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mailed to 1,950 principals. Results based on the 1,191 30-item forms .

returned indicate that computer usage generally increases with campus
ize. Principals of schools that .were using computers felt more
trongly-about the need for computer literacy for all high school
aduates than -principals of schools where computers were not used,

with agreement positively related to district size. A similar trend
as found in principals' reporting of their own level of computer

.DMteracy. While 62 percent of all schools reported computer use, the

number of computers per Campus was rélatjvely small. Current usage
emphasizes math and computer programming, however, other computer
uses in instruction are increasing, with users reporting a strong
tendency to purchase machine-ready software ver 70 percent of all
schools using computers for instruction had begun such use within the
preceding 3 years. Cost is a’primary inhibiting factor for computer
use, and little campus-wide commigment cur tly exists for computer
usage. The survey form ‘used and 2I data tables are appended. (LMM)
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' Abstract

The' use of computers in Texas secondary schools is
apparently well establish in approximately sixty-two per cent
of them. In spite of the decreasing cost of microcomputers over
the last five-years, however, a large percentage of schools still
.perceive cost to be the greatest inhibiting facter to computer
use. While sixty-two per cemt of all schools report computer
use, the number of computers per campus remains relat1ve]g small,
and the primary use of computers in instruction continues to be
related to mathematics and computer programming.

. A survey was made of 1,950 secondargnschool prlnc1pals in
Texas in order to determine the extent of computer usage ip these
schosls and to determine the level of commitment to this usage by
principals, teachers, and the campus.

The most significant findings of the study were that over
seventy per cent of all schools using computers for instruction
began such use within the last three years; one is the most

0=

{‘7 . common number. of computers per campus; few principals have a
Q
S~

- working knowledge of computers; and little campus-wide commitment

exists for computer usage.
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* The recgnt proliferation oiz microcomputers, the so-=called

own and well—documented phendmenon

€

ersonal’ computers is a widel
4

of today’s technology. A recent report (A11_About Microcomputers,

¢ v »
Delran, NJ: DATAPRO RESEARCH CORPORATION, 1932) catalogued the fea-

ures of 26b different models of microtomputers. The variety and fo-

f periodicals and books' devoted ko microcomputer téchno]bgg and

. 3

J/ uses is eaéilg observed at any newsstand. Textbook and educational

materials v dors have.begun a serious and large-scale effort in the

. ; A
Vol. ‘97, March, 1982), for example, ﬁ#edicts that "Nithkcyjﬁree years,

the aveﬁage secondary schogl will have a computer laboratory or class-
room with appﬁdximatelg?lb computers.”

In order to determine whether or not reality with .respect to

)
’

computer usage in secondary schools is keeping pace‘with current and

- .- \- K - 0 .
projected usage, an investiagtion was conducted into the current usage

4

in Texas secondary s;hools. Since Texas is frequently listed as one
of eight states judged to be ,a leading contributer to the development
ign_USA, January 4, 1982), it was assumed

that "the stale .of the art" in Texas would be representative of the

of Eompuxer educat}on(gducag

. . : [
entire nation. .

- - o . 4:? )




Method and OrganiZatign of.the Study

. ~.
The sample for this study consisted of 1,950 secondary school

< . . s '
principals in Texas. The -names conprised the entire mailing 1list

the Texas Assotiktion of Secondary SChool Principals. While not every

©

of.

1"‘!,‘ .

secondary principal in Texas is a member of this organization, thé

extent of membership among principals is so great that this sample of

1,950 was assumed to be répresbntative of the éntire group, of state

[ 3

secondary principals.

# A thirty-item questionnaire was designed- and mailéd {o the sample

in November of 1981, (See Appendix 1.;pr a repraoduction of 'the
questlonnaife.) ' 1,1@1 completed questionnaires; representing 61.67

per cent' of the total mailed, behe returned.

Results and Implications
TN

P

Since the sole purpose of the study was to determine ™ the extent

of curreht usage among Texas secondary schools, the primary data

analysis consisted of a frequency tabulation

questicnnaires. ‘

N

Background _Information °

o et e o e s e e e s e T e e e

The reported grade-level organization, cﬁﬁpus

district enrollment revealed expected information.

' ' Fut Tabrles 1 and 2 about here

efjrollment

of the returned

and

Notice that over half of the reporting schools(53.9 per cent)

indicated a campus enrollment between 251 and 1,000. This data

v

supports other data concerﬁing carapus - size'thgou%bout the .state. The

. o . 47 A . . .
campus enrollment data‘rqveals an expected trend ‘in camputer wusage.
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In general, as ‘°campus sige increases, so dogs computer usage. The

.
A .

plurality of non-using campuses, however, was reported among those
e

campuses with enrollment between 251 and 500.
! ® .
Data comparing computer usage to district enrollment was even

4

more revealing. Whereas 44.2, per cent of those districts Qith

enro]]ment‘greater than 10,000 indicated some level of computer usage,
ornly 14.9 per cent of those districts with enrollment fewer than 1,000

reported such use. '
’ .

Put Table 3 about here
] ; .

When principais were asked about Eﬁeir level of commitment to
computer literacy for all high school graduates, the general trend

rebea]ed was twofold., First, those principals of schools that were
N N ” .

using campbters_ felt more str&nglg about the ‘need for computer

v

li1teracy than did those principals of 'schools where compu@%rs were not

used. Second, in general, the larger the'digtrict, the more Tlikely
’ .

the principal was to agree with the need for computer literacy for all

graduates.

Put Tables 4 and 5 about here

A similar Kkind of trend was revealed when principals were asked to
report their own level of computer literacy.: While only S.1 per cent
of thﬁ principals of schools that were using computers reported little

or no knowledge of computers and their wuse, 24.5 per cent of the

principals of ochools not using computers reported this lack of

=F
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knowledge. Similarly, the principais of larger schools reported a
linearly ipcrehsing knowledge of ‘computers, as compared to the

principals of the smaller schoois. A distressing reygﬂatiqn was that

only about one principal in five(22.6 per cent) reporteﬁ a level of .~

computer literacy high enough to ﬁake the principal a decision—mgker

or a prime mover with respect to computer use on his or her campus.

Analysis of +the data related to whether or not cemputers were

¥

used on a principal’s campus and, if used, whether for instructional .,

ar administrative purposizl/;gps reveatlting. When this data were
analyzed according to district size, yheg revealed that 67.3 per cent
of %he distr}cts of fewer tban 1,000 enro1]meht do not use computers
in any fashion @h{le bn]g 13.0 per ceqt" of the largest
districtstenrollment greater than 1®;®®®) reported no usage at fhe

secondary level.

o e s e s Gt S e G Gt e S S S D e S S Ot

"Notice that even though cost was most often listed as the major reason
for not having computers to wuse, regardiess q? district size, the

strength of this reason weakened as district size increased. While

’

55.0 per cent of the principals of the smallest choo]s listed cost as

the major prohibitor of computer purchases, only 37.2 per cent of the
/

-

principals of the 1argest'schools did so.

. ngeraj Computer Informaticn

Computer Systems_in_Use’ . /
j

dt is wideig kmown that the advent of'#icrocomputers has greatly
. T ) /
influenced the rate of growth of computer baﬁed education. In’order to




districts were more likely to report the using of Apples.

? 'i~

determine the extend and pervasiveness of this growth, questiopns were

asked which related to the kinds of éomputer systems currently in use.

v

v —— o~ gt omos oot -

Put Table 8 about heré

» ~

* ’

-

Among the secondary school principals who reported using computers in

their buildings, in excess of, sixty/ per cent reported” that

microcomputers were used exclusively. Appﬁoxima%e]y ninetegn per cent
. ’ 5

reported the exclusive use -of remote terminals linked to a centralized
computer, and nearly twenty-one per cent reported the use of a cambi-
natien of remote terminals and microcomputers. When the data were

stratified according to district size, it was found that
- : . :

microcomputers comprise'over three-fourths of the inventory 'in the
N \ * » v
smallest schoo'ls while approximately one—half of the inventory in the

largest districtS\iE\c]aésifiedAas microcomputers. -
“ L3 . .

Th‘bﬁpp]e brand of microcomputer was found to be the most
frequently used machine among the reporting schooals with the Radio

Shack TRS-20 brand a close second in popularity. Over seventy per

v

cent of the.reportiné schoals reported using one or the other of these

two brands. ' ‘ ‘ o

e . -

Put Table 9 about here

» —_

District size again was found to be a significant variable concerning
brand of microcomputer used. The smaller districts were mor-e likely

to report the wusing of the Radio Shack TRE-30 while the larger

-




Even though sixty—two per cent of Texas éecondérg schools

reported the use of computers,‘éhe numﬂér of computers in use remains -
relatively sma]].: Twenty—two per cént of the priﬁéipafs reported

having only one, microcoimputer in their bui]diné; and almost
- ) ‘

fifty-seven per cent rq;orted having fthree or fewer machines. The

~

greatest number reportea‘ on a campds‘ was thirty-two, but only:

approximatelg* thirty-seven per centy reported eight or more

-

microcomputers on their campuses.

Put Table 1® about here

-

As 'might be expected, the’ larger districts reported qsing(mdre

microcomputers thanm did the smaller districts. wWhereas almost forty

~ . 4

per cent of the smallest districts reported using Bbut’ one machine per

campus, «anly fourtéen per cent of the largest districts reported such

-

' use. Similarly, while over }hirtﬁ—six percent of the Jlargest

. . ’ A ) . =
districts reported usin more than four microcomputers per campus
) 5

*

only sixteen per cent of the 'smaddest districts reported J?ing more

than four machines per campus. ,
-

e e e . e s e e s e

Administrative Use of Cdmputers '

-
.

) - - - -~
Fut Table 11 about here

@ " .
The wuse of computers for student scheduling wasythe most popular’

/administrative use reported, with over fifty ‘per cent of the

responding principals indicating -such use. The recording and

reporting of letter grades(forty—two per cent) and agtendance'




while over gév&htg per cent of the smallest districts have used

.

accounting(forﬁg*three per cent) were the next two most‘popular uses

reported. ang fifteen per cent of the‘principals reported the usé of
computers for activity accoumting. . .” -

According t%yfhe’reported data, the larger districts were more

~

likely to wuse computers to assist with student scheduling, the
recording and printing .of 1etter')grades, and attendance accounting .
than were the smalier schools. Similarly, while fifteen per. cent of

the  smalllest districts reported the use of computers in activity,ac-—
* . Py

=

counting, twenty-four per cent of the 1arge§t districts reported such .

. t ~
. <
use. . .
-
The use of ‘computers for administrative purposes . is

~

well-established in many schools, and probably was the way computers

-

were first introduc&ﬂ into schools. . Over forty per ‘cent of the .
respondeﬁts rgported_having used computers administra%ive]gvfor more

than six years whi&e fwéntg—four per cent have useﬁ them far from four

to six béars and fhartg—five per cent for three or fewer years.

Y ¢ “ W
-, )
B . .
.'.'Q% .
., Put Table 12 about here .
- < « .
; . i _ iy J s . BN . -

v L -
. .

A comparison of years of use versus.school district size revealed that

. -

computers administratively for fewer than.four Qears,s]ight1g over
twenty—eight per cent of the 1arge§t districts have useg compqters for
administrative purposes for so sho}t a time. Conversely, whi]e over
fifty per ce;t.ofdthe targest districts reported the administrative
use of computers for more than six years, oniy less thamn nine per cent

»
. ]

of the smallest districts have used computers administratively isr

A




' software is wr1tten locallg.»‘ Dver fortg e1qht per cent gf “the

vmach}ne~readg software, a surpr1s1ﬁ§?g large perqentage reported that

this lepgth. of time. =~ . = R

wos Lo e

While data analysis’ related ~.to #he -source of ;dminiétratide‘

"

14 - a
software revealed that\over fortg one. per cent “of the users purchase

L S :“’_

PN

smallest dLstr1cvs repnrted writing adm1n1strat1ve software locally,
-~ H
and aver thzrtg—e1ght per cent of the Margest d1str1cts reported Yocal

' . -
. . v e
v - v

writing. ) o

—— ———
'

‘Put Table 13 about hers .

Instructioﬁa] Use of Computers

Analysis of the survey data confirmed the pepular belief thet

- ¢

computer uses in instrection are increasing. Qver eighty~two per cent

-

of the principals who responded reported 3 trend-shéwing increasing ;'

use while less than two per cent reported a decreaging trend. This
- * [

reporting of an increaéing trend was supported by data indicating the

.length of time computers have been wused for instrqctkon in the

reperting districts. Over seventy—one percent of the sample reported‘
that - such use ‘had been made for thrge or fewer years while less than

nine per cant reported usage for more than six years.

. Put Tables 14 and 15 about here

Ky
— o s

Again, the 1largest, districts nr porﬁed a longer history in"%he

instructional use of computers; While over fifty-six per cent of the
LY . L

v’




1

”bu11d1ngs are the primary users.

: v - . ’ ] 3
,Targest districts reported instrud%iona] use of computers.  foér ;-fewer

N

*

usage for more than six years, the renort of the sma]lest districts 1sA

—

an 1nterest1ng counterpo1nt. Over ninety—two per cent of the gma1]est

! L3

.

districts, reportqd ins?ruétiona1 usage for:fewer than four gearé and

’an& negligible. percentage indicated usage for more than’six years.

&

. ~

havetcomputens‘available to them forqingfnuction. Over sixfg periceﬁt

of the ppihcipa]s‘ reborted that the' ‘regular ,;%udents in their

» L

.
———

ca . Put Table 16 about here

' v LY N e
D * . « -

/

s . 7 - .
Forty—eight per cent of the respondents reported the use 6f computers

in gifted and talented programs, and tbirtg—threé

-

special education ar o« compensatcrg programs. Few noticeable,

differences were’ disqern1b1e accord1ng to district size. One
» - ) - - - ’ ’ ¢ v, ~"

difference is related to 1nstruct1ona1 uses for special or

N

) . . *
compeqfatorg students.r - Over twenty—four, per cent

districts reported such '‘usage while just over six per

=

gést districts reported simi1ar usage.

-~

Less than half of the teachers who use computers

’ ﬂb -
received thelr training in col eges or un1versit1es.

.

- -

othe sources comprise the maJor1tg.

[y
L
’

‘than four yealrs, and aver flfteen per cent of these districts reported_

;f QhestionuﬁwEPe asked on . the, gur?eg to'd?terminé which students _

reported uses ‘in

of—thé smallest

- »
-

.

-

for instruction;

Even though- the

.-number rece1v1ng their tra1n1ng from. these sources was ‘a plurality,

.cent of the;lar— o

2




- . VPqt Table 17 about here

. ~
- A .

>
- +

+

: ‘ -Taken together, three teacher training sources were indicated to be

PR -
- . A

moré..popular than college or university training. These sources were
.o in—servige“training'bg .thé"distriqt, in—-service bg the intermediate

. . . . . A , "
education serwvice center, and self-learning by the teacher. e
> . .

Instructional computer  users repoﬁtzﬂ a strong tendency to
. hd ’ B

purchase machine~ready software as opposed to'wrifing their own. An

.

analysis of the returns indicated that over fifty~four per cent of the

.

* . scheols purchase machinevﬁeadg software while undg? thirty-eight per

- = * { "

cent choose‘to write their own. Approximately three per cent repor%ed

: modifg{;ﬁ existing sdftware "to fit local needs. .
- ) -1 < ~ . ) -
. . , . b L - ’:, * .~ -
P L r Put Table 18 about here
- » i ’ . . . et e s e et P e g S o e i .—— - t .. .

In spite of the repbprted high level of usage(sixty—two per cent
. ’ A f . :

‘of all schools reported using computers), a discouraging findifig was

Vs B

that’ the predominant .courses of stpdy'fh’which coriputers are used

-
k) ’

5 - ~ ‘ )
computer prodramming. ©Over sixty—three

I3

M -

continue to be mathematics and
per cent of the respondents reported using ~computers in thesé tuwo
. ". courses while only ten per cent feported computer use in* sciefice

.oy LY
i .

classes, efbht per cent in readiqg'classeé, seven pen cent in Eﬁgligﬁ

“

> . o~ . S
~ ,° classes, and but four per cent jin Social studies classes. .7 o
a ¥ . « ; . ", s HE B i e ~ - 7 | .
> . . . . . , ' ¢(‘ "A- , 1y Ly . - - - ,/
1 ") - ; ; d . - ",» [
N ) ~ o~y re N ‘ . - et Lt ’ ?
3 Cost_and .Curficulum Compatibility o s Tl ot
” 2 3 3 - .
. -
. ’ , . s . . - ‘ Y . L. .
- . In order to determinme whether or not gchools were supporting .
' oy ! ,’ - v S *. t‘ ’ .
”» ~ ) . .
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- -

computer’;fage financia]]g once the initial purchase was ﬁade, several

. !

~qubstions’re1ated to cost and curriculum ware "asKed. The design of

W .
the research was such that trends in these kindd of data were assumed

- 1
to be of more value than current determinations.

B 3N .
Put'Tab]eQ39 about here
R )

E4 -
Analysis of the data related to the cost of operating computers

revedaled that a]ﬁost eight pers cent of the reporting schools indicated

that the cost was about as Eudgeted.”ﬁé significantly greater number

of schools(seventeen per cent) reported that the costs were higher

than budgeted as compared to tce number thafﬂreporéed a cost ®ower
than budgeted{two per cent). )

. LN
Over forty-eight per cent of the reporting schoels indicated that

computer usagd® was selected and designed to ihsure compatdbility with
existing curricula. - A surprisingly large number(over twgntg—one per

cent) regorted.that‘ computer wusage _ and curriculum compatibility had

- .

. ’ 3
not been examined. Qver twe]ye,per cent reported that the ;urricu]um

- 4

had been .modified to insure compatibility and over eighteern per cent
reported that neuw curricuiums had been 'cﬁeated in which to use
computers. ’ \

Put Tables 29 and 21 about here

- L ] . . . . .
, . e

== %g’

As depicted in Table 21, ve}g,]ittle caﬁbus—wide éomm{tment to

-

compyter usage w&s found. fOver fifty—two ber cent of the respondents

.;ndiéatéd that . the -pbedqminhnt pﬁttérn was departmental ‘usage of




Y

&

v - [ 2 .
teéchers//yse computers by persondl choice, and ¢mly six and one—half

|

|

4 : - |

computers. Over thirty-four per teq¢ of thﬁ principals reported that ‘w
|

|

per cent reported any Kind of campus—wide commitment to the use of

computers in ‘instruction. - S .
\.a ~

J . : '

Conclusions and Recommendations . {
The use of computers in Texas secondary  schools is apparently.

well estab]ished in approximately sixtyrtwo per cent of them. In ]

sp1te of the decreasing cost of microcompu%ers over'the‘last five
gears,*howevgr, a large percentage of schools stil} perceive cost to

v .
be the greatest inhibiting factor to computer usage.

While sixty—-two per cént of all schools report computer use, the

number of computers per campus remains relatively small, and the
’ il . . ’ »
primary use of computers in instruction continués to- be related to

Math and computer programming.
. . -t Y

Thé. most significant fihding of the study was that over seventy

per cent of ail éphooﬂs us1ng computers for instruction began such use

- 1"

within’ the‘];st three gears. This- stat1st1c bodes well for the

- S -~ . e

"féfure., As Mbre schoo]s» begin usihg computers, théir level of

\.’< -..,_, :

4soph1st1cat1on in 1nstruct1ona] app]1cat10ns should increase.

The reported 1ack of campus -wide commltment to computer usage and
tﬁe ]ack 0f°pre servzce training’ for teachers are the source of threex
. e f v n
major recommendatxons.. F1rst, 1n5truct1on in the use of techno]ogg 'as

a curr1cu1um support sgstem shou]d become part of the training for

4 . »

every prq—serv1ce teacher and adm1nistrator; second, campus—level
’ o . 1

leadership should .be giveh to insure Ehat computer techpotogy is -

implemented as a curriculum éupport: sgséqm; and, third, campus—level

.
+

1,.)




>
leadership should be given to implement computer technology support
systems throughout the curriculum rather than simply in mathematics
and computer programming. -
. 3 , ,
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. APPENDIX I, | o S
i sCOMPUTERS IN SECQNDARY EDUCATION IN TEXAS .
1. BACKGROUND INFORMAT ION ' IT. GENERAL COMPUTER IHFORMATION 17, ADMINISTRATIVE USES OF COMPUTERS (ANSWER
o ! 9. What kind of d THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU USE COMPUTERS FOR
1. Grades on your campus? e ‘6. Principal's computer literacy lével? onayournca;puggmpuur systems are use ADHINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS)
- ' 15, Administrative uses of ¢ ters on
bd' ;-:g —— 2. Little or mdk';:"}edge of ‘ * 2. Microcomputers ¥ your cam;us? (c;:eck all ::':gop:iate
—_ computers and their uses. b. Remote terminals connected to chofces)
;— ;0512 ’ ¢ _b. Somewhat informed, but have 2 centralized computer . .
Yea co. never used computers. : c. Combinatfon of microcomputers : 2. Scheduli
& &8 2 ¢c. Have used computers, but could and rencte terminals. — Lettel: g:gde
‘—f ~other (5”‘:”” - not. teach with or about them. Ty
] d. Have studied and used computers, g g A t:nignc: o
R . ‘ and can make decisions about . o:he: (zpe:ﬁ‘m)‘ ng
- 2. Enrolliment on your campus? them, » IF YOU CHECKED A, ANSWER ITEMS 10- 12 SKIA b y
i , e. Use computers, and am a prime ’ 13-14,_ANO 60 T0 I[I1. '
2300 or fewer . mover {n their use on my campus. IF YOUCHECKED B SKIP ITEMS 10-12, ANSWER 16. How long have computers been used g
c. 201-500 ) : 13-14, ANO GO TO III. for administrative functions on your
—2d. 501-1000 7. Computer uses on my campus (check all ! g0 TO I1].
—.-2. loo1-2000 . approprfate choices) !
. f. 2001 or-greater - . [‘ - . 3. fe'ge;e:.h:n 3 Years.
2. Instructional (computer assisted b. 4- r ~ .
3. Enrollment in your district? or managed 1ns£ruction) ) 8. Number of microcomputers on your campus? ¢. More than 6 years. I
’ N b. Adninistrative (activity account-. - . T . e .
; }gg&ggoémr o ! :’c‘ﬁggf,,‘fﬁ;'}aﬂﬁ )"mk reporting. , ‘ 17. Primary source of software and progrims
g' ]58036108900““; . c. Computers not used on my campus. _ 1. Brand of i crocomputers on’ your camfus? for adpinistrative functiods?
_— _‘ * 9 . ! (check all appropriate choices) ’ * 2. Write our own. .
4. Education Sertice Co t Redton ¢ IF YOU CHECKED A AND/OR s SKIP ITEX 8 ‘ Apple . . ____"b:z;g;::: or get machine ready
. Education Service Center Region to AND GO TO ITEM 9. , ———-b Radio Shack * - . .
+ which your district belongs? If 10U CHECKEO C., GO TO lTEM 8. ;‘ — do:-:cPct . . g. :g:::y(g:;:ﬂ;? software,
. . [ < s . . d compuco]°r ! . ” 3
—_— 2 0 . B T e, Texas Instruments = ‘< .. . ~.
v B. Reason(s) for not using conplucers (check . other (specify) V. INSTRUCTIONAL USES, OF COMPUTERS (MSUEG” . s
$. Computer 1iteracy s that minimal i1 aperopriate , . THIS SECTION ONLY 1F COMPUTERSSARE USED
level of kpowledge necessary, to be a. Hever considered their use. 12. Who owns the microcomputers? FOR INSTRUCTION ON YOUR CAMPUS)
informed about what computers can b. Ho qualified personnel. ) 16. How long have computers been used Tor ,
and cannot do and to be able to make- ¢c. Too costly. a. District owns. . . ; wt ngi vo omp s o3
informed decisfons concerning their " d. No justifiable need. . —b. Education Service Center owns njtruction on you campu .
use. . ‘., Req:es: turned down by higher T .and we lease, a. Fever'than 3 years.
- authorit .
 Respond to the statement, "Al) High £. other (szecify) : ) —~——F. other (specify) —_ b '4406 years. 6
~  School graduates should be computer — - ) T c. Hore than 6 years. '
literate,” byechecking one choice . 13. Number of remote termihals on campus? B
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2. Strongly agrae { HECKED ' . .
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21. Primary source of teacher training for

those who use compyters in {nstruction? hg. Compatibility of computer use for

instruction with existing curriculum? -

. Collej2 or University'

. In-Service by district

. In-Service by Service Center
Self-Taught °

. other (soecify)

o™

a. Curriculum modified to {nsure

. C tibility.s
b. ngg:ter use selected and designed
to fnsure compatibility.
c. New curriculum created to use
computers.
d. Computer use and curriculum
compatibility has not been
examjned.

o

'|

an

|

12

|

22 Primary source of Instructional Computer
naterials (software, courseware}?

|

. Nrite our own.

. Purchase or get machine ready
software.

. Modify existing software.
other (specify?

-4

9,, Campus Coamitment to computer assisted
instruction? *

o

o

-

(1]

a. Individual teachers use computers
by personal choice.

b. Some departments use computers
54§ no campus wide commitment
to® them exists.

* ___c. Efforts are made to have all
departments use computers as ¢
necessiry. ,

d. A campus-wide commitment to the
use of computers in instruction
is evident.

Does your school offer a course in
compyter 1jteracy?

23

Yes
Ho .

If "Yes" continue with 24,
If "No" skip 24-26, and cont.

24. !s the computar literacy course required?
. ’

YES

no

25. Grade level at which computer literacy
course is offered? (circle one)

- 07 08 09 - 10 1 12

N

26..Lendxh of computer 11teracy?

a. Less thalr' & semester.
-~ b. Semester

[ {Ysar

27. Cost of operating computer systems for
instruction on campus (including computers,
operatjons, software, maintenance, supplies

materfals) .

THANK YOU FOR YOUR AS-
SISTANCE. PLEASE RE-
TURN THE SURVEY, TO:

TASSP/SWT SURVEY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI(C
SOUTHWEST TEXAS STATE
UNIVERSITY

SAN MARCOS,TX 78666

. Higher than budgeted and have
increased budget. L

. Higher than budgeted and have

+ decreased use.

c. About as budgeted '

d. Lower than budgeted and have
increased use.

. Lower than budgeted and have >
decreased budget. '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

susJecy - TOTAL NO. STUDENTS WHO

30. Subjécts fn which computers are used. - L
|
|

COMPUTER USAGE BY SUBJECT

HODE USE FREQUE]
ENROLLMENT USE COMPUTERS , . SEE COOE| SEE COOE] SEE CO! ‘

Computer Science

‘ ~ _ BELOW BELOW SELDH

/ Mathematics

Science

Socfal

Studies

tnglish : i ‘R ] .

. Reading | -

Mode {anter, one or more numbers from choices below)

1.

<
~
B

7.

- Use (en

- !
Frequgnc (gnter one number from chofces giow g indicate frequgncy of use for -
ose stldents who use computers) g,

.
3.

Orill and Practjce-Student responds in rather quick fashion, sometime
requiring off-line computations, under a kind of "flash card" format.
Tutorial-resembles programmed texts fm that paragraph material, inter- .
spersed questions, and branching are present.

Simulation-models phenomena of a complex nature in which random events

are introduced. \

Problem Solving-eliminates complex calculations to foster understanding

of principles and rules.

Games-individual or group activities aimed at building confidence and

skJTTs.
Instructional Management-teacher record keeping, testing, test constructfon, .

scoring, etc. -
CounseIfng-Gufaa‘ge information Service, etc.

ter one or more numbers from choices below) .

1. To learn a skill. .
2. +To develop an attitude. ° L
3. Enrichment -

-4, Remedfation E .
5. Independent study L hd .3 e

M - . ‘-

1. Daily % . . s . ' “ []
2. Weekly LN . .. . . ' .

3. Less than weekly. . e s -

Have afly, cost effectiveness studies of , .
computers use for instruction been .
attempted on your campus?

ey
o

r - ' .

{F “YES" PLEASE GIVE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS
FOR POSSIBLE FOLLOW UP:




Table “

!

e

& i A B
ORGANT Z‘}\T I0N

/

CAMPUS
TOTAL | USERS NON-USERS
GRADES (%) . ( (%) . *
7-12 BEEN 5.5\\‘\\ 17.5
9-12 39.4 b6.3 N&8.5
10-12 L.2 6.1 1.2
7-9 6.1 7.1 .1
6-8 ‘- 22.l 20.9 24.8
OTHER 17.5 13.7 23.8
Table 2
CAMPUS ENROLLMENT
TOTAL USERS NON-USERS "
ENROLLMENT (%) _ (%) (%)
100 or fewer - * 3¢ 1.4 6.8
101-250 16.0 8.3 28l
251-500 \ 25.6 17.4 38.8
501-1000 28.3 32.1 21.8
'1001-2000 19.5 29.5 3.
2001 or greater 7.2 11.5 0.7
Table 3
DISTRICT ENROLLMENT
N TOTAL “USERS NON-USERS
ENROLLMENT . (%) (%) (%)
1080 or fewer "28.0 14,9 49.3
1001-5000 33.3 . 31.1 36.9 °
5001-10000 7.3 9.7 3.2
10001 or greater 31.3 Lly.2 10.6
. ; N
! A

21

-

v,




® Table 4

L -

- w e~

ALL GRADUATES

SHOULD BE COMPUTER LITERATE
TOTAL | N-USERY USERS[Z1000 ]¢5000 |<10000 [>10000
CHOICE (%) |- (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
STRONGLY AGREE 20.9 | 15.8 | 2h.2 | 17.7 | 19.6 | 12.2] 28.0
AGREE 3.0 | W1 | b3 | 438 | 39.5 | 51| 4.9
NEUTRAL 21.2 | 26.6 17.8 | 24.0 | 22.8 | 20.3] 16.6
DISAGREE 13.5 | 14.8 | 12.7/7 4.7 { 16.4 | 14.9] 9.5
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1.3 1.7 0.9 0.3 1.7 1.4 0.9 ]
Table 5 ’
Wt ' ) —w.f
P RWL NCIPALS' COMPUTER LITERACY LEVEL
e N TOTAL |N-USERY USERS|<1000 |<5000 [<10000 [>1 0000
LEVE;“§;¢ (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
LITTLE OR NO ﬁﬁgﬁfﬁ%GE~QF COMPUTERS t - , ‘
. ANDGIHETR ‘USESFAS 2o 12,6 | 24.5 5.1 | 20.6 {12.0 9.2 5.8
S0 NFORMED) - 50% HAVE NEVER : -
U OMPUTERS 1.5 | 48.5 36.9 { 2.2 | 49.3 38.2 1 32.5
HAVE USED COMPUTERS, BUT COULD NOT ’ .
TEACH WITH OR ABOUT THEM 23.2 1 17.5 | 26.9 1 17.6 | 20.1 25.0 | 31.9
HAVE STUDIED AND USED COMPUTERS, AND ‘
CAN MAKE DECISIONS ABOUT THEM ' { 16.9 { 9.0 | 22.0 { 16.2 |13.5 |.14.5] .22.7
USE COMPUTERS, AND AM A PRIME MOVER 5
IN THEIR USE ON MY CAMPUS 5.7 { 0.5 9.1 3.) 5.2 13.2] 7.1




Table 6

_ . R - Y ?
! COMPUTER USES ON CAMPUS
TOTAL |41000% [<5000 |<10000 | >10000
_"USES (%) (%) * | (%) (%) (%)
: INSTRUCTIONAL ° , 47,9 | 27.6 | b5.0 | 57.9 | 70.0
ADMINISTRATIVE 39.2 | 11.1 29.8 73.7 | 67.9
. NOT USED 37.9 | 67.3 | 2.6 17.1 13,0
T Table 7
REASONS FOR NOT USING COMPUTERS
" | TOTAL |{1000# [{5000 [<10000 |»10000
REASONS (%) (%) (%) (%) "| (%)
'NEVER CONSIDERED 16.5 | 16.0 | 20.0 | 15.% 9.3
lno QUALIFIED PERSONNEL 27.2.) 36.5 | 22.0 30,8 13.9
700 COSTLY ‘ 6.y | 55.0 | 2.7 u6.2 37.2
’ NO JUSTIFIABLE NEED 20.1 | 23.0 | 21.3 15.4 18.6
< ,. | REQUEST TURNED DOWN, 12,6 1 10.5 {13.3% § 15.4 | 27.9
' OTHER _ 17.0 | 15.5 | 20.7 | 23.1 23.3
Table 8
COMPUTER - s‘y-s TEMS IN .USE
‘ TOTAL | <1000% |45000 | 10000 | 10000
SYSTEM (%) + (3) | (%) (%) (%) ¢
U MICROCOMPUTERS 60.2 | 78.5 1 68.5 | 51.7 | 50.9
TIME SHARE TERMINALS 19.2{ 14.0 | 18.5 28.3 18.3
COMBINATION 20,7 7.5 | 13.0 18.3 30.8

.

#DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

.
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Table 9

i

MICROCOMPUTER BRANDS I-N USE

, POTAL [<1000% | 5000 [£10000 |>10000

BRAND |, (%) | (%) (%) | (%) (%)
APPLE 36.8+ 35,01 32.5 | 34.3}| U431
'RADIO SHACK 3t | 4.3} 35.0 | 22.91 36.1
COMMODORE PET 11.9 6.1 1 15.3 | 15.7 11.1
" OTHERS 8.7 | 10.3} 7.3 5.8 11.9

Table 10
' T’-.;
MICROCOMPUTERS PER CAMPUS o
) " TOTAL | <1000# {<5000 {€10000 |%10000
NUMBER (%) | (®) (%) (%) (%)
T 25 | 3971 2.8 | 31.3 1 IL.%
2 19.6 { 26.0} 16.5 | 18.8] 19.0
3 14.5 | 13.7} 15.8 6.3] 15.5
N 13.6 .1 | b | 15.6 1 k4.9
5 10.2 5.5} 11.5 6.31 11.5
6 8.5 6.8. 8.6 9.4 9.2
7 ,.I.o1 2.7 3.6 3.1 5.2
'8 4.6 141 2.2 --- 8.6
more than 8 2.5 0.1 2.9 9.2 1.7V
Table 11
¥
-
"CAMPUS ADMINISTRATIVE USES

TOPAL |<¢1000% |£5000 {<10000-|>10000

USES . (%) | (%) (%) (%) (%)
SCREDULING 50.5 | 22.2| 77.8 | 89,3 | 68.4
LETTER GRADES b L2.2 | 35.5} 8.0 | 62.5 1 59.4
ATTENDANCE 1 43.0 | 26.7] 58.9-) 66.1 60,1
ACTIVITY ACCOUNTING | 15.4 | 22.2 ] 16.1 16.1 2ly.0

_}._. . _OTHER ; .1 159} «6.0f 22,3 | 21.h | 15.6}

#DISTRICT ENROLLMENT
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N . . ~
. »

ADMINISTRATIVE YEARS OF USE

o , TOTAL- | <1000%#|<5000 [&1008¢ {10000
/ : YEARS - - (%) (%) (%) | @)\ |7 ()
g FEWER THAN L = 3L.9 | 71.1 | 38y | 31.5_ ] 28.2

’ ' o -6 _ 23.9| 20.0 | 26.8 | 25.9{“"21':2,r
MORE THAN 6 - ’ 40.7 | 8.9 |-33.0 | lk2.6'| 50.6

»

, - Table.13

ISOURCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SOFTWARE
. - |- ToTAL | <1000%<5000 {<10000 -|{>10000
SOURCE (%) (%) (%)"1 (%) (%) .
. " WRITE .OWN 33.1] 4B8.9] 23.0 [ 22.L | 38.6
PURCHASE MACHINE READY] L1.7| 35.6 | U43.0 | 57.1 | 37.7,
MODIFY | . ©8.8F ~-| 8.0 3| 9.1
| ~ OTHER , 16.2] 2.4t} 25.0 6.1 1.5}
. - . . Table 14
‘INS'TR"UQTIONAL_NY—E-.ARS OF USE.
'- TOTAL[<1.000 | <5000 [<10000 [>10000
YEARS - (B)e| (%) (%) { () | (%)
FEWER THAN L 71.3} 92.5 | 82:6 | Th.5e| 56.6
. beb 19.7] 7.5 | 13.7-) 17.6|  27.9
MORE THAR 6 1 8.8 -- | 3.1 7.8 1" 15.6
Y wg /_ A 4
Table 15~ 5
.TREND IN INSTRUCTION
e 70TAL {£1000%# | {5000 {1 oo"oo_ 210000
‘ : TREND - (%) | (%) | (%) (%) v (®) F
s s e 1 PO '.-..,»IKCREASING-—_._,M.&?.--‘_ _-_—8243_.._»2‘6:..8; nn_,‘B_ln,z__w _gﬁons‘p, g_,8070.9 o
DECREASING A7) e | 12 .- 2.0
STEADY STATE 16,0 | 18,3 | 1.9 | 11.5( 17.1

L

26. -
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. CATEGORY"

; TOTAL
. (®)-»

41000
(%)

<5000 410000
() | @

GIFTED/TALENTED .

11821

A
b1.h

‘ | | L3.3 T18.1 | 569
‘REGULAR , ~ 1604} 6h.9 5731 51.9 | 65.6
| REMEDIAL 33.2 | 3b.0 |-29.6 | 31.2] 36:8 )
\ 'SPECEAL EDUGﬁTION 15,9 | 2.7 11653 1 91 I 6.6, -
.. OomER © 4 .7. |12 | 8.9 1.3 6.6 |
‘. R : P l»@ 3
T - - Table'17 S -
SOURCE ) PEACHER TRAINING .
e “TOTAL [ 1000 |>5000 {>10000- b10000
" . SOURGE (%) | (8) i (%) @®) | A%) |
GOLLEGE OR UNIVERSIMY\-'hS.e fh2.7 | 7.3 7[7h0.8 ] L6T .
IN-SERVICE BY DISTRICT] 29.8 6 L3l | 1008 | 36.70
% IN-SERVICE BY ESC -~ | -10.h, | 26.7 15.0* 10,21 "L.2
_ - SELFZTAUGHT 12.+ {20.7 | 13.8:] 8.2l 9.2 |

9.2 .
OTHER ‘ o ! 1’09 ~ '-: 1 .25/ - o-6 ] . Dt K 303‘37 !
L * > }"% ‘:‘t'.‘c ) ‘F S SO Lo
. VAR 7 v = . et
K . . Table 18 Tt

“»° SOURCE 0

F, -GAI

SOFFTWARE ~ °

b,

SOUﬁCE

TOTAL [€1000
(%) (%)

©10000
(%)

-1€5000
(%) -~

b1 0000.
(%)

,WRITE OWN - i
OQEAIN MACHINE READY

'MODIFY EXISTING
OTHER ¢

e

1737.8
Sk, 2

T30 ) 3.8
0.3 |0

v

-
R

56757
46.8."

35.8 -
55-8

3.,1
B9

3 -~

3k.0.
61 7
h 3

0.7
519
o34
.3

[ L 2
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Table 19
'C-0ST OF OPERATING COMPUTERS
- ) TOTAL [¢1000 {<5000 {10000 p10000
CATEGORY (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) .
IGHER THAN .BUDGETED AND T | -
HAVE- INCREASED BUDGET | 17.2 }10.5 | 17.4 14.0 | 20.9
HIGHER THAN BUDGETED AND
| HAVE DECREASED USE 1.5 1+ - 3.2 -- 0.5.
ABOUT AS . . o
- BUDGETED | 79.5 ;8L.2 78.1 86.0 § 76.7
‘LOWER THAN BUDGETED AND
HAVE -INCREASED USE 1.6 | 5.3 1.3 -- 1.0
LOWER THAN BUDGETED AND . ‘
HAVE DECREASED BUDGET 0.l -- -- -- 1.0
: o 2
Table 20
COMPATIBILITY "WITE CURRICULUM
: ) TOTAL <1000~ - |[<5000 [41.0000 $10000
CATEGORY (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
CURRICULUM MODIFIED TO - - S ‘ '
INSURE COMPATIBILITY 12,5 | 7.7 {164 ‘| 12,2 | 1.7
COMPUTER USE SELECTED AND
¥~ DESIGNED TO INSURE 8.1 |35.9 L7.b 49.0 | 52.9
| NEW CURRICULUM CREATED TO |G ___ ‘ : .
USE COMPUTERS . - 18,3 .| 23.1 17.1 12.2 | 19.7
COMPUTER “USE AND CURRICULUN -
COMPATIBILITY HAS NOT 21.1 {33.3 {19, 26.5 | 15.7
BEEIJ EXAMINED . fae ..,«‘.--_. 'L— ...... MJ_‘,——\.;.»,---\- b srne :
Table 21°
CAMPUS CPMMITMENT TO0 CAI , '
B TOTAL |<1000, |¢5000 * |[¢10000 {>10000
. LEVEL (% .| @ |@& [ @ [ %
TEACHERS TSE COMPUTERS BY ' A ' ' e
-+ PERSONAL CHOICE 3.7 | h2.3 |35.1 ‘] 28.6 |, 33.6
. |'SOME DEPTS USE COMPUTERS S S
}¢ BUT NO CAMPUS COMMITMENT{ 52. 2 39.4 | 55.2 59.2 | 52.5
|EFFORTS MADE FOR DEPTS TO ' ‘ ]
USE AS NECESSARY 6. 7 8.5 }.5.2 8.2.1 6.7
CAMPUS-WIDE COMMITMENTATO .
. USE .OF COMPUTERS “IN IN- 4 6.5 9.9 | L.5 .| L. 7.2
. STRUCTION IS EVIDENT B - ) ISR N
4 "E‘::;S' 28 s




