
separate profile. These representations each count as one tally for that profile. As a result, there
is a sample of 111, although there are only 58 participants. The intention here is solely to
discover if certain single profiles are associated with high or low achievement. The combination

of certain profiles is not examined in this study, but the results may certainly be used as a
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springboard for a future, more comprehensive study in this vein. For the purposes of this study, |
only examined comparisons amongst types of single and low and high achievers.

Limitations of the experimental study. A factor that may skew the results of the
experimental study could be that access to the Internet is uneven for students; students who do
not have as frequent access to the Internet may not perform well during instruction. Since
technology is not embedded as a matter of practice into lessons, students may not have skills that
are needed to complete some of the activities. Teachers have different styles of delivering
instruction; since students from different classes are used as participants, using existing plans and
internet plans, it may be that the experiences students have with certain teachers differ.

Another limitation of this study may be a threat to internal validity, an assumption that
the groups studied are comparable, and that the only difference is the treatment (customized
plans) administered (Creswell, 2009). | have attempted to match the participants in group size,
ethnicity, gender, age, and ability. This study contains a small sample size, due in part to the fact
that there were only 34 Cusp Kids in the pool of participants. The entire eighth grade class
consisted of 92 students, with 58 permission slips returned. Of those 58, 34 were eligible based
upon their scores. | worked with 17 students very closely during the treatment course of this
study, with an allotment of one hour per day from my supervisors.

Not all of the proposed profiles were represented evenly in the experimental study, as had
been hoped. The Googler and Youtuber were cut from the profiles for this part of the study since
there were not enough Cusp students who distinctly fit these two profiles. The lesson plan
activities are included in Appendix B for informational purposes. Additionally, the remaining
profiles are not evenly represented and there was only one student who was distinctly a Surfer.

However, since the intent of the study is to determine if there is a relationship between using an
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Internet Learning Profile to develop lesson plan activities and an increase in student
achievement, then it was valid to accommodate the profiles that were presented.
Organization of the Study

This research study is organized into five chapters. In the first chapter, | began by
presenting the statement of the problem, including the broader educational issues that are
involved and the context in which this study can be used; the purpose of the research along with
the research design that will frame the study; the research questions that will guide my study,
along with definitions that are relevant to this study. | then described what significance this study
will have for students, teachers, and parents. Lastly, the limitations were addressed, followed by
an organizational summary of the study.

In Chapter Two, | will present a review of the literature for the purpose of examining
what has already been explored in terms of my topic; to validate the relevancy and importance of
my study, and to determine where the gaps are currently within the topic. Much of the research
that is available is outdated, mainly because technology has advanced so rapidly in the past few
years. This literature review will encompass recent literature about the effects of internet use on
student achievement, how the Internet is used in school, particularly as it is embedded in lessons,
how parents monitor and guide students’ internet use at home, and what students’, parents’, and
teachers’ perceptions are regarding using the Internet for learning.

In Chapter Three, | will present my methods of data collection, data analysis and coding
system in order to determine what the Internet Learning Profiles are, who the students are that
possess them, and how learning and instruction can be structured to accommodate these learning

profiles. 1 will describe my rationale for selecting my participants. | will also describe the survey
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tool, chart for displaying the relationship between ILP and NJASK scores, lesson plan design
model, and assessment of in Chapter Three.

In Chapter Four, I will present the findings of the two parts of my study. | will discuss
and analyze the data, what | learned from the analysis of the data, and how this learning is
situated in the literature. I will also discuss the insights gained for my field of study and what the
implications are for further research are.

In Chapter Five, | will discuss conclusions and implications for this research: why it
matters; how policy and practice may be affected; whether | achieved my goals through my
research; how I may follow up and what | may do differently in the future. Finally, I will present
how second order change may be accomplished through use of the results of this study and what

the further topics of study may be as a result of this study.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

Introduction

In this chapter, the literature related to the research questions is examined to determine
the significance of pursuing this line of research. | have presented literature regarding Multiple
Intelligences as a vehicle in education for profiling learners and individualizing instruction.
Since internet use and its effect on instruction is also a major factor that is being studied, | have
explored the literature regarding students’ school use, home access and use, impact on student
achievement and how schools facilitate the use of the Internet. Essential to any study related to
urban education is a presentation regarding current literature on the Digital Divide. This
phenomenon is becoming less of an equipment issue and more of a user issue, as seen in the
literature. | have examined types of internet use for the purpose of establishing profiles, such as
gaming, online social networking, using search engines, etc. Additionally, I have looked at
methods that teachers employ in embedding internet use into lessons, including challenges that
teachers find that prevent them from doing so. | have included administrative support for
implementation of the Internet and technology use in instruction in the literature review. Finally,
I have considered the implications for finding a connection between Internet Learning Profile,
individualization of instruction, and achievement in school for patterns in use for future
application in school lessons. Not only have | examined the gaps in the literature, but the gaps in
the research as discovered in education as well.

I have explored several research questions that parallel the research questions in the study
to frame this literature review:

1. Is there a relationship between student achievement and Multiple Intelligences?
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2. Is there a relationship between high student achievement and certain Multiple

Intelligences?

3. Is there a relationship between internet use and student achievement?

4. Do students who are instructed using internet lesson plan activities achieve higher on

assessments of the same learning objectives than those who are instructed using

traditional learning plans?

5. Does certain internet use impact language arts literacy achievement?

In order to provide literature that is the most relevant to my research study, | have
attempted to select articles that meet the following criteria:

1. Use quantitative research methods, since this is my chosen method of study, although

literature in which mixed methods are used will be examined as well.

2. Are less than 10 years old, for sources associated with the Internet and technology

usage, but preferably less than 5, since new innovations are introduced in technology

very quickly.

3. Use the Internet or technology as the independent variable.

4. Use M1 or learning styles as the independent variable.

Other questions that set the stage for and impact upon the purpose for the eventual
research study include:

1. Is there a Digital Divide that prevents urban students from achieving in language arts

literacy?

2. Does use of the Internet at home have an impact on how students achieve in school?

3. What are some barriers educators find in implementing internet-based lessons?
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4. What are some of the ways educators have implemented the Internet into the existing
language arts curriculum?

| used a basic internet and academic library search to locate journal articles regarding my

9 ¢ 2 ¢¢

topics, using key terms such as “internet use” “multiple intelligences” “student achievement”
“eighth grade literacy achievement” “digital divide” and a combination of the terms in concert
with each other. | have attempted to use primary sources, culled from the references of those that
are secondary while collecting my literature data, including journal articles, internet articles from
news sources, online magazines, e-books, dissertations, and others. My search results include
representative samples of the literature within the topics.
Multiple Intelligences and Learning

School districts have focused recently on tailoring instruction to meet the needs of
individuals in order to increase student achievement (Koeze, 2007). An emphasis on
accommodating learning styles has been examined but not necessarily implemented in school
curriculum. An understanding of what is entailed in planning for individualization by learning
style is necessary for effective instruction of a diverse population of learners.

Howard Gardner introduced the concept of Multiple Intelligences in Frames of Mind in
1983. According to a 2003 article by Gardner titled “Multiple Intelligence after Twenty Years,”
his original intent when developing the original intelligences was to focus on the variety of
intelligences that people possess. His theory is that people do not just use a general intelligence,
but a variety of intelligences. These intelligences include: verbal-linguistic, logical-

mathematical, musical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal. Individuals

differ in the combination and strengths of these intelligences, due to both genetic and
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experiential reasons (Gardner, 2003). Gardner has defined and redefined “intelligences” over the
nearly 30 years since Frames of Mind. A recent definition published Gardner’s website includes:
As | use it, the term intelligence refers to a set of human computational capacities. As
humans, we have the ability to “compute” language, number, social relations, spatial
relations etc. We cannot directly see the intelligences. We observe them at work by
observing individuals carrying out various kinds of behaviors and tasks. When a person
sings, we assume that she is using at least her musical intelligence. When she dances, we
assume that she is using at least her bodily and spatial intelligences (Gardner, 2004, p.2).
Gardner feels that when pursuing the disciplinary goals of education, individuals should
mobilize their intelligences in order to attain goals (Gardner, 2003). In reviewing Gardner’s
theory and its principle points, it is worth exploring how educators have applied Multiple
Intelligences to learning and what the implications are for future use.
Although Gardner feels that Multiple Intelligences and learning style theory are not quite
the same (Gardner, 2003), both theories are equated with differentiation of instruction, which is a
teaching and learning approach with the intention to reach all learners. Proponents of learning
style theories offer that the learner’s strengths and interests should drive the instruction, creating
a student-centered classroom (Shaffer, 2011). Multiple Intelligence (MI) Theory is under this
umbrella of learning style theory, with its own perspective on how students learn best. Ml is
particularly useful with students because they can take an active role in their learning and make
choices in learning activities. It is also useful for teachers because it allows for creativity within
the confines of a narrowing standards-based curriculum (Shaffer, 2011). For learners,
understanding how they learn and acquire new skills is important because it helps guide their

choices. When learners are aware of what their learning styles are, they are more likely to choose
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matching activities and complete them (Krichen, 2007). Ml specifically has been used with
diverse learning populations with great success, especially in those that are included in the
general population due to disability or limited English proficiency (Shaffer, 2011).

The debate that centers on learning style theory and on MI Theory in particular, is the
application in classrooms. MI often comes under fire for its lack of focus on 1Q, long thought to
be the barometer of knowledge acquisition and academic success (Gardner, 2003). Peariso
criticizes MI Theory for its lack of research and data to support its effectiveness or practicality in
the classroom (Peariso, 2008). Often, studies do not examine achievement, but perception of
achievement. For example, students’ self-perceived multiple intelligences and their impact on
academic achievement were the focus of a study conducted on undergraduate students in
Pakistan. Multiple Intelligence survey results were correlated with the students’ academic scores
(Ghazi, Shahzada, Gilani, Shabbi, & Rashid, 2011). The strongest relationship between academic
achievement and perceived multiple intelligence were found in the logical-mathematical, verbal
linguistic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal intelligences (Ghazi, Shahzada, Gilani, Shabbi, &
Rashid, 2011). These results, according to the researchers, should be used in the classroom to
plan instruction (Ghazi, Shahzada, Gilani, Shabbi, & Rashid, 2011). However, the conclusions
drawn from the study were that “Multiple intelligences based curriculums should be developed
for students because it proves better for the students than any other type of curriculum” (Ghazi,
Shahzada, Gilani, Shabbi, & Rashid, 2011, p. 622). This may be an erroneously drawn
conclusion since the researchers did not explore other studies of other types of intelligences and
learning styles, nor did they define what self-perceived means in relation to the intelligences.

Similarly, in a study of fifth grade attitudes toward project-based M1 versus traditional means
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using direct instruction, students reportedly were happy with the M1 lessons in English (Bas &
Beyhan, 2010).

If the postulations brought forth in Ghazi et al.’s and Bas and Beyhan’s studies are
correct, then what academic benefits are reaped through use of a curriculum that is steeped in
MI1? Is there a connection between certain intelligences and higher student achievement?
Gardner’s own perception of the multiple intelligences is that if people vary in their intellectual
profiles, this must have an impact on how the educational system should be constructed
(Gardner, 2003).

It is noted that student achievement tests are geared toward the skills that are associated
with verbal-linguistic and logical-mathematic intelligences and that the students who possess
these intelligences may be seen as higher-achieving by teachers (Bordelon & Banbury, 2005;
Plucker, Callahan, Tomchin, 1996). This is consistent with Ghazi et al. study, in that students
who possess strong verbal-linguistic and logical mathematical intelligences have a perception of
higher achievement (2011). In a 2000 study of the impact of multiple intelligences on student
achievement, researchers measured fifth grade achievement using traditional and multiple
intelligences language arts lesson plan activities, which generally consisted of centers for each of
the intelligences (Geimer, Getz, Pochert, & Pullam, 2000). The result was that the lower
achieving group had the greatest gains, because, according to the researchers, “these students
need more hands on instruction” (Geimer, Getz, Pochert, & Pullam, 2000, p. 35). The
researchers discerned no change in the higher achieving students’ academic achievement
because, according to their analysis, the higher achieving students “easily adapted to any
learning situation presented to them” (Geimer, Getz, Pochert, & Pullam, 2000, p. 35) because

they were higher functioning academically (Geimer, Getz, Pochert, & Pullam, 2000). Bas and
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Beyhan’s (2010) study of fifth-graders who learned through project-based Ml lessons supports
these findings of Geimer et al.’s. The fifth-graders who experienced project-based Ml lessons
achieved higher in English language lessons than students who did not receive the treatment (Bas
& Beyhan, 2010).

Gardner et al. (2006) discount the notion that any one type of intelligence overrules
another. They feel that an exploration of collaborative learning in which those who are strong in
one intelligence may work well together. Similarly, students who are strong in one area and
weak in another area may complement those who are the weak and strong in the opposite areas
(Moran, Kornhaber, & Gardner, 2006). Teachers should design lessons that appeal to the
intelligences, although the current testing trends are to lean toward teaching to the logical-
mathematical and verbal-linguistic intelligences rather than incorporating all into instruction
(Moran, Kornhaber, & Gardner, 2006).

Gardner and Hatch (1989) have examined other intelligences to add to the original seven:
verbal-linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, interpersonal, intrapersonal, bodily-kinesthetic,
and musical (Gardner & Hatch, 1989). Naturalist was one addition, while Gardner still is
debating an existential intelligence (Gardner, 2004). It is not out of the realm of possibility to
look at digital as a proposed future intelligence (Battro & Denham, 2007; Gardner, 2003).
Several studies have laid some groundwork in the examination of what digital intelligence may
look like in the classroom. Shaffer (2011) interviewed educators who expressed that M1 would
be a valuable vehicle for addressing students’ needs, and the need for technology incorporation
into instruction was important, but, a connection between the two was not fully established in

this qualitative study.
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Researchers may look at online learning as the platform through which various learning
styles are coupled with technology use. Krichen (2007) examined learning styles in an online
context. He suggested that learners take online learning styles surveys in an effort to help course
designers in accommodating the needs of all learners in an online course environment, since the
traditional universities that are turning to online formats are in danger of using a monolithic
approach to learning (Krichen, 2007). This is consistent with the need for differentiation in
learning, particularly that of internet learning, since there are many K-12 online institutions
currently emerging. A connection between achievement and multiple intelligence type still needs
to be further studied. Additionally, researchers do not include purely digital applications with
MI, but a variety of other components to the programs they study.

Mokhtar, Majid, and Foo (2008) discovered that 14-15 year old students who were
trained in the use of information literacy using M1 pedagogy were more successful in learning
the skills when compared to those taught in traditional methods. Mokhtar et al. used an
experimental research design approach in which a pre-/posttest was used on a control and
treatment group. The treatment group received information literacy intervention such as,

use of various information sources (print and electronic), awareness of information

attributes and organization, use of various search operators, development of search

strategies, refinement of search strategies, use of robotic search engines and online
databases, evaluation of information and information sources, and information use and

misuse (Mokhtar, Majid, & Foo, 2008, p. 97).

There was a marked improvement for the participants in the treatment group from their

pre- to posttest scores (Mokhtar, Majid, & Foo, 2008). This study is unique in that the
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researchers use a Multiple Intelligences approach with technology, although they use a variety of
other resources as well.

The groundwork has been laid in creating digital environments that incorporate a variety
of learning modalities and intelligences, but there are obstacles that prevent school districts and
students to meet in cyber-agreement (ISTE, 2008).

Examining the Digital Divide in 2012

Students in the poor urban and rural areas have been historically categorized as unable to
keep up with their more affluent suburban counterparts in terms of materials needed in order to
succeed in school. When technology first was revolutionized, it seemed that the personal
computer was only for the wealthy. However, as computer and internet access became more
affordable, more families were able to purchase these items. Ownership of laptops by African
Americans went from 34% in 2009 to 51% in 2010 (Washington, 2010). With the advent of the
smart phones which are internet-accessible, more and more Latinos and African Americans have
internet capability (Washington, 2010). The Digital Divide is a term used to describe the
discrepancy between people who have access to technology and those who do not have access to
technology. The Digital Divide is at the same time narrowing and widening. It is narrowing in
the accessibility of computers and smart phones but widening in how these internet accessible
tools are used.

The widening of the Digital Divide is evident when comparing the use of the Internet by
people who have higher and lower incomes. People in households who earn more than $75,000
per year are more likely to use the Internet during the day and more frequently, use e-mail, use
the Internet for research, research health issues online, and for online news than those earning

less money (Jansen, 2010). Usage in those areas decreases with income (Jansen, 2010). The
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implications for education are that people who do not earn higher salaries are not using the
Internet to increase their knowledge as wealthier internet users are. There is a new digital divide
emerging, in which those belonging to lower socioeconomic groups appear to be using the
Internet more for entertainment, such as for accessing social media and music, rather than for
opportunities to improve their education or earning potential (Washington, 2010). This may be a
problem inherent in the design of the “smart phones” which are built more for entertainment than
for academics (Washington, 2010). However, smart phones do not have the capabilities for
business applications that computers and high speed connections have, leaving behind half of the
future workforce, composed of Latinos and African-Americans in an estimated thirty years from
now (Crawford, 2011).

A major challenge in closing the Digital Divide is in obtaining an internet connection that
is fast enough to meet the needs of the schools. Not only do the more wealthy populations have
greater access to broadband connections than the less wealthy (Jansen, 2010), but certain parts of
the United States experience the same issue of access. Lack of a high-speed connection is a
problem for two-thirds of schools in the United States, as of 2009, and also exists for one in ten
individuals (CBS News, 2011). Internet products such as video-on-demand, internet classrooms,
and other items that demand high-speed connections are extremely expensive and require a
contract that is out of the reach of many poorer Americans (Crawford, 2011). A national
broadband map was unveiled in 2009 that detects where broadband access is lacking in any part
of the country. This tool has assisted the government, policymakers, school officials, and public
interest groups in identifying where technology is needed to bring web access up to speed (CBS

News, 2011). Still, the United States is ranked in 12th place among developed countries for
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wired internet access, according to a recent study by the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (Crawford, 2011).

The Digital Divide is not only a problem for the United States. In Belgium,
socioeconomic status and education are factors in types of internet use in people between the
ages of 16 and 24: the basic premise is that those who were more educated used the Internet for
finding information, while those who are less educated are more likely to use the Internet for
entertainment or socializing (Boonaert & Vettenburg, 2011). There is a need for internet-use
studies to reflect the needs of a diverse population, rather than that of the mainstream or middle-
class (Boonaert & Vettenburg, 2011). In that vein, implications for educational use of the
Internet must be examined world-wide, particularly in areas that have educational challenges.
The Digital Divide is preventing people in India and many underdeveloped countries from being
employed due to the high cost of internet access (Anthony & Padmanabhan, 2010). Although this
may temporarily prevent outsourcing from the United States to India, in the long run, it may be
harmful to those young job seekers from any country that are unable to keep up with the
expanding global economy (Anthony & Padmanabhan, 2010). Wiring is not the only problem
overseas. In Singapore, there is evidence of a “secondary Digital Divide” (Cheong, 2008, p. 788)
regarding how teens/young adults use the Internet in relation to problem-solving skills (Cheong,
2008). It is estimated that 90% of youth in Singapore have regular internet access, but their
creative and interactive use of the Internet is limited by their ability to troubleshoot and solve
problems such as viruses, crashing, freezing, and other internet problems that may surface in the
course of their daily use (Cheong, 2008). Factors such as age, gender and socio-economic status
are not as relevant as internet skills, problem-solving behaviors and internet usage patterns

(Cheong, 2008). The implications are consistent with the perceived need for more internet-based
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instruction in school that focuses on students’ strengths in order to increase problem-solving
skills.
Connecting Internet Use between School and Home

Students spend an average of 27 hours per week online at home, while at school students
spend an average of 15 minutes per week (Miners & Pascopella, 2007). From this information, it
makes sense to examine how those 15 minutes are incorporated into the school day and also to
explore ways in which the school use can be transferred over into the home setting. McTavish
(2009) discovered the gaps between school and home acquisition of information literacy in the
case of an eight-year old male student. The home context of information literacy gained from
internet sources was not recognized or aligned to the context of the school. At school, the student
acquired information through informational text, while at home, the social/sharing aspects of
information acquisition were used, such as through social networks, search engines, multi-media,
and online books (McTavish, 2009). This student’s internet habits are indicative of the type of
recreational internet usage most likely used by students ages 9 to 17, which is for the purpose of
online social networking (Nagel, 2007). Unfortunately, online social networking websites are
often blocked by school districts, inhibiting their use as a vehicle for educational discourse by
students (Nagel, 2007).

The preference of students in how they report they learn best is the topic of a 2009 study
by Strom, Strom, Wing, and Beckert (2009). Participants were between the ages of 13 and 17,
selected randomly from several low-performing, high minority schools in Arizona (Strom,
Strom, Wing, & Beckert, 2009). The majority of students responded that they preferred to use
the Internet in their instructional activities, rather than traditional methods. In a report by Nagel

(2007), 50% of students use the Internet for educational discussion online. Much of this time was
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reported for the function of discussing or researching schoolwork (Nagel, 2007). These findings
have a direct impact on how teachers should plan instruction, providing a wealth of information
regarding use of the Internet, how students protect themselves on the Internet, and how they view
virtual learning (Strom, Strom, Wing, & Beckert, 2009).

In 1999, access to the Internet at home was an innovation rather than the necessity it
would become in the new millennium. At the time, only 50% of households had computers with
internet access (Kafai & Sutton, 1999). Students reported little use of home internet use,
preferring to use software applications instead. Many of these software activities were gender
specific (Kafai & Sutton, 1999). Another difficulty noted was the sharing of computers in
families. As the cost of computers has decreased, the number of computers per household has
risen. Today, eighty percent of households have computers, with 92% of those having internet
access (Nielsonwire, 2009). With the advent of wireless connections, more family members can
access the Internet at one time. However, as noted previously in this review of the literature, the
high cost of internet access impairs the ability of poorer families to access the Internet,
particularly as the cost of internet access increases in relation to the speed (Crawford, 2011).

One of the great challenges of incorporating technology into schools as it is used at home
by students is the fact that there is much more technology available to students at home than it is
at school (Sewlyn, 2006). Unfortunately, school is where the students will be guided
educationally by professionals, so a connection needs to be established between the two. Another
challenge to incorporating technology, particularly the Internet, is the ability of teachers to use
technology. The actual usage of computers by secondary teachers is moderate and more effort is
needed to incorporate it into lessons (Kumar, Rose, & D’Silva, 2008). This could be

accomplished by more administrative support and shedding light on the fact that once teachers
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saw how interesting the incorporation of technology was to the students, they would do so
(Kumar, Rose, & D’Silva, 2008).

Communication with the home and alignment to curriculum are essential when designing
programs, so that much of the work begun in school sets the stage for carry-over to the home and
vice versa. Training of teachers in the use of the Internet and its educational applications should
be supported by school administration so that academic access is achievable. Students will
benefit from more productive technological skills and will be more engaged in lessons.

School Facilitation and Support of Internet Use

Students are far more technologically literate than the adults who teach them (Strom,
Strom, Wing, & Beckert, 2009). Many adolescent students feel that teachers could be doing more
to incorporate the Internet into lessons, such as in the case of collaborative online assignments
and web-based homework. Teachers see a lack of student interest as a barrier to learning, but
students see a lack of teacher understanding of their instructional needs as a barrier to learning
(Strom, Strom, Wing, & Beckert, 2009). School leaders are seen as having a large influence on
how the Internet is being underutilized in teacher lesson planning, although students clearly feel
that embedding the Internet into assignments will increase their motivation and engagement
(Strom, Strom, Wing, & Beckert, 2009).

The support of administrators when implementing any plans to use technology in schools
is essential to the success of the program. Administrators are responsible for manipulating the
budget in order to ensure ample and state-of-the-art technology, arranging for professional
development, monitoring programs, and for establishing policies in order to keep students safe

from the dangers inherent in cyber space.
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Administrators themselves may not be adequately prepared to use the resources available
and have varying levels of technological ability. Many elementary school leaders that are
designated effective leaders do not have the technological skills necessary to adequately oversee
training for the staff who are teaching the students (Rivard, 2010). Training has a significant
influence on teachers’ incorporation of technology into their planning and instruction (Daly,
n.d.). Staff members will use the technology plans set forth by the school, if facilitated by key
individuals. There is a need for more extensive training of school leaders in the use of
educational technology so that they can support the needs of the staff in an educational program
that supports the use of technology (Daly, n.d.). Moreover, the buy-in from teachers must be
established when incorporating technology into the school program; many teachers can be
resistant to initiatives that involve radical changes in technology use in their schools (Cirasella,
2008). The lack of in-service training for any innovations may lead to disenchantment on the part
of the staff.

One way in which administrators can support teachers is to use social networking
platforms to form professional learning communities online to enhance collaboration between
educators (Lieberman & Mace, 2010). This use can be modeled for students in forming their own
online communities (Lieberman & Mace, 2010). However, it is incumbent upon school
administrators to protect the student population from predators and cyber-bullies. Many times,
firewalls are set up that limit the students in their ability to freely experiment and research.
Teaching staff are frequently not permitted to load specialized software without complicated
processes and the assistance of a technology specialist. These policies are often designed to
protect students, but sometimes discourage technology use in the classroom (Nagel, 2007). The

assumption of whose responsibility it is to protect children by educating them regarding internet
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dangers is vague as well, as discovered by Ey and Cupit (2011). According to this study, of 57
children between the ages of 8 and 11 that responded in a survey, only three stated that teachers
educated them regarding internet safety, indicating a need for more comprehensive policy
monitoring.

An additional administrative concern that impedes the consideration of outfitting
classrooms with increasingly advanced instructional technology is the limited funds available for
equipment that needs to be purchased, installed, professionally developed, and maintained.
There is limited data that is available showing the effect of use of instructional technology on
high stakes test scores, but it is becoming increasingly available as schools adopt programs that
increase the efficiency in maintaining assessment data and other student records. School
administrators are cautious when choosing expensive technology for their schools when
research-based curricular methods that have proven results without use of technology integration
are less expensive (Cirasella, 2008).

Impact of Internet Use on Achievement

Perhaps one of the most prolific research projects that has been developed to study the
effects of media literacy on academic achievement has been that of the Digital Youth Network
(DYN). This is an ongoing initiative that is intended to strengthen the ability of urban youth to
incorporate 21st Century skills into their learning (Digital Youth Network, n.d.). Some of the
results, based upon comparative studies, surveys, and interviews of middle school students, led
the researchers to report that students who were participating in the DYN had a greater focus in
working in technological areas and a higher interest in writing, music, and working with graphics
than a sample middle school group who had access to similar tools (Digital Youth Network,

n.d.). Since a variety of tools were used, and a number of strengths were developed for the
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students in the study, the results suggest that achievement in school may increase for students
who build on these skills (Digital Youth Network, n.d.). Technology and internet incorporation
and their effect on literacy achievement have been the focus of many studies as schools look for
ways to increase student success.

Students who participated in a three year Laptop Immersion Program were more likely to
produce higher quality writing, were more self-directed learners, were more likely to collaborate
in project-based learning, and were more likely to be more engaged in class instruction (Gulek &
Demitiras, 2005). This study did not examine the use of the Internet in these sample classrooms,
but did set the stage for incorporation of technology into instruction for the purpose of increasing
student achievement.

In studying the effect that reading text on the Internet has on reading comprehension,
sixth grade students who scored high on standardized literacy achievement tests were
interviewed and completed an online reading task (Coiro & Dobler, 2007). It was found that
“successful Internet reading experiences appeared to simultaneously require both similar and
more complex applications of (1) prior knowledge sources, (2) inferential reasoning strategies,
and (3) self-regulated reading processes.” (Coiro & Dobler, 2007, p. 245). Students who had
successful reading experiences online were found to comprehend text better and also were more
self-directed as learners.

Student use of technology does not always yield positive academic results. In a surprising
study of students who lived in poverty, whose parents received vouchers for computers, students’
academic ability overall declined, although the skills in using computers increased (Stross,
2010). The researchers did not report the types of computer skills that increased, although this

may be relevant for application in the classroom. In another study that was conducted between
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the years of 2000 and 2002, researchers found that literacy grades and achievement test scores
rose over time in groups of low-income students who used the Internet at home (Jackson, von
Eye, Biocca, Barbatsis, Zhao, & Fitzgerald, 2006).

Incorporation of the Internet into Lessons

As previously mentioned in this review of the literature, teachers are not using
technology in their class instruction in any large quantity (Miners & Pascopella, 2007). An
integral part of this study is to explore how teachers may incorporate internet use into lessons, as
an extension of the students’ use at home, guided educationally. Students can benefit from
blogging, use of online discussion boards, gaming, virtual applications, and web quests
incorporated into their daily instructional activities (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2009; Boling,
Castek, Zawilinski, Barton, & Nierlich, 2008; Hsu & Wang, 2010; Ikpeze & Boyd, 2007; Okol,
Englert, Bouck, Heutsche, & Wang, 2011).

Use of online discussion boards and persuasive writing sites improve the ability to
collaboratively take on a perspective and debate it. This helps in the area of developing empathy
and critical thinking skills (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2009). Boling, Castek, Zawilinski, Barton,
& Nierlich (2008) further extend this point by demonstrating how blogs, wikis, and podcasting
can be incorporated into cooperative social studies projects. Blogs are online journals that can be
viewed publicly or privately and commented upon by others, while wikis allow students to share
facts online. Podcasting allows students to broadcast audio on the Internet.

The Internet can be incorporated into classroom practices by use of web quests as a way
to enhance creativity in lessons and to become “thoughtfully literate” (Ikpeze & Boyd, 2007, p.

653). Students learn to analyze, critique and comprehend text, thereby improving literacy skills.
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Web quests are conducted mainly through the Internet, allowing students to direct their learning
through a step by step progression of tasks.

In a recent study of web-based applications in an eighth-grade history class, researchers
discovered that both students with and without disabilities improved on post tests after lessons
involving a Virtual History Museum (Okol, Englert, Bouck, Heutsche, & Wang, 2011). The
Virtual History Museum is an online interactive virtual model in which users can arrange
artifacts in order to promote understanding of certain eras in history. Students were assessed
regarding factual knowledge, concept knowledge, and written positions (Okol, Englert, Bouck,
Heutsche, & Wang, 2011). Overall, results were positive, particularly in the understanding of
facts and concepts.

Gaming has a large effect on motivation, allowing for high-interest lessons, but the
impact on achievement also bears exploring. Gamers need certain literacy skills in order to play
the games effectively: reading and comprehending text, identifying theme and main idea,
developing character, and identifying of meaning through visual elements such as graphics and
animation (Hsu & Wang, 2010). Responding appropriately to stimuli and understanding the
goals and rules of the games are also vital to success. Applications to career awareness are
identified as game designers, which impacts greatly on the development of writers who are able
to understand language and rules associated with software and computer program development
(Hsu & Wang, 2010).

Conclusion

It is noted from this review of the literature that there are gaps that do need to be explored

further. One is certainly a needed redesign of how schools currently operate in an increasingly

technology-based workplace, coupled with a more complex and interactive curriculum (Teele,
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1996). Students will not keep up with the job market demands if the instruction in the classroom
is not modified to include incorporation of 21st Century Skills directed toward a diverse
population. Incorporating M1 into instruction, combined with an internet-based learning plan,
will help in reaching all students and increase achievement.

In studying the Digital Divide, it is evident that the connection to internet-enabled
gadgets is increasing, but the way in which the Internet is being used is more geared toward
entertainment and social activities. Incorporation of these entertainment aspects into instructional
activities via use of the internet applications and M1 profile is worth examination.

Another gap is that there is disconnect between use of the Internet at home with that at
school (McTavish, 2009). It is not completely clear how the Internet is used at home to enhance
learning, although strategies at school that engage students have been studied. Parental
monitoring and support are present, but schools are not communicating with the home in order to
facilitate, rather than block learning, through platforms that engage learners. Habits of high-
achieving students are not examined in order to determine how to maximize internet use in
school, since time and equipment, and teacher readiness are not conducive to student
achievement.

As the barriers to incorporating the Internet into instruction are taken down, new ones
tend to emerge that continue to perpetuate the digital divide. However, as all students begin to
obtain access, it is clear that they require more direction in learning internet skills that empower
them, rather than just for entertainment purposes. This learning needs to take place in the schools
first, and then carry over to the home. A structured program with designated applications of
technology, particularly the Internet, embedded in the existing curriculum would be

advantageous to instituting and implementing an effective technological component to
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instruction. Further study of establishing an MI Internet Learning Profile for students and
embedding technology into instruction in order to maximize students’ educational experiences

and increase achievement is worth pursuing.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

In this chapter | will describe the strategies and approaches | used to complete the study.
I will provide details regarding the quasi-experimental strategy that was used and rationales for
using it, the setting and selection of the participants, data collection and analysis methods that |
used, and how | addressed validity. | will provide similar details regarding the general study. |
will also present the ethical considerations applied.

Purpose and Design Method

The main intent of this study is to examine the Internet Learning Profiles of students in
order to develop customized lesson activities that can be incorporated into the existing
curriculum. I wanted to find out, in a quasi-experimental control design study, if these activities
would have an effect on students’ language arts literacy achievement. As a by-product of this
study, I also wanted to determine the relationship, via a cross sectional correlational study,
between certain profiles and achievement on the state mandated literacy assessment, the NJ
ASK. This correlational study is referred to as “the general study” in this document, while the
quasi-experimental control design study is referred to as “the experimental study”.

The general study. All eighth grade students who returned a permission slip signed by
their parent/guardian were eligible for what I have termed the “general study.” These students all
completed a self-administered questionnaire in the form of a Multiple Intelligences Scale
(Chislett & Chapman, 2005) that | adapted to reflect Internet Learning Profiles (ILP). I examined
the results of these surveys and the NJ ASK scores by listing the dominant profiles of the
participants after they self-assessed and scored the Multiple Intelligences Scales next to the NJ

ASK scores in ascending order on an MS Excel Spreadsheet. | then determined if there was a
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relationship between achievement on the NJ ASK and types of Internet Learning Profiles by
counting how many of each profile occurred in the higher achievers who scored 200 and above
on the NJ ASK and how many of each profile occurred in the lower achievers who scored below
200 on the NJ ASK . This is included as part of the study in order to establish the possibility that
students who possess certain intelligences may be grasping skills and knowledge more
effectively in the course of the traditional learning process than those who possess other
intelligences. This may affect the design of future instruction in order to plan more effectively
for all profiles. It is possible that since not all profiles are recognized in planning, not all students
are engaged in learning and therefore not achieving to the maximum level possible.

The quasi-experimental nonequivalent control-design study. For the second part of
the study, I used a quasi-experimental nonequivalent control-group design method, in which |
established non-random assignments via NJ ASK scores and Internet Learning Profiles. The NJ
ASK scores served as the baseline, since the focus was on “Cusp Kids.” | assigned students who
fit one profile more distinctly than others to the treatment group (although some students did test
as more than one profile and were included in the treatment group; this will be explained further
in another section); the rest of the students who fit the designation “Cusp Kid” were assigned to
the control group. The students all took a pre-test in the cafeteria on the same two consecutive
days. On the first day, the students completed the reading portion of the pre-test. On the second
day, the students completed the writing portion of the pre-test. Those assigned to the treatment
group received the treatment of the customized internet learning plan activities and the standard
lesson plan activities, while those in the control group received the standard lesson plan activities
only. Following that, the posttest was administered to both treatment and control groups to

determine the effects of the treatment (Creswell, 2009).
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Testing process. Prior to beginning the treatment, all of the students participating in the
study completed a pre-test that was based upon the Common Core State Standards in Language
Aurts Literacy, developed by Standards Solution, a nationally based education consulting group
that has worked closely with the school district for three years. Eighth-grade teachers and |
administered the pre-test together, under the same conditions in the school cafeteria. This pre-test
doubled as a benchmark for the school’s database and contained questions in the following skill
areas: Reading Strategies, Recognition of Theme, Textual Conventions, Tentative Meaning,
Recognition of Detail, Recognition of Purpose, Retell, Drawing Conclusions, Recognition of
Text, Organization/Structure of Text, Extrapolation of Information, Forming Opinion, and
Persuasive Writing. There were a total of 10 multiple choice questions based upon a narrative
reading passage, one open-ended question based upon the same passage, and a persuasive
writing essay. | graded the objective multiple choice questions, worth one point each, while a
variety of teachers who were trained to use the various holistic scoring rubrics scored the open-
ended and essay questions. The open-ended questions were worth a maximum of 4 points and the
essay was worth a maximum of 6 points. The greatest possible score was 20 points. This process
was repeated for the posttest.

Internet activities. | created customized internet activities based upon the skills
represented in the pre-test. These skills are consistent with the required objectives based upon the
Common Core State Standards adopted this year by the school district. | adapted an online
instructional lesson design model that was developed in 2003 by B.J. Gallagher and merged it
with McTighe and Wiggin’s (2005) Understanding by Design model in order to incorporate the

Seven Intelligences into a research-based lesson design model (see Appendix B). Students in the
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treatment group engaged in these activities in addition to the standard classroom instruction
while students in the control group only received standard instruction.
Research Questions
In my research study | explored four quantitative research questions in order to establish
whether the change | implemented was effective in improving student achievement. The first two
questions are used to establish which students fit which Internet Learning Profiles and if certain
profiles are correlated with higher scores on the literacy portion of the NJ ASK. The results of a
posttest compared to a pre-test for both a treatment and a control group are addressed in the third
question. Finally, Question 4 applies to the change which I, as an educational leader, would like
to effect within my district and also, to apply to other similar school populations.
Proposed quantitative research questions are as follows:
1.What kinds of Internet Learning Profiles do “Cusp Kids” display?
(General Study)
2.What is the relationship between types of Internet Learning Profiles and
high and low achievement by 8th grade students on state-mandated
standardized language arts literacy assessments? (General Study)
3.Do “Cusp Kids” who are instructed using customized internet learning
plan activities achieve higher on summative assessments of the same
learning objectives than those who are instructed using existing learning
plans? (Experimental Study)
4.Will utilizing a customized internet learning plan based on an Internet
Learning Profile impact the implementation of cumulative progress

indicators within the 8th grade language arts curriculum, and thus state-
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mandated standardized assessment scores of an entire district?
(Experimental Study)
Rationale and Assumptions for the Methodology

The general study rationale. In the first part of the study, the general study, survey
results allowed me to determine relationships between high achieving and low achieving students
and certain Internet Learning Profiles. | created a series of charts in order to supply further
information from the survey to address the research questions regarding the relationship between
certain Internet Learning Profiles and NJ ASK language arts literacy scores.

The experimental study rationale. | used a quasi-experimental nonequivalent control-
group design method, in which NJ ASK scores and Internet Learning Profiles determined non-
random assignments (Creswell, 2009). | developed customized lesson plan activities that
embedded internet use based on the students’ profiles from existing skills and objectives.
Teachers implemented the regular lesson plans. Students who were in the treatment group
completed the internet activities independently under my supervision. The pre-test/posttest
design supplied quantitative data analysis regarding the proposed research questions.

Rationale for the Chosen Strategy of Inquiry

The rationale for selecting a cross sectional categorical survey design for the first part of
the study, the general study, was based upon the process of determining the students’ Internet
Learning Profiles. Students were able to self-assess using this method and were interested in
finding out what the results meant to their learning. If students understand how they learn, they
can be participants in their own learning (Krichen, 2007).

The rationale for selecting quasi experimental design was to determine Internet Learning

Profile by first collecting data through a survey based on an adapted Multiple Intelligences
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Assessment (See Appendix A) and in the selection of non-random participants (Creswell, 2009).
The non-random participant selection resulted from the scores of the eighth-grade students, since
one of the factors | am studying is the achievement of students who are on the threshold of
success who may learn in accordance with their interests.

The next part of the research was based upon the results of the survey, in which I created
customized lesson plan activities, based upon a hybrid adapted from the Online Instructional
Design Model created by B.J. Gallagher (2003) and the Understanding by Design model
(McTighe & Wiggins, 2005). | created customized lesson plan activities using this model (see
Appendix B) and the selected participants completed them online.

Setting

The setting of this study is an urban pre-K to eighth-grade school in a medium-sized
public school district in New Jersey. This public school is part of a District in Need of
Improvement, as per No Child Left Behind (NCLB) guidelines. The school itself is in its ninth
year of “in need of improvement”, failing to make Adequate Yearly Progress for all of the years
that NCLB has been in effect. The school houses approximately 900 students. The majority of
the students receive free or reduced lunch, making this a Title I school that relies heavily on
federal funding for several essential programs.

The school is currently locked in a Twentieth Century instructional model: very little
technology, differentiation, cooperative learning, or data-driven instruction is used. Teachers do
not take well to change and are very resistant to incorporating methods that are considered
innovative. A school leader will need to establish buy in from stakeholders in order to bring
about the needed changes. A great deal of professional development in technology and the

establishment of professional learning communities that focus on lesson planning, equipment
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training, and implementation in instruction will need to be at the center of training for this
initiative to be successful.
Participants and Sampling Methods

| collected quantitative data for both the general and experimental studies, which
consisted of survey results from four class sections of 8th graders who had a score for the most
recent NJ ASK Language arts Literacy section. | selected this grade level for the study because at
the middle school level, in my experience, difficulties with behavior and dropping academic
indicators occur with the greatest frequency. This particular group of eighth graders did not
perform well on the seventh grade NJ ASK in the 2010-2011 school year. It was the goal of my
research to assist teachers in developing high-interest internet-based plans in order to prevent
some of the issues associated with adolescents and academics. | obtained permission from the
Board of Education (Appendix F) and the building Principal (Appendix J). | arranged times to
conduct the study with the treatment group with the Principal. We agreed on the ninth period
advisory time, at the end of the day, utilizing laptop computers under my supervision.

There were 92 eighth-graders enrolled in the school. Each student received a permission
slip to participate in the research study, in either Spanish or English (Appendix C), depending on
the preference of the student, in recognition of the student’s home language. The World
Languages Teacher translated the permission slip at my request. Over a two-week period, | gave
students the opportunity to return permission slips. As students returned permission slips, |
would oversee administration of the Multiple Intelligences Scale to determine each student’s
Internet Learning Profile. Students self-scored their MI Assessments. A copy of the signed
permission slip, a thank you to parents, and an explanation of each student’s role (if the

permission slip that the student returned was in Spanish, the thank you and explanation letter was
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also in Spanish). 58 students returned permission slips, a 64% return, at the conclusion of this
initial data collection period, a 64% return. These students comprised the general study sample.

Experimental study participant selection. Upon collecting the permission slips, |
examined the NJ ASK scores to determine which students might be selected for the treatment
group and the control group. The pool of 20 Cusp Kids, based upon my original definition of a
score from 185-205, was not very large, and only 5 possessed one dominant Internet Learning
Profile, necessitating an expansion to include a larger cusp group. | examined student scores of
174 to 212, a pool of 34 students. These students were divided into the control and treatment
groups, considering first the students with one dominant Internet Learning Profile and then those
with two dominant Internet Learning Profiles (given the lack of certain profile types) for the
treatment group, and the rest for the control group.

After examining NJ ASK scores and collecting the surveys, | determined which of the
respondents that were classified as “Cusp Kids” most distinctly fit the Internet Learning Profiles.
| had hoped that there would be at least two students for each profile, but that was not the case.
Thirteen of the pool of possible participants fit only dominant one profile, and seven of them
were Online Social Networkers (one OSN did not wish to participate in the treatment group and
agreed to participate in the control group). The other single Internet Learning Profile students
were categorized as follows: One Surfer, one Graphic Designer, two Gamers, and three
Producers. The eight students who had two distinct profiles (excluding Online Social
Networkers, since there were many of them) were questioned regarding their interests and
learning preferences, consistent with the profile descriptions aligned with the inventory. Four
students were selected from this pool to round out the treatment group, based upon their

responses that indicated a stronger or more dominant preference toward one profile over another
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(1 was interested in adding two more Surfers, one Gamer, and two Graphic Designers): A
Surfer/Gamer, a Surfer/Producer, a Gamer/Producer, and a Googler/Graphic Designer. There
were no distinct YouTubers or Googlers in the cusp group. Since the Googler/Graphic Designer
exhibited an interest in the Graphic Designer learning activities over the Googler ones, the
Googler profile was phased out of this study. The Surfer/Gamer and the Surfer/Producer,
although they responded to the Surfer profile responses rather than the secondary profiles, leaned
toward the Gamer and Produce