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ABSTRACT
Romine B, Rosenberger Is Access Synonymous with Use?: Evaluation of
Access and Use of Technology in Salem County
High Schools.
Thesis Advisor. Regina Pauly, School and Public
Librarianshup. 1996.

The high schools of Salem County were studied for their use of technology in
general and the Internet specifically. Literature regarding the effective use of technology
in edpeation nationwide was researched. It was found that even though Salem County has
access to much technology, it is underutilized, due poumarily to lack of thorough
professional development. Particular attention was given to Internet technology because
of grants received by the county for the express purpose of establishing a local node for
use by the schools in the county. A preliminary review of the literature indicated that the
scope of the study needed to include technology in general, because the Internet is but one
form of technology that education has embraced. The reviewed liferature addressed the
broad spectrum of technology: its potentials, its expected uses, its actual uses.

A survey, patterned afier one studied in the literature reading, was distributed to
ail the high school educators, administrators, and school board members in Salem County,
The information gathered from this local survey was used to focus recommendations to an
area that will be most useful in the county, quality professional development. The findings
of the national survey that measured telecommunications use in K-12 districts, the design
of the local survey, and the results and Implications of this survey have been discussed in
detail; graphs comparing the local survey results to the national survey are also inchuded.
Based on this survey analysis, implications and suggestions are included that can help

ensure that expensive technology that is regularly being brought into the high schools of

Salem County will be effectively and routinely used to better education.



MINI ABSTRACT

Romine B. Rosenberger Is Access Synonymous with Use?: Evaluation of
Access and Use of Technology in Salem County
High Scheols
Thesis Adwvisor: Regina Pauly, School and Public
Librarianship. 1996,

The high schools of Salem County were studied for their use of technology i
seneral and the Internet specifically. Literature regarding the effective use of technology
in education nationwide was researched. It was found that even though Satem County has
access to much technology, it is underutilized, due prirarily to lack of thorough,
professional development. Particular attention has been given to Internet technology
because grants have been received by the county for the express purpose of establishing a
node for use by local schools. A survey was designed to help determine the focus of

recommendations and implications of current literature on a level that is most applicable

and useful to Satem County schoals.
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CHAFPTER ONE

The Issue

Infroduction

Current educational pracrice calls for technology to play an increasing role in the
education of all students, regardless of age, gender, or race. The motivation s [ar of
technological ignorance. Educational systems have been challenged 1o insure that
Amenicans can compete m, or better vet, dominate the plobal economy. President Bush
issued tiug challense with the Education 2000 task force which created the concrete goals
for our nation rs p whole  States were urged, with little guidance, to meet these gozls in
ways they deemed appropriate.

Individual states have accepted the challenge to incorporate technology into their
various levels of education. The State of New Jersey established its Ad Hoc Coundil for
Technology and charged it with the responsibility to “develop a s#t of recommendations
for action (o advance the infusion of technology mto public schools and school curticula™

{Educational Technology in New Jersey . . .1).

In turn, individual school districts were encouraged to estabhish a reabisiie Ove-year
plan that would meet the state’s goals. Salem County was the first in New Jersey ta
establish an Education 2000 Task Force made up of educators, business leaders, service
agency and government professionals. The work ol this group was further enhanced by

rechnolopy committees formed in gome of the connty’s school districts.



Rosenberger 2

To further srrenprhen our nation’s commitment to revitalize and strengthen our
cducational system, President Bush signed rhe “High-Perlonmance Computing Act of
1991 Thig act ¢alled for investment in the expansion of existing national networks, ang
it pravided the backbone for the diive Lo establish a “supernetwork linking research
centres [sic], universities, and industry and government”™ (Silva and Cartwright 10). This
proiect has been dubbed NEEN, the National Research and Education Network,

Clearly, the progress to date is in line with 2 government sanctioned agenda for
upgrading public education. Grant money is still avalable for those school districts which
are fortunate enough to have talented writers on staff to crears apphications with the
correet mue of words necessary to win grant funding  However, these funding bodies—
whether they be government units or private sector units--only asl for verification thar the
goals listed in the grant applications have been met within a stipulated amount of time.
{These goals generally do not extend to firtire wse, but instead they center on the steps to
acquire the desired technology.) There is no long-range assessment of the value or
success of the programs instituted with the help of these infised monies. There is not
even an evaluation of the immediate tpact of the pewly acquired program.

I propose to assess the use of the Intermet in the high schools in Salem County.
With the guidance of Research for Better Schools (RBS) and the services of Giobal
Enterprise Services (GES), the county-wide technology committes hag been succeasfid in
securing grant monics for the express purpose of establishing an on-campus Internet node
at the local commirnity college wath the intention of enabling all the county school districts

to gain Internet access. I suspect rhat even thoupgh Salem County has réceived a grant for
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a second year in a row enabling this plan to become a reality, there may be no challenges
in place to make sure the technelogry is vsed. Ifthis is the case, my assessment will focus
on the plans, if any, for the intended use of this telecommunications capability. 1 will also
make general recommendations for ensuring regular use of such technology in all merhods
of instruction My initial interviews and readings have led me to believe that for the pasr
twa years, all energies have been divected toward Internet aceess; no concrete thought has
begn given to the integration of such technoiooy mto the fabric of the cwrriculum. This
starement i not intended as 2 criticism for this may be the most logical course in such an
endeavor; it is merely a statement of the perceived current status of the involved process
to revitalize and strengthen publie education, Asticles n the professional journals of the
library ecience field routinely bemoan the lack of staff development regarding the use and
intepration of technology into the curriculum. [ will address the erucial importance of staff
development and training regarding the capability and the use of technology in general as
well ag the Internet specifically, both on a profesgional level as well 28 on the student-

invalvement level.

Purpgse pf the Study

The purpose of this study is to determine the extent of the use of the Internet in
the Salem County high school curriculums and to assist in some small way with its fiture
use, as well as the increased usage level of technolosy in pencral. My basic assumption is
that the capability has been put inte place but no direction or challenge has been issued fo

ensure its use--whether for staff prowil, mstructional enhancement, or student research
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Ls technology alone the panacea for rhe ills of public cducation? 1s technology in and of
itself enough 10 ¢ngure a strengthened curriculum? Will staff--teachers and
administrators--of their own aceord master “surfing the Net,” or will challenges need to
be issued to ensure that all teachers integrate the technolopy into thew lessons? What will

it take to Inspue teachers to embrace technology and make it deliver its potential?

Procedure

I will first survey current literature to deteriune i a benchunark has been
estabhahed regarding the use of the Internet in high school curriculurs  ¥n doing this
reading, I will also note whether or not other schoeol districts or states have formulated
criteria to measure the benefits of telecommunications in the curriculum. Based on my
readings, I will constraet a survey for the high school educators o determine their natural
inchnations to embrace and infuse the use of technology into instruction; the extent of
training offered on technology and Intérnet use; specific chatlenges issued to classroom
teachers to incorporate this technology into daily mstruction. Interviews will also be
conducted with school district technology committes members for: thelr viston of
technofopy’s use in high schools. The survey results will primarily determing my fnal
recormmmendations. Should the resufts demonstrate that Salem County educators are
hesitant users of technology, then I will focus my recommendations or inplications on
ways the Intemet can be used 10 promote professional growth and interaction. On the

other hand, if the surveys reveal a well motivated staff using a wide variety of computer
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applications, then my recommendations will focus on istructional integration of Internet

TesOUICES,

Limitations

This study will be centered on the practices in the high schools of Salem County,
New Jersey. The surveys and intervigws will be with those people who have been directly
connected to the process of bringing Internet access into the high schools. The literature
survey, however, will melude materials and information generated in North America (the

United States and Canada, speaifically) and/or about practices in North Amenca,

Potenbal Value of This Studv

I'intend to convey to the readers of this study the absolute necessity for staff
development. While it is not more important than the technology, it is s muportant
becaase technology alone--and unused--cannot effect change or improvement  In reading
this study, proponents of Internet access will be made aware of specific courses of action—-
or challenges--that can be established to help ensure the integration of Internct capabilities

o the fabric of the high school curmicuhim,

Terms

GES: Global Enterprise Services, a privale group organized to offer its services o
Congortiums seeking grant montes for telecommumnication technology. GES acts as the
facilitator over diverse but potentially “linkable”™ enterprises, i e, diferent school districts

in g particular locale.
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NSF: National Science Foundation, charged under the High-Performance
Computing Act of 1991 with the “responsibility of linking colleges, universitics, and
libraries that cannot connect to the Network, with the assistance of the private sector (Sec,
201, (2))." (Silva & Cartwright 103,

RBS- Research for Better Schools is a private, non-profit corporation based in
Philadelpia [t serves the Mid-Atlantic region, receiving funding from the US
Depariment of Education. Tts mission i3 “ro provide R & D support and technical
assistance t0 educators engazed in fandamental reform to assure educational excellence
and equity for all students” (RBS 4).

WillisINet: The name of the Inferniet node set l;.]_:l at Salem Community College in

Carngys Point. Established ta provide Internet aceess to the county’s school districts.
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Survey

BEducarion i3 cur passport to the future, for tomerrew belongs to the people who
prepare for it today  Maleolm X

lntroduction Lo Literatire Survey

Fhere 15 a wealth ol mformation published on the subject of education and
technology, 30 much $0 that in the interest of time, T had to arbitrarily stop my search and
begin compiling and writing & general averview, | approached this chepter from three
diflerent angles: technology in general and educarion, staff development and technology,
andt telecompucations/Internet and edvcation. This 2pproach enabled me to organize
my readings and rhereby orpanies my wikiten survey of the lierature,

Without a doubt, any reader of this chapter may well fesl that I overlooked an
“nuporiani” paper or article on this subject However, 1 feel srronaly that I have made a
reasonable search of the literature and that the topic has been researched to a degree in

keeping with the aim of this thesis study.

The Reformation That Fizxded?

[n 1991, the now infamous, at least in education circles, SCANS (Seoretary’s
Commussion on Achieving Necessary Skills) report was released. This study focused on
describing flve competency skills ageessary to succeed in the workplace. Briefly stated,

these are

L. Resources: one neat be able we identify, organize, plan and allocate resources.
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2. Interpersonal: one must be able to work with others.

3. Information: one must be able to agquire and use informaton,

4. Systems: ane must be able to understand complex interrelationships.

5. Tectmology: one must be able to work with 2 variety of technologies (qtd. in
Scales 749)

The elements of this study reflected a growing popular position that computer-
based technology was in and of itself important, because it was becoming a major
component of the buginess world (Scales 749). Apparently, this same analysis helped to
structure the call for educational reform Studying the highlighta of the SCANS repor,
one can readily see where the direction for the current educationai reform movement was
found,

However, an bnportant factor was overlooked by the enthusiasts who hailed
technology as the panacea for public education’s illa.  Thege technolopy anrhugiasts
focused on the hardware and sollware components, thereby narrowly defining technology.
They did not foresee the applicatality or the truth of the old adape “You can lead a horse
to water, but you can’t make him drink ** 1n a paper presented in 1992 by Eley, Foley,
Frecman, and Scheel, 2 broader definition of technology was espoused, changing
rechnology from a eoncrete nuis and bolts type piece of equipment (literally) to a rather
broad and far-reaching concept {qtd. in Scales 749). The authors of thiz study desaribed
technology as “applying seienufie principles to solve practical problems™ (749Y; these
researchers saw technology as a procesa that deals with problem golving, They boldly

reasoned that it was not the specific device that was the curative, baxt, in fact, it would be
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the act or process of solving problems that would become the healing therapy foo
education’s woes. This idea of technology as a process was echoed in a posirion paper
wiitien by J. L. David in 1991 when he zrgued that “educational restructuring must
weluda the capacity 1o eonhinue te evolve as the world continues its rapid pace of change”
(gtd. in Scales 749). Neither of these ideas denies that technoiogy is a potenrially
powerful agent of educational reform, one that can meet the various needs of children.

With the SCANS report as fuel and with the release of a somewhal scathing repost
entitled “A Mation At Risk” educational refarmers uader the guise of “Blue Rittbon
Panels™ and task forces began tumning the giant cops of public educarion, Again,
education reacted to a situation as opposed to anticipating and thus leading a movement
for change. The front of their labors finally gained national recognition in 1994

Goals 2000: Educate America Act, signed by President Cluton on March 31,
1994, et the tone for educational reform in an effort to realign school expectations with
the needs and demands of America’s workplace. In his speech “Agenda for Action”
talking about this new legistabon, Vice President Gore emphasized that the focus of Goals
2000 was on universal access to technology for technology, and he reasoned that this
woulld help erase the disparities herween affloent schools and scheols for minorities and
the poor. Today, however, a growing consensus of educetors and business leaders
recogmize that mere access 1o technology is not enough; ongoing professional
development--not just the nammow implicarigns of stafl development—and gew designs for
techmology-enhanced curricula are vital links to ensuring that everyons will participate or

make use of technglogy capabilines thus enabling technology to meet its potential of
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addressng the needs of all students. Education reformers are trying to make the horse
want to drink

Without a doubr, educational direction and reform recopnize the intinsic value of
the technology concept. This is not to say that this revelation has filtered down to the
policy makers and the educators who are still accepting as sufficient the primary use of
technology 23 a low-technolopy performance/passive learning tool. Examples of conunon
bt wmaginative technology uses include computer-based instruction/drill and practica
focusing on low-level objectives; instructional television focused on low-level objectives;
video and audio used to transmit information as a lecture or # talking-head; teaching a
computer language or word processing as an end in itself as technology Ieracy (Jones and
others, Table 1).

If educators will embrace the concept and process of techrology, then truly our
students will be better prepared to {imetion successfully in the twenty-first cenmry,
Technology, when used correctly, ensures “cnpaped learning™-interactive and generative:
According to Jones and co-authors, generative activities are those that “encourage
students to construct and produce knowledge in meaningful and deep ways” (13), An
educatar, even a layperson, may rightfully question the meaning of that term. What
exactly is 2 “meaningful and deep way™? Iere we see one of the problems of education.
Who is to say what is meaning{ul and deep? Furthermore, what is meaning{ul and deep to
one shudent giay not be so to another. This brings us back 1o the Goal 2000 quest of

universal access to technology. just because a school has access dopes not ensure
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improved education of its students, Equity by necessity is also affecred by what is being
done with technologay.

Integrated use of technology does guarantes collaborative work when students ag
will a8 educators undertake flexable, learning centered investinations that involve
practicing professionals and community members. Such tasks take on the feel of doing
something “real”™; self-importance enters the learning process, pride takes hold, and the
level of produced worlk improves. This is technology-enhanced 1emng--quite differsnt
from technology leaming that first entered the picture around 1980

Technology is an educational bridee to the real world. When the sate is kept
locked, and students and educators afike are not challenged to cross that bridge—(o leave
the isolation of mundane, msipid assignments or inservice Uraining workshops--then
education continues to take place in & void. Education for educetion’s sake may exaite
primary aged children and some middle school students; however, it cannot hold or inspire
an cver increasing disenchanted adolescent and young sdult population. Educationa)
reform nghtfully calls for strong connections to the “real™ world—real projects with real
people (Sudzina 5). We must exercise caution in accepting technology--ir: the: narrow
senge—blindly. Technology niwst clearly be a servant--a 10ol--rather than an arbiter of
educational zoals and values. Teaching for end use technology is shori-sighted: the world
is changing too rapidly for such a head-in the-sand mentality. To reiterate, educational
reform must cnsure that the system has the capacity to continue 1o evolve so as to meet

fast changing demands and expectations.
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In an article in Chronicle of Higher Education, June 30, 1993, George Brown, Jr,
argues that we a3 a nation are guilty of following market-driven technological solitions;
this has resulted in traditional applications of technology frequently having a “dark side ”
No witere is this more evident than in public education. Technology and equity are not
inevitable partners, as explained by Delia Neuman in her 1991 paper. Again, we see
evidence that although aceess to technology has been ensured, technology i3 not meeting
the needs of ali our children. Minorities, disadvantaged, inner-city, female, handicapped,
rurai--all experience inequitable access to computers (Neuman 2).

Mary Sudzina in her “Technology, Teachers, Educational Reform . . > article
asserts that evaluating technology as well as predicting its direction are difficult. Yet, she
promoted the assessment of educational computing made by Betty Collis in 1990. Collis
concluded:

“There are no easy answers or simple conclusions about the impact
of computer use in education.

Teachers are critically important in whatever happens whenever
computers are used {or no{ used) in education.

Classroom implementation of computer yse Is typically a
challenging tagk.

Computers have been and continue to be remarkable catalysis

for educational excitement, self~cxamination and growth.” (gtd. in

Sudzina 2).

Technology/computers were never meant to replace good teaching; they are to

enhance student learning. And, the term enhance is, by its very nature, subjective--thus,

not readily measured. It is not at all measurable by age-old tools of evaluation such as
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standardized tests which reward student passivity fird teacher dissemination. But to date,
the best alternative offered 15 for 2 student to produce in meamngfil and deep ways.
Using old assessment methods to measure change accorded by new technolosics indicates
s failure of technology 1o produce anticipated improvement. This conclusion by Elmer-
Dewill (qid. in Sudzina 2-3) hag not adversely affected education™s trust that technology
does hold rhe power to etfect positive changs. We just haven’t worlked out the right
combination of efforis—-the best fit--ta realize the full potential of technolopy.

Technology offers a wide variety of educational experiences, from hasic computer
hsage, to distance leamning, 1o two-way interactive telecommumications, multimedia
presentations and enhancements, to the Internet. In a paper presented by Beau Fly Jones
and others published in 1994, the issue of educational reform through radegisned l¢arning
and technology was addressed. Jones and co-authars call for new means of student
evaluation of technologically ¢nhanced learning activities such as those mentioned shave,
The authore argue that relying on standardized tests to measire the effectiveness of
technology-based education is to ascribe to the “eld™ meaning and concept of technology,
that of passive learning on the part of the student, transmission of information (lecture) an
the part of the teacher. Most evaluative technigues totally ignore the enpaped learning
&dvantages afforded by high performance technolopies. Ideatly and certainly more
accurately, student achievement should be assessed on the basis of interactivity
demonstrated during the course of problem solving and collaboration resultiny among
sturents and teachers. High performance technologies support authentic tasks (a buz=-

word for the 90g), and they empower the student in his or her role as explorer, copnilive
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apprentice, teacher, and producer. The use of such technology-—-the coneent, not the item
-—-will ensure that students master the five skills outlined in the SCANS report mentioned
earlier,

In article written by Dwyer, Ringstaff, and Sandholtz, it was reported thar in a
particular study, teachers came to the realizarion that their “traditional beliefs and
experiences with schooling inhibited them from taking instryctional risks and implementing
technological innovation in the classroom™ (gtd. in Sudzina 4). The authors condluded
that technology must be viewed as a process and a commitment leading to change, tather
than a guick fix to educational problems. Sheingold reflected this line of thinking when
she argied that “active learning, technology, and {educational) restructuring” should be
envisioned together to achieve a common set of goals; presently, these agendas assume
“competitive roles,” not supportive roles (qtd. in Sudzina 6).

Accepted as a process, technology does nor make teaching easier  First of all,
ieachers must learn how to use the wide ammay of educational tecknology. Once this is
magiered, teachers must reconstruct their methods and their roles g5 well as accept srudent
input and cixection to extents never before envisioned, Technology can improve teaching
and learning, but only if'it is placed in the center of reform efforts in learning and curricuia
{Sudzina 8)

Has technelogy fzzled as an educational revolution? The vast majority of the
articles and papers reviewed for this study do not reach this conchysion. Yes, technolopy

has faited as an immediate quick fix to public education’s problems. But, as work and
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review oontinue refarding the potential of technology, bright promise is st seen by
educators in the mainstream  To attain this promise will not be easy nor will it be cheap.
Much neads to be done in the area of professiona! development for educators—and the
public at large--ro henefit from the costly investmenrs being made in technology, the item.

Joel Swerdlow in the October, 1995, issue of National Geopraphic asserts: “The law of

unintended consequences governs all technological revolutions” (5). Thus, thee is no
way 1 (¢ll where information technologies are taking us, but s active users of
technology, educators can help determine the direction, » direetion that will betier prepare

students to compete economically 2 a global market.

Professional Davelopment

“You can spend money on the most ¢xeiting software and buy all the latest
hardware, but the technology won’t stand a chance in your district unless you invest in
suppott for the most important resource of all--teachers” (Kinmaman 24}

. the most crucial factors that underlie whether or not teachers utifize
technology are time and support™ (Fulton 33).

“If we expect sipnificant change in teaching and learning, then money spent on
herdware wust be matched with money spent on staff development and support for
implementation efforts” (Rockman 31).

“Educational technologies are not self-implementing, and they do not replace the
teacher. . .. Tnvestments in technology cannot be fully effective unless teachers receive

training and support™ {United States. Congress. Office of Technology Assessment 16).
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“. .. artitudes and values [regarding use of technology] were not readily developed
during a one-shot course in the use and preparation of media” (Chin and Hortin 87).

“. . . there appear to be few institutional incentives for teacher educators or
preservice teachers to be “up to speed” with new technologies™ (Sudzina 8).

If we hope to give educational technology the chance to fulfill its potential as a
primary agent for educationz! reform we need to invest seriously in staff development-
(Kinnazmnan 28).

Pages of quotations citing the utmost importance—the necessity—of staff
development could be included here to underscore the significance of this call to increass
¢ducators” understanding and appreciation of technology. I do not think that such a
discourse i3 warranted kere, as every article I read regarding technclogy and education
brought up this issue. Documentation of prevailing sentiment regarding teachers’ use of
technology is simply not hard to find.

What I did discover through my readings was the increased use of the term
“professional development.™ It is a concept that is being used to help steer school districts
away from the short-sighted and end-driven mechanical training that is predominanthy used
as staff training.  The very meaning of the word “training™ connotes a lixited scope of
activity; its goal is to cover the most ground in the shortest amount of time, with the
fewest interruptions, and the highest degree of homogeneity. Development, on the other
hand, suggests an ongoing process, or learming. This coneept does not operate by 2 clock,
nor does it adbere to a formal structure, acknowledging the fact that true learning takes

place in many ways and at differert speeds (Finley 10). Couple this idea with the term
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“professional” and one readily undersiands what the critics are saying about the state of
teaching teachers how to incorporate technolapy into daily learning activines. The vast
majority of school districts are training teachers to operate (fizm on and use a given piece
of software) & computer or 2 video laser disc; few are helping teachers redesign their
lesson plans to incorporate technelogy that will lead to heightened problem-solving skills.
Instead, these duly trained teachers are satisfied using technology in its least productive
form, & learaing style labeled low technology/passive learning by Beau Fly Jones and
others. Schaol districta need to challenge their educators to use emerging technolagies in
decisian malang ta confront complex, real-world issues.

As stated earlier, technology i3 4 tool--a résource to be used by the teacher. One
article drives home the extent of the misconception regarding techrolopy when the author
commented that when standardized test seores fall, administrators do not clamor for more
chalkboards, yet they will call for more technology (Rockman 30). This mindset
overiooks the central role that teachers must assume m developing the full potential of
technology. Teachers need to have a sense of ownership in the professional development
plans if such plans are going 1o be meaningful. Too often, staff development involves
bringing in an ¢xpert who essentizlly lectures to a large group—for several hours—then flies
back home. Rarely does such an approach satisfy the specific needs of even one teacher,
Nor does such an approach allow for coliaboration or feedback or support. Increasingly,
erities are caliing for in-house “experts™ responsible for designing and offering worthwhile

workshops to small groups of teachers throughout the year, There is growing recognitign
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of the value of hiring permanent but rotating substitites ro refieve reachers fiom ¢lassroom
duties 5o that they can atiend these regularly scheduled, in-house professional
development gesstons. Such experiences become even more valuable when they are
attended on a volunrary hasis, These srnall pestures of recognition give the educators that
pride of ownership--having a gay—that & 50 crucial io ensure that the learning and skill
building carries over to the classroom.

The tone for professional development--its acceptance, its success, its worth—is set
by the administration. In a study conducted by Anmstiong and Truebloed, the findings
showed that “positive administrative leadership promotes teachers” professional growth™
(gid. in Chin and Hortin 88). If teachers are nor challenged or expected to use teclmology
iti chaily lesson plans, then few will make the decided effort to reinvent their teaching styles
or to teach differently There appears 1¢ be a general lack of vision with regard to
technology’s role in the scheol, and when the vision is unclear, the poals are even less
conerete, The depree of training is apparently connected to the expectations written in the
curriculum, not just by the availability of technology in a given school. In a paper by
Anderson and Odden addressing state iniziatives, the authors assert that “a principal who
meakes Waining 4 top priority will enhance the desire of teachers to be committed and
suceessful” (Chin and Hortin 88), Srong leadership calls for administrators to clearly
outline the technology-use course of action, starting wirh the first s1eps of bardware and
software acquisitions and installation, the design or guidelines for staff development in the
use of this techrology, and also the fratnework necessary 1o establish personnel support

tems. Such a plan assures the educators thar this concepr has been well thoupht out,
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including provisions for support at all levles of implementation, Working under strong
leaderhip, classroom teachers do not find it as easy to scoff or label as yet another quick
fix acheme to which no serious consideration of all its ramifications has beon Evern.

Although accessibiiity is an 1ssue, it is not the primary cause for lack of technology
use in the classroom; after all, availability 15 urelevant if teachers do not want or imow
how to use technology. In 2 study condueted by the Office of Technology Assessment, it
waR reported that microcomputers were in every elementary and secondary school in the
United States, however, only half the teachers in the country report using compuicrs in
instruction (gtd. in Nash, 8) Why?, we must ask. Technology can certainly make some
work {oads lighter but to get to that paint takes much hard work and time. In fact, time is
nated by 2 number of critics as being the single greatest barrier to teachess learning how to
use technology: time for training,; time for teachers to try out rechnelosy W the classroom:
time for collaboration with colleagues (O Neil 11).

Technology has been hailed unahaghedly as the right direction for education.

Thus, professional development must focus on enabling both administrators and feachers
10 move from an industrial age teaching/leaming model to a twenty-first centiry model
centered around student directed/teacher facilirated learning experiances, Quality
professional development taust be designed around an informed needs asscssment created
by ¢ach educator; only then will the knowledge and skills acquired be incorposated into
regular teaching practices. Educators are generally slow to change (caching strategies,
and they often shun new media; these observations underscore the importance of oopoing

staffiprofessional development. Teachers need to have the time to explore new
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technologics at ther own rate--learning as they go along, not simply checking off
mechanics goals--such as how to spell check a paper--in a training session.

Critics of the current and wide-spread pracrice of using technology training
ses510NS 1o infroducs and win teacher converts call for a third to one half of the
tmﬁnulﬂgy budget being allocated for professional development. Such a commitment to
teachers® success serves to emphasize the district’s acknowledgment that, while
technology is central to restructuring education, it takes the teacher to implement the
technology  The teacher 15 still first in the process, but it is essential that the teacher
understand how to make use of techoology and how to assume a new role--facilitator of
learning. This commitment to professional development engures the prescuce of support
personnel—those in-house experts who are always there to guide and essist teachers and
administrators as they explore the waorld that technology offers. A commitment of this
magnitude will insure that the opinion of Zuckerman (gid. Chin and Horiin 88) will not
continue to ring true: . . . for those teachers who have not and will not be trained
appropriately . . , the computer became and will remain for them an expensive electromic
ditte or fash card.”

The technology capability found in an ordinary home compiter today (an IBM 486
specifically) is more powerfi1l than the computer used in the Apollo 13 space mission
launched in 1970. This fact makes astonishingly poipnant the otherwise blithe assertion
that techirolopy is rapidly changing. Equally as stunning is the resulting implicaton that
understanding and impletnenting this technology can enly be maintained throvsh onpoing

prolessional development. According to Haana, Ross-Ganguly, and Katz, “The haif life of
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technology skills continues to decling, it is now three to five years™ (5). In other words,
half of any aequired technology skills become obgolete within three to five years; likewise,
one-quarter of these same gkalls may be obsolete in one to two years. One day workshops
that attempt to teach “everything you ever wanted or needed to know about . P are a
waste of money, me, and energy; furthermaore, such “workshops™ or seminars legve the
participants with an even colder view of the technology than they had before the session.
“It is waportant o note that investing in technologies without investing m ongoing
professional development, training, and support services is countarproductive and will
ultimately be costly with limited payoff in learning™ (Jones and others 58) And in
conclusion, “Because of the perpetual and accelerating changes in hardware and software,
technolopy taining must be understood within the total context of lifelons learnine. Once

you start, ther¢ is no turing back and no stopping™ (Hanna, Ross Ganguly, and Katz 5),

Why Telecommunicatigng Specifically?

The political interest iy the information super highway has strengthened the
National Infprmation Infrastructure (NII), which is the policy making arm of 1he National
Regearch and Educational Network, hereafter referred to as NREN. According to an
article hy Harry Willems, NREN policies are wiitten to prevent the creation of informnation
haves and have nors by preserving and advancing universal information service (5). In our
warket driven economy, the privale sector expects to spend over mnety billion dollars

between now and the turn of the century to advance our national information
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infrastructure; in contrast, the federal govemment will spend only eight billion dollars on
the pational information infrastructure over the same time frame (5). Recognizing the
patential cost explosion resulting from heavy commercial interest and influence, the NII
aims o insure that this technology remains affordable for schools, libraries, and health care
providers. Thus we are seeing the rise of such organizations as RBS to help schools find
affordable telecommunications connections.

Online tformation is valuable because it can be easily formatted to address
individual needs, thus making education relevant to the real world. For this reason, the
Internet is quickly proving to be an essential tool for K-12 education. It offers several
specific advantages that enhance student learning and staff development. It offers a way
to make new contacts wotldwide in specific areas of interest and an expedient way to
communicate to a {arge number of diverse people through online conferences and
workshaps, as well as basic electronic-mail. Online discussions provide a new and
stimulating way to exchange ideas, the synthesis of deeper understanding. For teachers,
the Internet offers an end to proféssional isolation--a ready forum to exchange ideas, ask
for help or share a classroom success (Mendrmos 45). For the first time, according to
Michagl Eisenberg and Peter Milbury, “K-12 schools have the means to access a powerful
set of real-world resources previously available only to higher education and business”
(McClure 199).

Telecommunications bring an air of urgency to the classroom because students are
working with “real” people beyond the scho_r.»l walls; “real” people are reading their

correspondence as well as their end products. Students respond to the fact that they are
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producing a project or a paper that will be read by possibly hundreds of peaple Tikewise,
tig mesng Of ¢agy communication is also proving to be an incentive for educators at ait
levels—not just higher sducation—to “publish”; the result is an increase in professionalism.
Successtul K-12 educational reform depends on this reat world connection—-relevant
problems and issues being studied hy students and educarars alike.

Ht w5 ipportant and necessary for educatars to look beyond their own expertise to
enhance the cummiculum. The Internet offers an almost effortless way to emjoy this
enrichment. Not only can teachers get support in a varigty of arens, but students ¢an and
should be encouraged to go beyond what 15 readily available in-house and to search new
aventes for additional information or ideas. As stated earlier, technology empowers the
student to direct his or her learming—with the guidance (translation. encouragement or
challenge) of the teacher/facilitator. The Tnternet makes easier the shift from tencher
centered learmng to a shared responsibility for leamning. Collaborative learning has
beoome the modus operandi for the 90s and mavbe the future. This process is readily
practiced among schoal peers, izt telecommumications 18 an open inviiaton tor teachers to
arvange hnk-ups with students in another state or in another country to work on & given
project. And the Internet offers an entry to anyone who cares to converse with experts in
z given field. Knowing how to tap this expert resourcee may well be a ticket to success in
the twenty-lirst cemtury.

The Internet can motivate students; its use encourages independence for the
maturing student. Without a doubt, telecommmnicagions can enrich the alagsroom for the

shlents and educaiors. While electronic-mail is an efficient tool for inquiry end response,
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live “chat” groups offer immediate interaction. Conferences on specific subjects are
routinely offered—all accessible from a home hase;, no travel or distance barmers exist,
Usenet groups (also known as lisiservs) are a growing source of topic-specific forums.
These are intended to serve primarily as one-way bullstin beards. Mews or inguiries can
hz posted to a select audience which shares this interest or knowledge, Il a reader wishes
to respond to a posted inquiry, he or she responds directly 1o the wquirer, not io the
audience at large.

There are two overriding concerns regarding the promise and potential of
telecommunications and the Imernet. The fist concem--training--was aggressively
addressed in mast of the articles read for this survey. Proponenis secopmze that access
alone is not enough:, aducators as well as students nust be taught how and why to use rhis
access. Lhe second concern is cost. Mot all schools have toll free access to an Intemnet
provider, and ¢ven those that do most often pay a user fee. For rural schools basic access
is a significant hurdle. Far urban schools and schools where grants have enabled rural
counties to establish a local Internet node for educational instinxtions (such as Salem
County), the hirdle is the fes-based aceess. Without addressing the considerable cost
barrier to establishing the requisite technology infrastrachire, technophiles promote the
Internet as the most imporiant tool for teachers i 21 grades and subject areas. They
never mention the issue of foes. Granted, the NIT seeks to prevent this from becoming an
out-of-hand expense for an already strapped school budget, but the profit mative is always
there, and 1t will bave an effect—probably negative--on this cost factor. It would be 2

tragic waste of money to netwark enrire schoals and then find that future access {ees had
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increased to a point beyond what the budget could support. Proponents are not
addressing this very real potential problem.

There is a third concern, but it is minor compared to the first two. This is the
potential for infecting a system with a computer virus when sofiware from a remoic
focaton & downloaded for local use. The technology--anti-virug software—is readily
available at a reasonable cost, and awarengss of this problem should lead any school
district or individual to put such preventative software into place before the problem
arises.

Besides the mechameal isaue of telecomumucations conneetions, thera is the issue
of monitoring what students access--where they are “surfing.” It is 2 commonly accepted
notion that children learn to operate technology more easily and faster than adults, and
elong with that line of thinking, the argument follows that children will agressively expand
their searches and will inevitahly be exposed to eybersex, inappropriate discussion groups,
25 well a5 schemes to defraud. In answer to the increasingly louder cries for plans to
bleck such moral pitfalls, schools zre quickly putting together AUPs--acceptable use
policies. These “contracts™ are desigmed 10 be sipned by studtents and parcnts alike, snd
they spell out exactly what types of uses are deemed acceptable by students when they are
using school aceess to the Internef. Not fo be outdone and recognizing & politically
advantageous bandwagon, federal lepislators as well as the administratton have quickly put
aside political differences to incorporate into the new telecommunications law a provision
addressing the seamier side of telecommunications abuse. The point is that the potential

far smdent harm--both real and perceived—is being addressed  Like technology itself,
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these policies of acceptable use will have to be routinely reviewed snd rewritten to address
the capabnlites of current technology. They must also be evaluated for effectiveness since
an explicit prohibition may provide the tamptation and motivation 1o explore.

To summarize, the Internet expands classroom resources dramatically; it makes
worldwide contacts possible--with peers, experts, and friends; it motivates its users,
students in particular. The Internet is expanding at 2 rate unimaginsd when it was opened
to the pubhe, and with thus expansion more information is being mzde available
electronically. Reports on educational research can be expeditiously “published ** and
inmediaie feedback is possible through immediate access to the research; curriculum
gudes, lesson plans, and activities are routinely shared. With this professional exchange
comes renewed energy and enthustasm, resuliing in new methods ol teaching--methoeds
rhat integrate technolopy into mansiream daily learmng, In fact, according to Silva and
Cartwright, “Tt could be argued that subscription to a discussion group 15 capidly
becoming an essential part of a prolessional’s administrative, educztional, and academic
responsibility” (9). Expansion of the Internet offers small schools with bimited resources
the same access to curriculum enrichment resonrces as larger schools  1ike other forms of
technology, the Internet is not a pancea; it is a tool, to be used to help reform education
end educational processes (Black, Klingenstein, Sonper 76).

The [nternet is technology’s way of linking the classroom to the worid; for this
reason, educators myst keep current and involved with the Internet and the resources it
offers (Mendrinos 55} Only hy fully addressing the issues of infrastructure, training, and

coordinated technological implementation will Internet access and use be assured.
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Infrastructure--the hardware and software--to linl up to the network is probably the
easiest issue to address, given the grant monies and political push tn make this a reabty.
Coordinated implementation—though not ¢heap, i3 2 concrete isue that has an ullimate
poal which ean be attained and measured. Training and support is open-ended, which
mekes it 2 difficult and ongoing issue to adddress. Yel, only traicing in how to fully

integrate this technology will insure 1ts use.
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CIIAPTER THREE

Pesign of the Suivey

A survey was condueted (o determine the peneral propensity of achoal board
members, adminigtrators, and high school teachers in Salem County to embrace and infuse
computer technelogy into the county educational processes. For purposes of this siudy, 1
recepted Lhe premise that an individual who is enthusiastic sbour computer assisted
fearning will likely be interested in the enrichment possibilities of the Internet in courses of
study as wedl as i professional eollaboration,

The results of this survey have determined the foous of my recommendations for
Internét use in the high schools of Salem County. The respenses indhcated only basic
computer use for enhaneed ingtruction (i.e. specific programs for courses of siudy, drill
and/or review, &¢.); thus T have focused primarily on how the Internet can be used for
professional development and coltaboration. Prevailing rationale argues that if an
individual is an enthusiastic computer user for persomnal imterest, that individual will be
more inclined to work computers into instruction--thus, the justification for emphasizing
the use of Internet for professional purposes first. Because some educators and school
board memberg indicated regular use of computers in the classroom or othey places of
work as well a3 ar home, the inclusion of some references to Internet use for instnictional

pUrposes is warranted.
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Background on the Survey Design

In “Telecommunications and K-12 Educators: Findings fiom a National Survey”
by Margaret Honey and Andres Hénriquez, published in 1993, the authors cited “current™
studies and reform proposals that promoted basic telecommunications technology as an
“essential component” of education reform. Technology enthusiasts stress that networks
and online ¢apabikity provide & wealth of information, ranging from serious educational
research o kindergarten enrichment activitics. Proponents of tecknology in education
taud its conferencing capabilities and interest bulletin boards as they provide an incredibly
easy way for educators to exchange ideas or request help with a particular lesson.
Likewise, administrators get the same benefits on an administrative level. Honey and
Henriquez recogmzed that to date, there had been “ne systematic amalysis of the range and
type of telecommunications activities being conducted by teachers for either professional
development or student learning™ (2). They designed their survey to address this void,
and a profile emerged that described the type of educator most likely to embrace
teleconumunications for professional development andfor student learning. 1 focused on
those questions underlying the profile and surveyed the high school educators (teachers
and administrators) to determing if the results of the broader national survey held true in
the microsm of Salem County. I also surveyed the members of the boards of education to
determine if any corretation could be drawn between the boards” general profiles (pro
technology ot against) and the given school district’s technology inventory (number of
computers in each classroom, available phone lines or networking throughout the school,

ete).
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The first part of the survey was designed to obtain personal information:

professional title, highest degree eamed, years of experience, sex, and age. The second
part of the survey covered computer experience--at home and/or at work, sources of
traimng, and types of work completed on the computer. For purposes of this thesis, T
have accepred the profile of the national survey as being an acceptable benchmark for
assessing technology inclinations of high school educators in Salem County; I am not
aware of any contradictory “profiles” having emerged as a result of other studies. (See

Appendix A )

The Resulting Profile from the National Survey

The results of the national survey (48 states) were based upon responses from 550
educators actively invalved in using telecommumcations. For comparison purposes,
Honey and Henriguez used data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics
(hereafier referred to as NCES). Interestingly, the profile of the educator actively
involved in telecommunications indicates 10-20 years of teaching experience as compared
to the overall profile of our nation’s teachers, which indicates an average of far less
experience. My belief was that the newer teachers--fresh out of college--would have been
trained and challenged by college curricula to use telecommunications in their instruction
and that they would have made up the larger percentage of educators embracing this
technelogy. Not surprising to me, however, was thar the majority of the respondents
(79%) had a master’s degree or beyond. Understandably, if an individual is motivated to

continue s or her education, then he or she will be exposed to new ideas and inclined to
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be more innovative The NCES figures show that only 46% of our nation’s teachers hold
master's degrees or beyond

Correspondingly, Honey and Henriguez®s survey profites an older educator (44.9
yeers) a8 more wchned to integrate telscommunications compared to the averape age of
our nation’s teacher (40.2 vears) as shown in the NCES survey. The profile resulting from
the telecommunications survey shows almost twice as many men represenied in the
respondents as natonal demographics of the teaching profession indicate, Ou the surface
this appears to uphoid the sexual stereotype that males are more science and ath mckned
and thereby are more computer-inclined than females. Another obvious finding of this
narienal survey was that educators actively using telecommmummeations are concentrated in
jobs or pasitions that “are direetly related to using technology in instruction™ (6),

Experience and training of the respondents shows that these educators are long-
time computer users; they perform a wide ragge of fiunctions on computers: they are
primarily self-tauphit and motivated to attend workshops and/or confrences on their own
time; they almost ail have home computers. Again, I find this description predictable,

What does the “national” profile have to do with Internet use in the high schaols of
Salem County? For the second year in a row, Salem County has received a prant to help it
bring “technology to rural districts” by establishing local access to the Internet using 2
node at the comrmunity college. The exprass purpose is to entice the local schaol districts
to “sign-on” and bring this technology into all the schools. As indicated in rmy
introduction, the efforts of the county techmology task force have focused on the

hardware/softwere needs of the node site. We now have the “Willienet” established at the
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Salem County Community College. To date, all five high schools in Salem County have
paxd their first vear’s subscription fee, and active use—whether for professional
collaboration or student instruction--must now be fostered.

Bur where and how does a school district begin to challenge and expect educators
ta meorporate this newly acquired telecommunications service into everyday instruction?
This study should indicate a direction for these school districts. While the national profile
indicates that a highly motiveted and enthusiastic computer user is what it takes to actively
incorporate telecommunications into instruction and profassional development, the Salem
County school districts may not have the luxury of working with the “ideal” technotogy-
oricnted educator who believes that telecommunications will benefiz the professional and
student alike. These schocl districts have m.:a,l:le the connection to telecommunications,
and they must now commiit to staff development to insure that the capability is, in fact,
used. The old adage “you can lead a horse to water but you can’t make it drink” certainly

hoids true in this sitmation.

Survey Resulig

Salem County educators and school board members who responded to the survey
do not differ sigpificantly from the age and the sex distributions represented in the Honey
and Henriquez survey. (See Appendix B.) Likewise, 32% of the respondents have been
teaching for ten to twenty years, as opposed to 28% who have only been teaching for one
to nine years. Thave no way of determining its significance, but 40% of the respondents in

the Salem County survey have been teaching for more than twenty vears. Almost thres
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fifths (58%) of the respandents hold only a bachelor’s degree, while 38% hold a master™s
or beyond; thus latter figure pales when compared io the 79% with graduate degrees
profiled in the national telecommunications survey. (See Appendix €.} With the
exception of this last data, the local profile is not starkly different from the data compiled
by the NCES,; vet, a perfunctory assessment suggests that the majority of Salem County
edugators do not match the characteristics of the “active” telecommuycations user
profifed i the Honey and Henriquez survey.

Regarding computer experience, a large percentage (74%6) responded as having a
computer at home. An assumnption might be made that the majority of the respondents
are, in fact, the more computer literate of the educators and thus were more willing to
complete 2 “technology” survey. While this 74% appears initially significant, almost half
(48%) of these respondents indicated only one to five hours of use per week, and 29%
indicated six to ten hours of use per week. Eleven percent indicated weekly computer
usage of eleven hours or more. An unaccounted for 12% suggests that even though
computers are in the home, these respuﬁdents are not inclined to explore the possibilitics
of computer use. (See appendices D and E for graphic interpretation of this data.}

In line with the national telecommunications survey, the responses to the local
survey indicate that all those with computers at home are least somewhat self-taught.
“Conferences or workshops™ and “Instruction from colleagues™ were other significant
sources of computer training. “District courses™ and “on-site consultants” were cited by
one third of the respondents 2s playing a role in their overall computer training. (See

Appendix F.) These findings are consistent with the national profile of a highly motivated
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cducator and “active” user of telecommunications; however, the reported hours of weekly
computer usage by local respondents do not reflect an “active” user image, I readily admit
rhat the yerm “active™ is highly subjective, and there is no pat formula for ascertaining
whether a given number of hours spent online qualifies one for the designation of “active
user” However, for the purposs of this study, 1 have made a subjective assesament of the
responses regarding hours of weekly computer use and the types of usage noted on the
survey, and I believe that the majority of Salem County educators do not fall inio the
cateiory of “active user” as I interpreted the term in the IToney and Henrques survey.

In reviewing the types of compiter usage noted by the respondents {with one
exception), ¥ felt that all of the uses were routing; there was little originality, creativity, or
true curricuium enhancement evident in the types of computer experience noted This is
not £o say that the current computer applications are meaningless; research shows that
computer-assisted Jearning is a sirong student motivator. However, this study is primarily
concerned with telecommunications use, and this application ig scant in Salem Cousty
according to the responses to the survey. A fow respondents indicated that they took part
in discussion groups, but it wag not clear whether the group was a “professional”
enhancement group or a hobby er interest proup, and a couple of respondents indicated a
use of e-mail. Bath of these activities are obviously positive steps towards
telecommunication familiarity; yet, these sctivities were not widespread among the
respondents. The responses indicate that there is a sreat need for staff development and

training in the use and benefit of telecommypnications.
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Based upon my understanding of the national telecommnications survey, the |
school districts in Salem County should focus their activities and training goals an
challenging high school educators—teachers and administrators alike--to use
telecomimunications for personal development and professional collaboration first. Once
the educators are comfortable using such technology for personal growth, technology will

be incorporated into student instruction by a natural prosyession,
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CHAPTER FOLR

Implications

Need ta Bxpand Expectations

Mere access 10 techmology does not in any way insure its use. The relevant studies
and surveys support the premise that there is insufficient understanding of tectuology”s
fdl potential. School districts--boards, administrators, and teachers—generally provide
Rupport for conventional computer literacy: didll ang practice, word processing, end nse
saftware mastery, however, there is little challenge ta inspire creative uses of computer
technology that will develop acrass the curriculum and throushout life,

According to a South Jersey Regional Library Cooperative publication, “Statisties
from ali rypes of industries show that during 1993, professional stail in American
organizations participated in an average of 36 hours of training per person anpually, with
customer service employess participating in 29 hours of training per person™ (8). This
amphagis on stafl’ development is necessitated by rapidly changing technology. Public
education 13 doing its best to expase students to these technological advances if one
considers only the amount of money spent for “technology ™ In an effoct to help public
education produce mz:ketab]e; gradugtes, some business giants are contributing sionificant
amounts of money for echool districts to purchase the “latest™ in technology. While this is
admable and is certainly a step in the right direction towards meeting the nationg!
education agends a3 gpelled out in Geals 2000, T question the eflective use of 2 great deal

of this costly technology
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The school districts in Salem County are nght in step with this trend to acquire
technology (some further along than others); but, like many districts across the country,
the local schools have shown a reluctance to invest in effective professional development
for the use of such technology. Many school districts pay for graduate courses, but there
are virtually no guidelnes as to the types of courses an educator may choose to take.
Why should a schoal district pay for teachers to take “administration” courses 5o they can
move out of the classroom and into the ranks of administration? This money appears as
“staff development™ expense, but the end result is that costly technology is not used to
¢nhance student mstruction, This issue recurs throughout articles dealing with technology
&sid educaticﬁ, with professional development, and with school improvement. Therefore,
<ach school district should evaluate itself in light of the prevailing thoughts on these areas

of concern.

Professional Development

The bigpest issue, and one that many critics cite as being the most crucisl,
concerns professional development of educators—teachers and administrators alike.
According to Michael Fullan, a recognized authority in the field of educational reform and
mprovement, this should become intercomnected with institutionsl reform (or schaol
improvement) (107). He writes that “virtually all studies of successfial change identify
ongoing prefessional development as critical” (98). Since school improvement is yoked to

professional development, school districts must sericusly plan what needs to be involved
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for staff development that will best lead to understanding and integrated use of any new

technology--or upgraded technology--when it is initially being considered.

Needs agsessment, Staff development should only be designed after needs
assessments have been completed by each faculty member. To arbitrarily begin
development sessions where some feel they already “know this stuff” will result ina
negative attitude towards the entwe process. On the other hand, this same arbitrary
starting point may be well beyond the knowledge of some staff members, thereby “losing™
them right from the start. A needs assessment immediately gives the educator that all
important “ownership™ that helps to insure 2 positive attitude by the participant resulting
in real--not just hoped for--professional development. By designing a program based on
the individual needs of a teacher, schools will maximize the transfer of knowledge and
skalls into regular teaching practice. The needs assessment alone underscores the necessity
for providing ongoing opportunities and assistance for innovation implementatios.

Voluntary participation. This needs assessment step also provides the groundwork
for another important element in suceessful staff/professional development: the voluntary
nature of successful programs. Resistance is almost always presert when someone is
“made” to do something, and so it is with mandatory staff development or in-service
sesstons. However, if the educators themselves help to design the program, they wilt
develop 4 sense of ownership in 1t. Rather than being dragged kicking and screaming into
another brave new education world, the educators will want to attend, to insure that their
ideas are acknowledged and incorporated. In fact, ownership results in a personal quest

that creates enthusiasm about the anticipated professional growth.
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Budezet Allocariag

A3 pointed out in Chaprar Two, accessibility does not translate into use, Many
eritics of the pervasive use of quick-fix, all-in-one techmology training workshops
recommend that half of the technology budget be allocated for prafessianal development
in ereative use of the newly acquired technology, thus wsuring that accessibility and use
will g0 hand in hand. Use, or effective implementation, by necessity means changes in
curriculum materials, practices, and behaviors on the part of educators and students alika
(Fullan 98).

Creative use of lechnology is 2 means by which educators can rajse expectations of
student wark, and in 5o doing, equip students with the abilities to solve all kinds of
problems or chalenges, not just isolated, meaningless classroom assignments, 1 agies
with the researchers and critics of school reform who are unified in their cogclusions that
the one-shot workshop-—-the bells and whistles display of technologies’ potentials—are
worlhless. Ongoing, in-house supported staff developinent is the cnly way to pustanice
effective implementation of change, and yes, technology in education should be viewed as
a fundamental change in the way educators teach students. This call for chanse in
teaching styles and methods must also be acknowledged by our pation’s calleges and
universities; these ingtitutions should be in the forefront, teaching aspiring cducators with
1he latest in technology and with the highest expectations for the work that is enhanced
through technology.

Fermangni substitutes. With o much riding on the one issug of stall development,

concrete, proven sugsestions have emerged fram studies that will lead the way to
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meaningful experiences. Great and lasting success has been reported in schools that have
hired permanent substitutes who rotate through the school, frecing classroom teachers on
& regular basis so they have time to experiment with the techrology in a non-threatening
envuronment and design plans for its classroom use. These teachers are encouraged ta
take risks--go beyond the drill and practice routines and bevond the fancy typewriter
axpectations of a compurer. Crucial to this process is an in-house “expert™ who is
available 10 assist teachers as they enter unknown or untried potentials of technology.

Session structure. The new and mmproved “in-service™ approach to professional

development should be frequent; it should be free--on site and on school release tima
Rewards work wonders, even with adulis. As a proponent of this stick and carrot
method, T would suggest that local school districts offer first choice on hardware or new
software, or an extra planning period to those educators who complete technology-related
caurses. I would afzo allow educators to accumulate credits for technology training just as
they would for graduate courses (for example, ten hours of training could equal one
college credit), Technology training credits could be acocumulated to eamn a bonus such as
a free computer, The rationale, of course, is that a home computer will promote and
facilitate the natural inclination to continue technology exploration, thereby increasing
expertise and assuring the continued transfer of knowledes and skills to classroom
instruction. Another idea would involve weekly software demonstrations focusing on a
different subject area each week; these demonstrations should be held before and after
schoal as many times as possible throughout the week to heighten interest and win

converts to technology’s role in every day instruction.
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Hands on_authentic tasks. Hands on learning rmust be at the center of alf sessions.

Where explanation is combined with demonstration, it must be followed by participants
trying the same thing.  Activitics should center around authentic tasks, not just contrived
exercises to show off the technology’s capability. These tasks should be ones that a given
teacher can incorporate into clagsroom activities or assignments; the activity should
provide opportunity for relevant student leaming. To do this effectively, participants
shoutd sign up by subject area interest, thereby allowing the mentor/coach ta tailor these
activities to something usable by that particular group of educators. Such z session would
put the teacher in the role of the shident, and the teacher would actually somplete an
assignment(s). In keeping with the collaborative learning philosophy, small groups of ke
subject area teachers can be challenged to complete group assignments--just as students
would be expected to do. In addition to giving teachers a group experience, this type of
assignment underscores the importance and validity of professional peer interaction, This
also helps break down the isolation barriers endemic to teaching. From this initial
“forced™ collaboration, it is reasonable (¢ expect that general discussions will become
more frequent, and educators will be able to identify common problems while sharing
alternative ways to solve thern,

Observations and feedback. Puring all sessions, an in-house expert or a peer

coach/mentor should be present for ongoing observation and feedback. Before frustration
sets in, this coach can help with tasks that the teacher has not yet mastered or clarify
concepts and instructional techniques. And, when a task is mastered, the coach is right

there to challenge the teacher with the next higher order task; problem solving does not
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cease. Again, 2s noted in Chapter Two, half of technology skills become obsolete within
three to fve years and a quarter within o0¢ to Uree years, therefore, continuous

technology leaming has to become an expected and accepted responsibility of the job.

Mogitonipe [mplementation

Continuous learning through onpoing stafl’ development is not guite enough.
There muast be provision for meantngfit! a0d careful monitoring of the implementation
process. Bemenstration of technology use I the dassroom must be incorporated into the
plan fiom the beginning; expectations of use must be clearly outlined. Specific
documentation of technology use in the classroom must be recorded regularly. This
documentation should cover the applications, time usage, successes and failures,
Monitoring responsibilities can be shared by a poer coach, the in-house expert, and/or the
school principal. From this documentation and observation, concrete irmprovement
merhads or other feedback must be shared with the teacher, Othcrwise, this process will
simply be labeled as more paper wark to take up the teacher’s vatuabie time, ozl to be
checked off as having been turned in, with no feedback expected. Without follow-through
and meanmgfis)l feedback, the monitaring process is worthless and yndermines the gquality

of implementation

Principal Leadership
In addition to these proven professional development techniques, the issue of
strong leadership in overall school improvement should be carefully studied. Fullan has

published :n-depth assessments of studies on school improvement, and he concludes that
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principals play a critical role in the success or failure of school improvement efforts.
(General endorsements and verbal support are not enough. Principals must articulate the
need for change and must exert consistent pressure, inirially as well as throughout the
mmplementation process. This pressure should be in the form of encouragement to af
teachers, support for those nisk-takers who explore new avenues for technology’s use, and
formal recognition of teachers who inteprate technology wio their curnculum areas- even
i Just for a special project on occasion. This support and recognition will encourage
additional efforts and trials,

All teachers should hand in weekly lesson plans, 1o be reviewed by the department
head and/or the principal. This is an ideal means for the principal to quietly but effectively
msist on technology use in daily lessons. Of course, the principal must foltow through on
the this “on-paper” use of technology and must rovtinely--if only casually--observe the
actual classes, making sure that technology is being integrated. Such observations,
whether the formal types or the casual types, must be followed by writier feedback to the
teacher, either acknowledging 2 job well done using technology or inquiring as to why
technology was not used in the lesson as had been indicated in the plan. At all times, it is
the principal’s job to insist upon quality implementation, even at the expense of time. If
the principal lowers expectations, technology’s potential is compromised. In addition, the
principal must be willing to fight for support of the teachers in the form of training
resources (money, equipment, and support personnel--in-house experts, consultants, and
50 on), release time, readily accessible equipment {(a networked computer in every

classroom), as well as any other means required to facilitate implementation.



Rosenberger 44

The successful leader/pringipal initiates and or responds to effarts to enhance
professional development; he or she must be truly knowledgeable about the expectations
and potential of technology as well as articulate regarding the expected uses of this new
mnovation. At all times, the successful leader/principal must be aware of the process, the
hurdles, and the needs of the teachers during the implementation process. This kind of
attention and mvolvement will clearly set the tone for expected and successful integration
of new technology (or ideas, for that matter) into the educational process. Without
expectations being issued to each and every teacher, only a few will expend the time and
etfori to revamp years of teaching methodologies to incorporate innovative and creative

uses of technology into their instructional delivery.

Traditional Avenues to Professional Development

With heavy focus on quality stafl development, one may question whether or not
there 15 still a valid role for college courses, conferences, and the like. These external
eXperiences are important in raising awareness of the stridas being made at the forefront of
educational reform and progress. By going beyond schoel boundaries, teachers and
administrators are given the opportunity to inferact with an expanded peer group, and this
type of activity is professionally stiroulating.

While teachers’ unions insist on districts footing the bills for their members®
continued education, school boards have the right and responsibility to examine what
types of courses are being taken, Money earmarked for this perk can just as casily be

placed in a fund for ongoing, in-house professional development that will directly relate to
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whal a given educator teaches, the term that comes to mind 1§ accountability. Schoal
boards must be held accountable for the nature of the budget expenditures they approve.
With teehnology becoming a larger and larger percentage of school bidpets, school

distriets must justify through extensive uge and integration, the cost of this innevation,

Interpet Implementation

The concept of cost justification 1s particularly appropriate when considering
Internet linkups. Chapter Two covered the necd for bringing telecommunications
capability into the schools. Justifying the cost of this technology can be equally a3 casy if
schoot districts conynit to quality integration. Familiarity and appreciation of what the
lnternet offers can only be raised through meaningful staff development processes. Fora
school district to accept as 2 primary enrichunent activity pen pal programs via c-mat and
thus justify the subscription cost of Internet access is ludicrous if no other expectations are
apparent. What n¢eds to be examined is the writing process involved in e-mail activities
Does this activity increase the student™s communication skills?

As stated earlier, professional development must be considered open ended, for in
teaching an educator the mechanical use of a new technolopy, the process must by
fieeseity teach a new means of evaluating student work produced with the new
technology. In having ready access—-up-to-the-minute information in many caseg—is it
enough to assign a research paper without express expectations to “surfthe net” and bring
in many varied sources of information? Maybe the era of traditionsl research should be

cloged; after all, critics are charging education with the responsibility to prepare our
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students for tomorrow, This expectation should lead the educator to come up with new
assignments that challenge students to go beyond the limitations of traditional research
FESOUITES.

Professional development in Internet use is another prime example of why ongoing
processes and traming are the only way to insure usage levels that will justify the cost.
For beginning net surfers, the entire process seems convoluted and fime consuming. To
aitend a workshop where the “techie™ says to go here and click there and you end ap here,
with “here” being far removed from one’s subject area, an educaror experiences a sense of
“T cannot believe I am wasting miy time herel None of this makes any sense; firthermore,
it has nothing to do with what I teach!” Small group, small doses at a time, with time in
between exposures (o experiment, is the way of the successful and meaningfi! Internet
introduction. This allows the “student™ to go 1o sites of personal interest, whether
personal/hobby-like interest or professional/subject area mterest. What matiers is the fact
that the educator understands the potential waiting to be discovered.

Teachers must bave regular opportunities to ask questions, visit new sites or use
new applications available on the Internet. Consider the potential for progress when a
teacher can download an entire lesson plan off the Net from an educator reaching the same
subject and grade level in another area of the country. (See Appendix G). It is interesting
to find out what other teachers are expecting of their ¢lasses; such information may
prompt anather teacher to reconsider his or her expectations. Shared lesson plans also

enable teachers to find out how others are making subjects relevant; if students do not see
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the purpose in a subject or assignment, they will tune a class out. Such information and
maore i3 all gvailable for the taking free of charge--if the teacher knows how to access it.

No one likes to appear foolish, and most certainly teachers must look and feel
confident in front of thew students. An in-house expert to guide educators thyouph a
mezningful exploration of the Net is the best bet for raising awareness and excitement
about the Internet’s potential for education enrichment. Authorities on the use of the
Internet--those everyday people who have learned by (rial and error--are made, not born.
Thus, school districts should acquaint their staff members to the Infeinet o a personal
interest ievel first; encourage teachers to have fun surfing the Net--take a tour of the
Lowuvre (hitp://mistral.enst.fi/wm/net), check out sld conditions in the Northeast
(http:/fwww. skivertical com/), check on air fares to Florida
(http://www. webcom/~travel/sterling. Inml). This approach is non-threatening and it is
seli-directed and motivated. The in-house experl should provide each participant with
addresses to relevant subject area sites. An easy introduction to professional sive and take
is readily available on listservs, those dedicated sites of interest to specific professions
{such as Im_net for librarians) From listservs, a teacher can be encouraged to visit sites
where ful] Jesson plans are shared, including suggestions for any weak points that may
have surfaced during the actual lesson presentation.

Beginning explorers on the Internet need to “discover” meaningful sites early,
otherwise, skipping about through cyberspace ends up being a time consiuming cxercise,
Few people have time to waste  The best stafl’ development on the Internet would prepare

in advance a list for sites of interest to each department or subject area in a school. The
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profession-related sites would follow site addresses of general interest. This kind of
information is easily found by a skilled web browser, and a resource list tailor-made for an
individual teacher should be basic material for the beginning surfer. If technology is
shown ta be directly relevant and usefil 1o what the educator does, then the reason for
mastering it is clear. The need for implementing this innovation must be articulated, and
what better way than through personally guided tours to relevant sites.

There are sites for educational telecomputing, for science studies directly linked
with NASA, current events sites--including ready-made quizzes, and sites for informal
conferences on educational topics. Usenet groups are a system of electronic bulletin
boards organized by topic, such as K-12 mathematics education, business education,
talented and gifted education, and so on. Bulletin boards serve a very important function
in allowing casual give and take. However, for more in-depth belp on 2 particular
problem, there is nothing quite like the ASkERIC service for K-12 educators (e-mal:
AskERIC(@ericir.syr.edu). This service provides a human intermediary who interacts with
the information secker and personally selects and delivers information resources within
forty-eight hours {McClure 476). The intermediary is able to make a precise
determuination of needs and then searches the resources available on the Internet to choose
the best information to meet these needs. This service is finded by the United States
Department of Education; its goal is to “develop and study Internet-based education
information service, systems, and resources that seek to meet the reeds of K-172 end-

users” (MeClure 476). This resource is available to every educator in every schoot district
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in thig country--all for the taking--provided the educatar knows how 1o nasipate (o the

site.

Cogl Arcess Equals TTse

Access versus use--the issue is pettinent 1o every form of technology; it is egually
mnporiant when considering change in general, Policies for change can be written, but
they must be implemented. The issue of access and use goes beyond teaching personnel:
the whale spectiwn of educaiion must be studied.

PT--performenes technology--is currently being used in businesses and in
government to insure thet causes of problems or weak points are identified, and
recommendations for inprovement are based on these identified causes. The whole
spectrum--the whele organization—s examined. Educational staff development leaders
are calling for the adoption of this method for ¢ducational seform. More times than not,
the hope for improved public education--better schools, classrooms, and student
performance—depend on “the ability to Improve teaching through educational
experiences (Rossett, Garbasky, Browning 12). Performance technology ties together
orpanization development and staff development resoumces. 1 insures what time and again
has heen brought up in this study: the need to link the access and use of techaolopy, The
whole of public education must be considered before pipointing & weakness and attacking
it solely. M. J. Rosenberg asserts that “performance can only be irproved tuough a
management stratepy that appliss systems thinking to luman resource activities, This is

done by changing the job through redefition, the job performer through education ar
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training; and/or the job environment through improved tools, policies, supervision, or
resources” {qtd. in Rossett, Garboaky, Browrnng 13).

With this in mind, [ urge the school districts in Salem County to mmeorporaie the
following deas into their technology plans as these supgestions wifl surely help lead the
way ta quality vse of teelmology in our educationzl systems.

1. Expecrations. Establish reasonable expectations. Too much taa soon simply
leads to frustrarios, Quality should be the operative word.

2. Mentoring, Take the lead of businesses and spar with the mentoring concent.
In-hovse experts or leaders can be much more effective than & hired gun.

3. On-poing challenges. Steer clear of one-shot workshops or teacher in- service
days, where the teacher can pick three presentations of aeneral interest o attend. Efforts
need to he channeled to on-going training enhancement processes.

4. Latitude: in gpplication. In keeping with needs-assessment based programs,
latitude to adapt degrees of technology use or direction of use must be give. But at all
costs, whatever the degree or direction of use, it mugt be evaluated by meaningful follow-
up.

5. lodividual professional growth plans. Using the individual needs assessments as
a spring board, each educator--teacher and administrator alike—myst be led fo create an
individual professional growth plan. Such 2 plan can insure that the chanpes in the
educational process will be fully understood, including changes in the expectations of the
educator as well as changes ikt what should be expected of students The resrting

individual growth plan should necessarily result in a plan of action that indicates a process
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or a tiered series of accomplishments. Tmmediate and complete change in teaching god
evaluating styles is not what should be expected; confinued movement in the directton of a
new teaching style should be the measure of successful professional development. Tha
directron, of course, must be predetermined by clear and concise curriculum documents
that the administration has developed.

6. Stress similarities. Strong administrative leadership sheuld be quick to focus on
clements of an individual’s teaching style that will need the greatest change will promate
negativism on the educator’s part.

7. Administrative support. Administrators must be involved and supportive of
each teacher’s efforts a5 progress is made to accomplish the individual professional growth
plan. The administrator must be quick to encourapge risk taking a8 a means of discovering
greater poientials of technology’s use.

%, Fecdback, AY levels--classroom teachers, administrators, school boards--must
instst on meamngfial feedback. This must then be reviewed and concrete measures taken
to address weak or problem spots.

9 Ineentrves. Again, using the successes experienced in business, school districts
would be wise to establish a variety of incentives, offering tangible rewards for
accomplishments as well as other forms nf recognition.

Incorporating such guidelines into the general technology plan will certainly Iead to
more curriculum and job-embedded professional developmens. After all, the idea behind

technology acquisition is to improve our educational process and system.
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However, acquisition of technology alone will not solve the complex issues
plaguing education. Nor will staff development alang solve all the problems. Ondy an in-
depth study of the individual school to determine the ceuses of the prablems caupled with
collaboration up and down the hierarchy to assure many paints of view regarding solutions
will result in postive developments in the people who make up the arganization 2s well 45
the organization ftself  “Asgsessment which is deep and authentic can also be
disheartening, threatening, and embarrassing . . . . On the other hand, il we cannot look at
reglity, we will be left with virtual success, which tastas, when gll is said and done, about
as appetizzng s virtual lunch” (McKenzis),

Salern County 18 moving in the right direction for improving education, The many
dedicated people who have gerved on the Salem County 2000 Commission have
recognized the promise and potential of emereing technologies. The school districts need
ta compleie in-depth self-studies to carefully examine the nature and exvent of theyw use of
technology. [ encourape the county’s educational leaders to match their guest for
technology with an equally aggressive quest to upgrade professional growth programs and
establish concrete expectations for technology’s regular use in every clagsroom. Only then
will Salem County’s use of technology keep pace with its grawing access to technolopy,

resulting in a truly integrated, competitive, and propressive leaming environment.
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APPENDIX A
Personal Information:
Pasition (please check one): Is your position directly related to using
Administrator technology in instruction?
Teacher If so, what is your specific jab title?
School Board Member
Highest degree esrned: Bachelor's, Master's, PhD

Number of years in teaching:

Number of years as school board member:

Number of years as an administratar: ; a5 a teacher prior to administrative positton:
Bex F; M

Ape of respondent: 39 or younger
40-49
50 years plus
Computer Experience:

Computer at home? ; approx. # hours used per week? _ : access to the Internet?
Computer at work? ; appraxc # hours used per week? _ ; access to the Internet?
Training in computer use: (Check all that apply to you)

___ Self-tanght

___Conferences or workshops

___Local college courses

___ Instmzction from colleagues

___District courses

_ Undergraduate/graduate training

_ On-site consultants

_ Spouse &for friend

___Ofher (please specify):

Do you use computers-for professional purposes (i.e. posting grades, preparing lesson

plans, discussion groups in your area of study, etc.)? Please specify.

Do you use computers for instructional purposes? How?
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COMIFARISON OF RESPONDENTS' SEX DISTRIBTTION

ANTES & HONEY & ITENRIQUEZ O SALEM 00,

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS' AGE DISTRIBUTION

B HONEY & FENBIQUE? O3ALEM CG.
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COMPARISON OF DEGREE EARNEDR DPISTRIBETTION

MNTES BHONEY & HENRIQUEZ QSALEM CO.

COMPARISON OF YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

@MTES mIONEY & IEMRIQUEZ O SALEN <O,
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APPENDLX D

ACCLES TO HOME COMPUTERS ‘

| , :

: |
J
i

T ?
% dom

EINTES BIONEY & HENRIQUEZ OSALEM OO

SALEM COUNTY USAGE OF COMPUTERS

INFTRLCTIONAL LOE 8

FROFESSICHAL UEE

i Momber of Respondents - 156 Surveys Rstaved
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SALEM COUNTY PLC ACCESS

nours of PG Usnge per Weeic
687 &89

Percentage of respomdents having access tn PCO's and the Imiernet

& HOME
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APPENDIX F

RESPONDENTS' TRAINING IN COMPUTER USE

SELF-TAUGHT
24%

SPOUSE/FRIEND

1%
CONFERENCE §
WORKSHOP
9%

QONSITE

CONSULTANTS
o

UNDERGRADUATE /

GRAOUATE COLLEGE COURSES

TRAINING 8%
5%

COULEAGUES
15%

DISTRICT COURSES
&%

Multiple responses were possible. Reported as % of responses. ;




Appendix
Lessan Plan Title: Reconstructon of the South
Author- Petar Hulf, Maine East HS, Park Ridge, IL
Grade Level: HE
Subject: US History

Bosenberger B5

Special Note: This lesson plan was organized around an instructional process calied The 4MAT Method.
For & delailed description of thig croanizing system, please open up the plan entitled “Moedel Plan®.

Step 1; CONNECT: Engage in experience.

Objective: To create a direct experience engaging students in tha problems faced immediately following
the Civit War.

Activity: For homework, students will answer a questionnzire dasigned 1o identify whether they would
best be suited for 2 role as Abreham Lincoln, an ex-Confederate, or a radical Republican.

Sample questionsg might inchede the {ollowing:

1. While in tha haliway at schoot you see a fight invalving Joe Smith, wha recenfly 1old your mam where
you really were fast Saturday.  Joe is being beaten quite severely by 667, 230 Ib. John "Bubba® Jones.
Do you... {[choose one)

2. Get the nearest teachar to break up the tight.

b, Put $10.00 on "Bubba® and stay 1o cheer him on,

c. Tell *Bubba® to “Pick an sgmeone his own size.”

2. While driving down Dempster Strest In your Ford Escort®, a red Porsche 844 cuts you off. Do you...
{choosa one)

a. Figure the driver had a bad day and drive on.
b. Foliow him and after he gets out of his ¢ar let the air out of his tires.

. Write an editorial 10 tha Tribung eomplaining about how foreign sports car drivers are ruining America's
highways.

2. You are & junior in high schoal and your community’s school is being closed in order to comply with a
state desegregation policy. When you get transferred 1o a new school, 4o you.., (choose one)

z. Try to make new friends and get on with your life.
b. Operly support your new scheol, because of your firm belief in the policy of desegregation.

2. Continue to wear your old school colors as a symbol of your loyaity i whal was a greal neighborhood
school,

4. You ara the judge in a drunk driving case that resulted in the death of an innocent victim. Do you...

{choose one)
a. Assign the driver 10 an alcohol rehabilitation program in hopes of solving ihe real problem.
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