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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS
CBI PROJECT EVALUATION - PHASE II:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Each c'. the five DoDDS regrow, worldwlle Were asked to administer questionnaires to students in
grades 5 and above who were involved in a Computer-Based Instruction (CBI) project (total distribution .-
6,850) Five hundred, forty-three (543) project teachers were also asked to complete a questionnaire and
anecdotal reports. Highlights of the results of the responses (student n = 3,851, tcacber n = 522) include
the following:

Students exhibited mildly positive overall attitudes about computers (averaging 3.5 to 3.62 on a 5-
point Liken scale).

No differences in student attitudes were detected with respect to regions or subject areas. However,
males displayed more positive attitudes thaii females, both in grades 5 and 6 (male mean = 99.43,
female mean = 97.22; F = 9.36, p = .002) and in 7-12 (male mean = 175.02, female mean - 167.16,
F = 63.31, p = .0000).

Studeats with non-school access to wmputers exhibited more positive computer attitudes than their
peers (means in grades 5-6 of 99.28 versus 96.15, F = 16.21, p = .0001; in grades 7-12, 173.40 versus
166.26, F = 42.29, p = .0000).

Teachers were uniformly positive about computers across regions, grade levels, genders, and school
sizes (mean = 124.2, Likert equivalent - 4.28 of 5.0). Nearly 99% of teachers ag-eed with the
statement that computer use in their subject area is beneficial.

Teachers agreed that computers contribut e.! to student creativity (77.6%) and productivity (69.9%),
as well as to increased teacher producti.liy (78.7%). Seventy (70) percent repomd that the volume
of student work had improved.

Teachers expressed a need for more inservicc on how to take advantage of whole-group (61.5%) and
small-group (61.7%) instruction with computers.

Three of the top inservice needs cited by teachers were learning what other teachers are doing
(87.6%), finding out what software is available (84.89i), and learning how best to integrate com-
puters into their dafsrooms (78.5%). Anecdotal repart data tends to support these questionnaire
results.

More than half of the teachers (51.8%) did not believe a computer lab was essential. While they
were uncomfortable with whole-group use of computers (85.2%), teachers cited the need for more
imervice on computer-based whole-group instruction, as indicated above.

Teachers claimed that project computer use had contributed to greater success fur reluctant karncrs
(69 4%), improved enthusiasm for subject area (94.5%), and school generally (74.7%), enhanced
peer cooperation among students (85.5%), and increas:;d student time on task (81.5%1

Nea:ly two-thirds of the teachers (64.2%) claimed to have altered their teaching methods as d result
of t aeir participation in the CBI project.

Classroom assignment of computers appeared to be the distribution pattern must favored by teachers
(79.8%). However, teachers who felt less adequately supported tended to favor labs, while their
more well-off colleagues preferred classroom assignment.

The optimal student-to-computer ratio was reported to be two-to-four students at a computer
(57.3%). This varied by subject area, whae computer science/literacy and writi areas sought a
ratio closer to 1.1. Over all, teachers believed that access to about e computers would help achieve
curriculum success. Of the 522 teacher respondents, about a third (37.8%) reported havmg access to
8 computers.

0. /



Data Analysis Results

CBI Student Questionnaire

Phase II

Descriptive Statistics for Background Variables

Aggregate Results

Figures DAR-1 to DAR-5' display system-wide freq iency counts for key variables

relating to the student sample, which consists of 3,851 responses across the five regions!

Males accounte:i for 51.7% of the sample, and females accounting for the remaining

48.3. The distribution across regions is roughly reflective of the relative student

enrollments. With respect to GRADE, middle and high school levels are over-repre-

sented, since teachers were instructed to administer the question..aire only to students in

grades 5 or above. Nonetheless, it appears that about four percent of the respondents

had teachz!rs who identified themselves as K-lst or 2,-A-3rd grade teachers.

Nearly one-fifth of student respondents were involved in Language Arts or Eng-

li..11 CBI projects (19.9%), followed by science (12.2%), math (12.1%), and social studies

(7.6%). Nearly half of the students' computer experience consisted of either word

processing (29.0) or drill and practice (20.3%). This was followed by simulations

'Unless otherwise noted, all figures appear at the end of this report.

'Approximately 64% of the 429 teachers whose students were in grade 5 or above
received 25 stut questionnaires, equally distributed across subject areas (6,850 total).

111=11211,

1 (1
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(15.7%) and tutorials (14.3%). Bringing up the rear were programming (1.7%), data-

bases (1.4%), and spreadsheets (0.0%, n = 1).

Consistent with the initial project distribution of computers, nearly 89 percent of

these students reported a hardware base of 1 to 3 computers, with more than half of the

sample report, z, 3 computers. Only 2.2% of students had access to more than 6 com-

puters during Phase II of the project. That more computers z--e needed is reflected in

the fact that about half of the students had teachers who wanted up to 3 additional

computers in order to maximize instructional benefits in the future (the largest

percentage, 22.3%, needed 2 additional computers).

Results by Region

Regional descriptive statistics for the same background variablcs are presented in

Figures DAR-6 through DAR-24.

Computer Attitudes

Instrument Reliability

The Computer Attitude Scale was analyzed for reliability twice: once as the 27-

item scale for grades 5 and 6 (ATTYOUNG), and again as a 49-item scale for grades 7-

12 (ATTOLDER). A Cronbach alpha reliability statistic was obtained for each, yielding

an a = .78 for ATTYOUNG (n = !406), and an a = .90 for ATTOLDER (n = 2237).

Aggregate Attitude Results

Figure DAR-25 displays the overall computer attitudes of students in the CBI

evaluation projects. Fifth and sixth graders displayed mildly positive attitudes tokkard

computers, with a mean ATTYOUNG score of 97.6 (out of a possible 135). Using tie

DAR-3

11



original, th e-point Likert scale (1 = most negative, 3 = neutral, 5 = most positive). the

ATTYOUNG raN mean translates to a 3.62 Likert-equivalent. The older sample also

displa, I positive overall attitudes about computers (3A Likert-equivalent). Values for

eacl, of the regio. may be interpreted in a similar manner.

Grades 5-6 Grades 7-12

N SD Likert
equiv.

N 51 SD I Likert
equiv.

Total 1476 97.6 12.3 3.62 2364 170.3 22.6 3.50

AT 138 98.0 11.4 3.63 254 166.8 23.9 3.40

GE 1 864 98.0 12.4 3.63 1402 172.0 22.6 3.51

ME 1 185 97.2 12.4 3.60 218 168.6 22.4 3.44

PA I 289 96.5 12.4 3.57 384 167.1 22.4 3.41

PN NA NA NA NA 85 173.2 17.8 3.54

(AT= Atlantic, GE =qcrmany, ME= Mcdittrrancan, PA =Pacific, PN=Panama)

Figure DAR-25 Aggregate Studcnt Computer Attitude Results

Attitude Results, by Background Variables

Of particular interests to DoDDS are differences in sdent computer attitudes,

based on background variables. Because two instruments were used, the results are

reported first for grad,n five and six, and then for grades seven through tweke.

Grades Five and Six. There were no statistically-significant differences in

computer attitudes across the five DoDDS regions, or across subject areas. The

instrument did uncover such a difference for gemier. A one-w.., analysis of va, iance

1 2

.1..1=01iilla
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(ANOVA) revealed that males were more favorably disposed toward computers (x

99.43) than females (1 = 97.22), as shown in Figure DAR-26. Figure DAR-27 demon-

strate significant differences in computer attitudes by the type of software used in the

project. Specific differences are shown in Figure DAR-28, which indicates the pairs of

software types that are statistically different at the .05 confidence level. Computer

attitudes among database users (1 = 91.19) were significantly less positive than users of

tutorials (x = 98.17), problem-solving = 98.35), word processing (1 = 99.85),

integrated software (i = 100.07), or pmgramming i = 102.9). Drill and practice

users had less positive attitudes toward computers (2 = 95.85) than students who used

either word prot.essing or programming. Comparisons between other pairs of software

types were not statistically significant and, therefore, are not warranted.

Finally, students in grades five and six who had access to computers ouside of

school had more positive attitudes toward computers (1 = 99.2S) than their counter

parts whose access was limited to the school (1 = 96.15), as shown in Figure DAR-29.

It is noteworthy that mc- *han mo-thirds of these students (68.8-;-(-) reported non-school

computer access.

Grades Seven throup": Twelve Con'aury to the finding for the younger subsample,

students' attitudes toward computers did vary significantly by region for grades seven

through twelve (Figure DAR-30). Students in the Germany region (Group 2) displayed

more positive attitudes toward computers (1 = 172.97) than ctudents in either the

Atlantic (1 = 167.87) or the Pacific (1 = 168.8444) region.s (Groups 1 and 4, respec-

tively).

4 3
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Agin conilary to the yo.inger ubsample, difterences in attitudes by subject area

wer... cviclent airorm the seventh thiough t4,Llfth graders. Figure DAR-31 shows the

mean 1.,. :dt. :cores for the vallous subjerts .' . ANOVA results in Figure DAR-32

reveal statisticali signific...n: Jiff, fc112i: :n at..t,des at the .0002 level. Students whose

OBI project .,,,,as CWE-h-sed (Group 15 on ';'- igui e DAR-33) had more negative attitudes

toward computers (1 = 160.00) than faudent. ir Language Arts/English (1 = 171.81),

Reading (1 = 175.69), Mec.a and Library (1 = 177.46), or PPS (1 = 179.89). PPS

students were also more positix,e in their computers attitudes than students in Home

Economics (1 = 162.64). Since no other pairs reached significance, there exists no

practical attitudinal differences among subject areas.

Gender differences in computer attitudes appeared among the older students, and

in the same direction a, those among the younger students. Figure DAR-34 demon-

strates that males hold more positive computer attitudes (1 = 175.02) that do females (i

= 167.16).

With . espect to ,oftware typs, a one-way ANOVA ieveals significant differe1 ces

in computer attitudes. How evei, in large part due to the extreme range of cases among

types, the multiple range test designed to locate those differences was unable to detect

statistically different pairs at the .05 level. Visual inspection of mean scores in Figure

DAR-35 shows that database and spreadsheet users seemed to hold more positive

attitudes than users of other software types, but these toy() types are represented by only

8 cases combined.



Finally, significant attitude differences existed between those who have access to

computeis outside of school (2 = 173.40) and those who do not (2 = 166.26), accord-

ing to Figure DAR-36. A high percentage of 7th through 12th graders (71.4%) reported

having computer access outside of schonl.

Attitude Residas, by Resource Adequacy

A Resource Adequacy Factor (RAF) was calculated as a means of gauging the

extent to which teachers felt they had enough computers to achieve success in their

projects. The formula for RAF is based on the number of computers that were

available for the project, divided by the sum of this value plus the number of additional

computers teachers l?elieve would be needed to be completely successful. In the SPSST

analysis, this formula is represented at COMPUTRS (COMPUTRS COMPNEED).

The result of this calculation yields a value of 1, where teachers indicated no need for

additional computers (COMPNEED = 0), and descends toward 0 as the number of

needed computers rises in relation to given computers. Assuming that teachers'

perceptions of resource adequacy are an accurate gauge of genuine resource adequak..y,

we can use the RAF variable to explore correlations between the adequacy of resources

and students' computer attitudes. One might hypothesize that students' ccmputer

attitudes will tend to be more negative if they have been asked to carry out tasks

without sufficient computer resources.

Based on correlational analysis using the Pearson Product-Moment procedure,

this hypothesis is not well supporte..-:. In t,eneral, only a small correlation exists between

grades five and six computer attitudes and ..AF, arid th's was actually a negative

DAR-7



correlation (-.1 1, p = .00, n = 1154). No correlation was found among the older

students. Among th: regioa:, only tilt ee corre'ations were uncovered, all negative and

all among grades i e and six only: Germany (-.11, p = .002, ri = 634), Mediterranean (-

.28, p = .000, n = 142), and Pacific (-.11, p = .049, n = 247).

DAR-8



Data Analysis Results

CBI Teacher Questionnaire

Phase II

Descriptive Statistks for Background Variables

Aggregate Results

Figures DAR-37 to DAR-41 display system-wide frequency counts for key

var'ables relating to the teacher sample, which consists of 522 responses across the five

regions. Females accounted for most uf the sample (72.8%), w.'h males accounting for

the remaining 27.2%. The distiibution across regions is roughly reflective of the relative

size of regions, with over half of the respondents from the Germany region. With

respert to GRADE, about half identified themselves as grades K-6 (57.4%), with

another 12.8% in junior high school and 27.6% in high school.

Nearly one-quarter of teacher respondents were involved in Language Arts or

English C}31 projects (24.1%), followed by math (/2.3%), special education (10.2%),

reading (7.3%), and social studies (6.5%). Over half of the reported projects (58.2%)

consisted of either word processing (31.4%) or drill and practice (26.8%). This was

followed by tutorials (14.0%) and simulations (10.5%). Bringing up the rear were

integrated software (7.7%), problem-solving (6.5%), databases (1.9%), and programming

(1.1%).

7 7
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Consistent with the initial project distribution of computers, more than half of the

teachers reported having access to three computers for the pilot projects. Only 7.7% of

teachers had access to more than three computers during Pha.,. II of the project. That

more computers are needed is reflected in the fact that nearly half of the teachers

wanted at least 4 additional computers in order to maximize instructional benefits in the

future (the largest percentage, 20.1%, cited a need for 2 additional computers). Sixteen

percent of teachers indicated that they d;d not need more computers to achieve project

goals adequately.

Results by Region

Regional descriptive statistics for the same background variables are presented in

Figures DAR-42 through DAR-62.

The Adequacy of Computer Resources

In order to inform the process of hardware acquisition in the future, more

detailed analysis of computer needs and what constitutes an adequate computer base is

called for. Both of these issues ar P. likely to vary greatly across subject areas and grade

levels, and this is borne out by the results of breakdown analyses.

Adequate Computer Base

For each subject area and grade levels, teachers' views about what shouid be a

minimally adequate computer base can be inferred by summing their reported access to

hardware and the number of additional computers they ..ay they needed for optimal

achievement ot project objectives.
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By subject. Figure DAR-63 presents teachers' perceptions about an adequate

base of computer equipment necessary for optimal achievement of project objectives

(compare to the initial allocation of project computers in Figure DAR-63a). Computer

science/literacy ranks at the top (1 = 26.88), with Host Nation close behind (i =

25.00). Industrial arts teachers, on average, believe that 12 computers is the optimal

base for their projects, followed by social studies 4 = 9.97), science (1 = 9.06), art 4

= 8.09), health (1 = 8.00), Language Arts/English = 7.99), and math (1 = 7.64).

At the other end of the scale, the two teachers involved in evaluation saw two com-

puters as optimal, followed by counseling (1 = 2.18), ESL (1 = 2.94), CWE (i =

3.00), and special education (1 = 4.19). Cumulatively, the computer base deemed

adequate by the 510 teachers would require 3,982 computers.

By grade. As shown in Figure DAR-64, there is no significant difference in

perceived adequate computer base, averaging about 7.81 computers in each of the grade

levels.

Computer Needs

Closiag the gap between the current and optimal computer base will vary in

difficulty by subject area. Teachers have 37.8% of the base level, and say they need

2,477 acUtional computers (beyond 1,505) to reach the optimal computer baseline.

By subject. Figure DAR-65 lists project subject areas arid means for pe-ceived

compute,- needs. Statistically the subject areas rin not differ significantly on this variable,

except for computer science/literacy (Group 13) and Host Nation (Group 23), as shown

in Figure D1'. R-66.

abbaaacosisgmls...aamosmorma
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By grade. There is no significant difference across grades in the number of

additional computer teachers believe they need, as indicated in Figure DAR-67.

By region and subject. As with grade, there is no statistical difference in percep-

tions of additional computer needs (Figure DAR-68). However, Figure DAR-69a-c

displays the means values for computer needs by region, and then by subject within

region.

Computer Attitudes

Instrument Reliability

A 29-item insmment was constructed to measure teacher attitudes toward

computers. This Teacher Computer Attitude Scale was analyzed for reliability using the

Cronbach alpha reliability procedure. This yielded an a = .96 (n = 522).

Aggregate Atatude Results

Figure DAR-70 displays the aggregate attitude results for the entire sample, as

well as for regional subsamples of teachers. On the whole, teachers were quite positive

toward computer use, and this persisted with essentially no differences across regions.

Attitude Results, by BizIcground Variables

There are no significant differences in teacher attitudes toward computers based

on either grade level, gender, or size of school. Figure DAR-71 reveals attitudinal

differences across subject areas. Only one subject area displayed significantly less posi-

tive attitudes towards computers. Special education teachers attitudes (i = 113.38)

were less positive Ilan Language Arts/English (1 = 125.06), Math (i = 126.45),

DAR-12
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N R SD Likert
equiv.

Total 522 124.2 17.0 4.28

AT 50 124.3 18.4 4.29

GE 267 124.3 17.6 4.29

NE 47 124.3 17.2 4.29

PA 137 124.5 15.0 4.29

PN 21 120.9 19.0 4.17

Figure DAR 10 Teacher computer attitudes, by region

Science (1 = 130.74), or computer science/literacy (1 = 131.69), as shown in Figure

DAR-72.

Teacher attitudes toward computers varied somewhat as well based on the

software type used for the project, as Figures DAR-73 and 74 demonstrate. Teachers

whose projects involved the use of integrated software tended to have more positive

computer attitudes (1 = 132.33) than those who used word processing alone.

Attitude Results, by Resource Adequacy

The same Resource Adequacy Factor (RAF) that was used for comparative

purposes in the studer t sample was applied to the teacher sample as well. Virtually no

correlation could be found between teacher compu,er attitudes generally and resource

adequacy (.0015, p = .49, n = 522).

However, statistically-significant differences in RAF were apparent across grade

levels and regions. Figure DAR-75 portrays an ANOVA demonstrating differ3nces

DAR-13
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among grade levels. Teachers of grades 2-3 (Group 2) felt that their computer resources

were fairly adequate (t. = .572), in comparison to teachers in grades 7-12 (Groups 4

and 5; 1 = .44?- and .451, respectively), according to Figure DAR-76. A similar

discrepancy across regions was uncover%td by the ANOVA presented in Figure DAR-77.

In Figure DAR-78, the level of perceived resource adequacy among teachers in the

Pacific region (Group 4,1 = .539) outpaced perceptions among their German col-

leagues (GI oup 2,1 = .455).

Teacher Opinions on CBI Effectiveness

Activities Made Possible

Items 31 and 38 ask whether computer use facilitated activities that would

otherwise be impossible. The responses tended to affirm this idea.

ACTIVEP1 Activities impossible without computers.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 304 59.6 59.8 59.8
Agree 2 149 29.2 29.3 89.2
Not sure 3 18 3.5 3.5 92.7
Disagree 4 31 6.1 6.1 98.8
Strongly disagree 5 6 1.2 1.2 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

ACTIVEN1 Computer did not do anything 1 could not

Yilue Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

CLm

Percent

Strongly agree 1 9 1.8 1.8 1.8

Agree 2 40 7.8 7.9 9.7
Not sure 3 28 5.5 5.5 15.2

Disagree 4 182 35.7 35.9 51.1

Strongly disagree 5 248 48.6 48.9 100.0

3 .6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3

Offill1121111711
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Crec.tivity

Two items gauge how coliiputer work has affected creativity, both for the teacher

and his/her students. Teachers were overwhelmingly positive on both counts.

CREATIVE I can be more creative with computer.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cun

Percent

Strongly agree 1 198 38.8 39.0 3c 0
Agree 2 193 37.8 38.0 ;,.0
Mot sure 3 83 16.3 16.3 93.3
Disagree 4 28 5.5 5.5 98.8
Strongly disagree 5 6 1.2 1.? 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

CREATE Student creativity has...

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved 1 154 30.2 32.0 32.0
Somewhat improved 2 220 43.1 45.6 77.6
Mot changed 3 107 21.0 22.2 99.8
Been neg affected 4 1 .2 .2 100.0

28 5.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 482 Missing .ases 28

Need for More Computers

Two items confirmed teachers' interest in acquiring more computer resources.

rEEDMORE Success requires more computers.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 229 44.9 45.2 45.2
Agree 2 137 26.9 27.0 72.2
Mot sure 3 55 10.8 10.8 83.0
Disagree 4 65 12.7 12.8 95.9
Strongly disagree 5 21 4.1 4.1 100.0

3 .6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3
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NEEDLESS Accomplish same with fewer computers.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 7 1.4 1.4 1.4

Agree 16 3.1 3.1 4.5

Not sure 3 23 4.5 4.5 9.0
Disagree 4 113 22.2 22.2 31.2
trongly disagree 5 350 68.6 68.8 100.0

1 .2 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 509 Missing cases 1

Viability of Whole-Group Instruction

One mode of computer use rm,ximizes limited computer resources, and three

items asked teachers to comment on the usL of computers for whole-group instruction.

The 7esu1ts .uggest that teachers are not comfortable with this mode, and need addition-

al inservice to take advantage of the cost effectiveness of whole-group instaiction with

computers.

UNOLL 1 One computer for whole-group instruc. OK

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent

Cui

Percent

Strongly agree 1 20 3.9 3.9 3.9

Agree 2 28 5.5 5.5 9.5

Not sure 3 27 5.3 5.3 14.8
Disagree 4 105 20.6 20.7 35.5
Strongly disagree 5 327 64.1 64.5 100.0

3 .6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3

WNOLGRP2 One conputer most efficient for my conte

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 8 1.6 1.6 1.6

Agrtr 2 19 3.7 3.8 5.4

Not sure 3 19 3 7 3.8 9.3
Disagree 4 137 26.9 27.6 36.8

Strongly disagree 5 314 61.6 63.2 100.0

13 2.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 497 Missing cases 13
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TRAINO1 Now to use 1 computer for whole group.

Value Labet Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 131 25.7 26.6 26.6
Agree 2 172 33.7 34.9 (1.5
Not sure 3 63 12.4 12.8 74.2
Disagree 4 87 17.1 17.6 91.9
Strongly disagree 5 40 7.8 8.1 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

WAIO cases 493 Mis.ing cases 17

Small-Group Instruaion

A third mode of classroom computer use is for small-group instruction. Three

items measured teachers' comfort %kith this mode of computer use, and their need for

additional inservice training (61.7%).

TRAINO2 Now to organize for work stations.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 :02 20.0 20.7 20.7
Agree 2 202 3".6 41.0 61.7
Not sure 3 52 10.2 10.5 72.2
Disagree 4 102 20.0 20.7 92.9
Strongly disagree 5 35 6 9 7.1 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

valid cases 493 missing cases 17

SMALGRP Small groups at several computers is best

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 69 13.5 14.0 14.0
Agree 2 141 27.6 28.6 42.6
Not sure 3 60 11.8 12.2 54.8
Disagree 4 143 28.0 29.0 83.8
Strongly disagree 5 80 15.7 16.2 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 101.0

Valid cases 493 Missing cases 17
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NSERVO9 Classroom management tips helped.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

CLIA

Percent

Strongly agree 1 38 7.5 8.4 8.4
Agree 2 66 12.9 14.7 23.1
Not sure 3 87 17.1 19.3 42.4
Disagree 4 119 23.3 26.4 68.9
Strongly disagree 5 140 27.5 31.1 100.0

60 11.8 Missinv

Total 510 100.0 1W.0

Valid cases 450 Missing cases 60

Lab Configuration

Teachers were asked to comment on the need to have a computer lab in order to

achieve project objectives. More than half did not feel a lab was essential, and fewer

teachers indicated a need for lab use training (57.6%) compared to whole-group

instruction (61.5%).

LABWEED Lab needed to achieve pro;ect objectives

Value Label alue Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 83 16.3 16.4 16.4
Agree 2 70 13.7 13.8 30.2
Not sure 3 91 17.8 18.0 48.2
Disagree 4 167 32.7 33.0 81.2
':rongly disagree 5 95 18.6 18.8 100.0

4 .8 Missing

Total 510 .00.0 100.0

Valid cases 506 Missing cases 4

Professional Use of Computers

One aspect of cost effectiveness is captured in rising productivity on the pal L

teachers; specifically, the extent to wh:ch computer use saves time and effort. Teachers

consistently attest to the positive effects of computer use on their professional produc-

tivity.

f;
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PROF1 Have not saved professiontl time.

Value Label Value Frequer:sy Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 18 3.5 3.5 3.5

Agree 2 54 10.6 10.6 14.2
Not sure 3 37 7.3 7.3 21.5
Disagree 4 157 30.8 30.9 52.4
Strongty disagree 5 242 47.5 47.6 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

PROF2 Computer speeded my work.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 235 46.1 46.8 46.8
Agree 2 160 31.4 31.9 78.7
Not sure 3 50 9.8 10.0 88.6
Disagree 4 45 8.8 9.0 97.6
Strongly disagree 5 12 2.4 2.4 100.0

8 1.6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 502 Missing cases 8

PROF3 Helped me use my time more efficiently.

Value Label Vitue Frequency Percent

Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Strongly agree 1 223 43.7 43.9 43.9
Agree 2 179 35.1 35.2 79.1
Not sure 3 6' 12.2 12.2 91.3
Disagree 4 36 7.1 7.1 98.4
Strongly disagree 5 8 1.6 1.6 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

PROF4 Did not make my professional tasks easier

Value Labet Value Frec-,ency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 6 1.2 1.2 1.2

Agree 2 54 10.6 10.7 11.8
Not sure 3 32 6.3 6.3 18.1

Disagree 4 193 37.8 38.1 56.2
Strongly disagree 5 222 :3.5 43.8 100.0

3 .6 Missing

Totat 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3
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Efficiency of Studer!! Work

The ability of computers to enhar.- student productivity represents another facet

of the productivity issue. TeL hers reported positive effects of computer use on student

productivity.

STUDEFF1 Students make p, vgress fester.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum
Percent

Strongly agree 1 151 29.6 30.1 30.1
Agree 2 200 39.2 39.8 69.9
Not sure 3 122 23.9 24.3 94.2
Disagree 4 22 4.3 4.4 98.6
Strongly disagree 5 7 1.4 1.4 100.0

8 1.6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 502 Missing cases 8

S1UDEFF2 Students did not learn quicker.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 5 1.0 1.0 1.0

Agree 2 45 8.8 9.1 10.1

Not surl 3 73 14.3 14.8 24.9
Disagree 4 220 43.1 44.5 69.4
Strongly disagree 5 151 29.6 30.6 100.0

16 3.1 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 494 Missina cases 16

VOLUME Volume of student work has...

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved 1 91 17.8 18.9 18.9

Somewhat improved 2 249 48.8 51.7 70.5

Not changed 3 137 26.9 28.4 99.0
Been neg affected 4 5 1.0 1.0 100.0

28 5.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 482 Missing cases 28
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Student Cooperation

Teachers reported that cooperation among students improved noticeable as a

result of computer use.

COOP Helped cooperation.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 196 38.4 38.6 38.6
Agree 2 209 41.0 41.1 79.7
Not sure 3 85 16.7 16.7 9..5
Disagree 4 15 2.9 3.0 99.4
Strongly disagree 5 3 .6 .6 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Tote( 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

COOPERAT Peer cooperation has...

Value Label

Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much improved 1 173 33.9 35.4 35.6

Somewhat improved 2 245 48.0 50.1 85.5
Not changed 3 71 13.9 14.5 100.0

21 4.1 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 489 Missing cases 21

Other Effects on Students

Three additional items asked teachers to react to other possible effects of

ccImputer use, particularly for reluctant learners.

HLPSTUD1 Project producad successful students.

Value Label Vatue Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly egrn 1 128 ,...1 25.5 25.5

Agree 2 222 43.5 44.2 c:4.7

Not sure 3 101 19.8 20.1 89.8
Disagree 4 41 8.0 8.2 98.0

Strongly disagree 5 10 2.0 2.0 100.0

8 1.6 Missing

Tote 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 502 Missing cases 8
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HLPSTUD2 Students completed tasks at computer.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 143 28.0 28.4 28.4
Agree 2 230 45.1 45.6 74.0
Not sure 3 76 14.9 15.1 89.1
Disagree 4 45 8.8 8.9 98.0
Strongly disagree 5 10 2.0 2.0 100.0

6 1.2 kissing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 504 Missing cases 6

HLPSTUD3 Reluctant students not more successful.

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent I- -r_ent Percent

Strongly agree I 13 2.5 2 2.6
Agree 2 57 11.2 11.3 13.9
Not sure 3 81 15.9 16.0 29.9
Disagree 4 243 47.6 48.1 78.0
Strongly disagree 5 III 21.8 22.0 100.0

5 1.0 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

v id eases 505 Missing cases 5

Student

Two itei get the effect of computer use on student enthusiwm, both for the

subject matter uncle; study and for school in general.

ENTHUS Stadents enthusiasm for subject has...

Value Label Value Frequenry Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved I 285 55.9 58.4 58.4

Somewhat improved 2 176 34.5 36.1 94.5
Not changed 3 26 5.1 5.3 99.8
Been neg affected 4 1 .2 .2 100.0

22 4.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 488 Missing cases 22
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GENENTH Enthusiasm for school in general

Value label
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much improved 1 129 25.3 2C.5 26.5
Somewhat improved 2 235 46.1 4:..3 74.7
Not changed 3 123 24.1 25.3 100.0

23 4.5 Missing

Totel 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 487 Missing cases 23

Change in Teaching Methods

About two irds of the teachers attested to some alteration in their teaching

methods in the course of the CBI project.

METHOOS1 I have changed my methods.

Value label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 39 17.5 17.5 17.5
Agree 2 237 46.5 46.7 64.2
Not sure 3 65 12.7 12.8 77.0
Disagree 4 101 19.8 19.9 96.9
Strongly disagree 5 16 3.1 3.1 100.0

2 .4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 508 Missing cases 2

METHODS2 Computer has not changed my methods.

Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly agree 1 16 3.1 3.2 3.2
Agree 2 1n2 20.0 20.1 23.3
Not sure 3 53 10.4 10.5 33.7

Disagree 4 224 43.9 44' 77.9
Strongly dis5g.e. 5 112 22.0 2' '. 100.0

3 .6 K. ,

Total 510 100.0 100.v

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3

Knowledge of Available Software

DAR-23
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Teachers did not feel that knowledge of available software contributed positively

to their projects, but strongly agreed that more information on available software would

be useful (84.8%).

TRAINO8 What software is available.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent Percent

Strongly agree 1 231 45.3 47.0 47.0
Agree 2 186 36.5 37.8 84.8
Not sure 3 29 5.7 5.9 90.7
Disagree 4 33 6.5 6.7 97.4
Strongly disagree 5 13 2.5 2.6 100.0

. 18 3.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 492 Missing cases 18

INSERVO8 Knowledge of software availability helpe

Value ..dbel Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 57 11.2 12.5 12.5
Agree 2 124 24.3 27.3 39.8
viot sure 3 67 13.1 14.7 54.5
Disagree 4 84 16.5 18.5 73.0
Strongly disagree 5 123 24.1 27.0 100.0

55 10.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 1C0.0

Valid cases 455 Kissing cases 55

Software Evaluation

In the case of software evaluation, teachers again were not sure that previous

inservice training in software evaluation was particularly helpful for their projects, but

they were supportive of additional training (60.0%).

NIINZ
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TRAIN11 On evaluating software.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 123 24.1 24.9 24.9

Agree 2 173 33.9 35 1 60.0
Not sure 3 51 10.0 10.3 70.4

Disagree 4 108 21.2 21.9 92.3
Strongly disadree 5 38 7.5 7.7 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Tothl 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 493 Missing cases 17

INSERVO1 Software evaluation training helped.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 58 11.4 12.4 12.4

Agree 2 118 23.1 25.3 37.8
Not sure 3 108 21.2 23.2 60.9

Disagree 4 98 19.2 21.0 82.0
Strongly disagree 5 84 16.5 18.0 100.0

44 8.6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 466 Missing cases 44

Teacher Productivity Tools

Slightly more than sixty percent of the teachers want more inservice on produc-

tivity tools like word processors and gradebooks, noting that previous training was not

particularly helpful for the CBI project.

TRAINO9 On produLtivity tools like wp & gradeboo

Value Label Vblue Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 135 26.5 27.5 27.5

Agree 2 161 '1.6 32.8 60.3

Not sure 3 38 7.5 7.7 68.0

Disagree 4 108 21.2 22.0 90.0
Strongly disagree 5 49 9.6 10.0 100.0

19 3.7 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 491 Missing cases 19
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INSERVO7 Gradebooks and other teacher tools helped

Value Label Value Frequency Percs-.

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 37 7.3 8.2 8.2
Agree 2 85 16.7 18.8 27.0

Not sure 3 74 14.5 16.4 43.4
Disagree 4 115 22.5 25.4 68.3
Strongly disagree 5 141 27.6 31.2 100.0

58 11.4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 452 Missing cases 58

Tool Software

Related to the previous items is the issue of tool software generally and teachcrs

perceptions about their preparation to use these computer applications effectively.

Almost 60 percent agree,. that previous word processing training was helpful fof their

projects, followed by 32.2 percent for databases and 21.9 percent for spreadsheet,.

Responses to these items are not inch pendent of the number of projects that used each

type of tool software.

INSERVO4 Word pr(".essing helped.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 119 23.3 25.5 25.5

Agree 2 160 31.4 34.3 59.7

Not sure 3 35 6.9 7.5 67.2
Disagree 4 60 11.8 12.8 80.1

Strongly disagree 5 93 18.2 19.9 100.0

43 8.4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 467 Missing cases 43

141.72MMIINomMailliZIP-aow.
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INSERVO5 Databases helped.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 49 9.6 10.7 10.7
Agree 2 99 19.4 21.5 32.2
Not Aire 3 74 14.5 16.1 48.3
Disagree 4 107 21.0 23.3 71.5
Strongly disagree 5 131 25.7 28.5 100.0

. 50 9.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 460 Missing cases 50

INSERVO6 Spreadsheets helped.

Val.4! Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 28 5.5 6.1 6.1
Agree 2 72 14.1 15.r 21.9
Not sure 3 80 15.7 17.5 39.4
Disagree 4 124 24.3 27.1 66.5
Strongly disagree 5 155 30.0 33.5 100.0

53 10.4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 457 Missing cases 53

Tune on Task

An overwhelming majority of teachers (81.5%) agreed that the computer project

increased student time-on-task.

TIMETASK Computer increased time-on-task.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 207 40.6 40.8 40.8
Agree 2 206 40.4 40.6 81.5
Not sure 3 64 12.5 12.6 94.1
Disagree 4 22 4.3 4.3 98.4
Strongly disagree 5 b 1.6 1.6 100.0

3 .6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 507 Missing cases 3

One Str lent per Computer
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Probably because of the large number of teachers using word processing i

CBI p-ojects, it is not surprising to find that 64.6 percent of teachers believed that their

subject area requires students to work one-on-one with a computer.

ONETCONE My content needs one-on-one at ccaputer.

Value Label Valu, Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Stronlly agre, 1 136 26.7 26.9 26.9
:kgree 2 189 37-1 37.4 64.4
Not sure 3 43 8.4 8.5 72.9
Disagree 4 117 22.9 23.2 96.0
Strongly disagree 5 20 3.9 4.0 100.0

5 1.0 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 505 MISSIng Cases 5

Berk:fits for Your Subject Area

Nearly all of the teachers (98.6%) believe that computer use in their subject area

is beneficial to learning. Comparisons across subject areas will be provided below.

BEOFFITS Computer use in my subject is beneficial

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 382 74.9 77.2 77.2
Agree 2 106 20.8 21.4 98.6
Not sure 3 5 1.0 1.0 99.6
Disagree 4 1 .2 .2 99.8
Stronsly disagree 5 1 .2 .2 100.0

15 2.9 Fissing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 495 Missing cases 15

InseNice Training Experiences

A number of items asked teachers to characterize their previous inservice training

experiences LA terms of their contribution to the success of their project. Those items
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are presented below, in order of agreement level, with several items repeated from

previous sections.

INSFRVO4 Word processing helped.

Value Label Value Freciimtncy Percent

Valid

Percent

Cun

Percent

Strongly agree 1 119 23.3 25.5 25.5
Agree 2 160 31.4 34.3 59.7
Not sure 3 35 6.9 7.5 67.2
Disagree 4 60 11.8 12.8 80.1
Strongly disagree 5 93 18.2 19.9 100.0

43 8.4 Missing

Total 510 1C0.0 100.0
Valid cases 467 Missing cases 43

INSERVO8 Knowledge of software availability helped

Value Label value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 57 11.2 12.5 12.5
Agree 2 124 24.3 27.3 39.8
Not sure 3 67 13.1 14.7 54.5
Disagree 4 84 16.5 18.! 73.0
Strongly disagree 5 123 24.1 27.0 100.0

55 10.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 455 Missing cases 55

INSERVO1 Software evaluation training helped.

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

St / agree 1 58 11.4 12.4 12.4
Agree 2 118 23.1 25.3 37.8
Not sure 3 108 21.2 23.2 60.9
Disagree 4 98 19.2 21.0 82.0
Strongly disagree 5 84 16.5 18.0 100.0

44 8.6 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 466 Missing cases 44

INSFRVO5 Databases helped.

Valid Cum
Value Label vaiue Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly agree 1 49 9.6 10.7 10.7
Agree 2 99 19.4 21.5 32.2
Not sure 3 74 14.5 16.1 48.3

11M=111
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Disagree

Strongly disagree

Valid case 460

4 107 21.0 23.3 71.5
5 131 25.7 28.5 100.0

50 9.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Missing cases 50

INSERV07 Gradebooks and other teacher tools helped

Value Label Value Frequency Percen.

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 37 7.3 8.2 8.2
Agree 2 85 16.1 18.8 27.0
Not sure 3 74 14,5 16.4 43.4
Disagree 4 115 22.5 25.4 68.8
Strongly disagree 5 141 27.6 3.2 100.0

. 58 11.4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Mid cases 452 Missing cases 58

INSERV02 Diagnose 011110r problems helped.

Value Label Value Fiequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 56 11.0 12.2 12.2
Agree 2 118 23.1 25.1' 37.8
Hot sure 3 77 15.1 16.7 54.6
Disagree 4 91 17.8 19.8 74.3
Strongly disagree 5 118 23.1 25.7 100.0

50 9.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 460 Missing cases 50

INSERVO9 Classroom management tips helped.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 38 7.5 8.4 8.4
Agree 2 66 12.9 14.7 23.1
Not sure 3 87 17.1 19.3 42.4
Disagree 4 119 23.3 26.4 68.9
Strongly disagree 5 140 27.5 31.1 100.0

60 11.8 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 450 Missing cases 60

INSERVO6 Spreadsheets helped.

Value Lab-1
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Perc,:rit

Strongly agree 1 28 5.5 6.1 :.1
Agree 2 72 14.1 15.8 0.9
Not sure 3 80 15.7 17.5 39.4
Disagree 4 124 24.3 27.1 66.5
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Strongly disagree 5 153 30.0 33.5 100.0
53 10.4 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 457

INSERV03 Programming helped.

Value Label Value Frequency

Missing cases

Valid

Percent Percent

53

Cum

Percrnt

Strongly agree 1 22 4.3 4.9 4.9
Agree 2 66 12.9 14.6 19.4
Rot sure 3 78 15.3 17.2 36.6
1:1sagree 4 115 22.5 25.4 62.0
Strcngly disagree 5 172 33.7 38.0 100.0

57 11.2 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 453 Missing cases 57

Inservice Training Needs

Teachers expressed interest in obtaiqing additional training in several ke} areas

of computer use. inservice items are presented below, again in the order of agreement

strength.

TRAIN10 What other teachers are doing.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

.alid

l-srcent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 224 43.9 45.4 45.4
Agree 2 208 40.8 42.2 87.6
Not sure 3 29 5.7 5.9 93.5
Disagree 4 24 4.7 4.9 98.4
Strongly disagree 5 8 1.6 1.6 100.0

i7 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 493

TRAINO8 What software is available.

Missing cases 17

Value Label

Valid CUT.

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly agree 1 231 45.3 47.0 47.0
Agree 2 186 36.5 37.8 84.8
Not sure 3 29 5.7 5.9 90.7
Disagree 4 33 6.5 6.7 97.4
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Strongly disagree 5 13 2.5 2.6 100.0

18 3.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 492

TRAINO7 Now to integrate into ,:lassroom.

Value Label Value Frequency

Kissing cases

Vatid

Percent Percent

18

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 218 42.7 44.3 44.3
Agree 2 166 32.9 34.1 78.5
Not sure 3 46 9.0 9.3 87.8
Disagree 47 9.2 9.6 97.4
Strongly disagree 5 13 2.5 2.6 100.0

18 3.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 492 Kissing cases 18

TRAINO6 Now to measure gains.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Vatid
Fercent

Cum

Percent

strongly agree 1 117 22.9 23.8 23.f.

Agree 2 240 47.1 48.9 72.7
Not sure 3 49 9.6 10.0 82.7
Disagree 4 71 13.9 14.5 97.1
Strongly disagree 5 14 2.7 2.9 100.0

19 3.7 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 491 Kissing cases 19

TRAINO2 How to organize for work stations.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum
Percent

Strongly agree 1 102 20.0 20.7 20.7
Agree 2 202 39 6 41.0 61.7
Not sure 3 52 10 2 10.5 72.2
Disagree 4 102 20.0 20.7 92.9
Stronlly disagree 5 35 6.9 7.1 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 493 Kissing cases 17
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TRAIN01 Now to use 1 cocrputer for whole group.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 131 25.7 26.6 26.6
Agree 2 172 33.7 34.9 61.5
Not sure 3 63 12.4 12.8 74.2
Disagree 4 87 17.1 17.6 91.9
Strongly disagree 5 40 7.8 8.1 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 493 Missing cases 17

TRAiN09 On productivity tools like wp & gradebook

t 'ue Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

"um

Percent

Strongly agree 1 135 26.5 27.5 27.5
Agree 2 161 31.6 32.8 60.3
Not sure 3 38 7.5 7.7 68.0
Disagree 4 108 21.2 22.0 90.0
Strongly disagree 5 49 9.6 10.0 100.0

19 3.7 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Vatic cases 491 Missing cases 19

TRAIN11 On evaluating software.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 123 24.1 24.9 24.9
Agree 2 173 33.9 35.1 60.0
Not sure 3 51 10.0 10.3 70.4
Disagree 4 108 21.2 21.9 92.3
Strongly disagree 5 38 7.5 7.7 100.0

17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 493 Missing cases 17

TRAMS Now to use to raise content knowledge.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percc-nt

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 94 18.4 19.1 19.1

Agree 2 194 38.0 39.5 58.7
Not sure 3 62 12.2 12.6 71.3
Disagree 4 113 22.2 23.0 94.3
Strongly disagree 5 28 5.5 5.7 100.0

19 3.7 Missing

Totak 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 491 Missing cases 19
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TRAIN03 How to better use computer lab.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Strongly agree 1 102 20.0 20.7 20.7
Agree 2 182 35.7 36.9 57.6
Not sure 3 68 13.3 13.8 71.4
Disagree 4 105 20.6 21.3 92.7
Strongly disagree 5 36 7.1 7.3 100.0

. 17 3.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 493 Missing cases 17

TRAIN04 How to us, for skill devt.

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Gun

Percent

Strongly agree 1 93 18.2 18.9 11.9
Agree 2 183 35. 37.2 56.1

Not sure 3 66 12.9 13.4 69.5
Disagree 4 117 22.9 23.8 93.3
Strongly disagree 5 33 6.5 6.7 100.0

18 3.5 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 492 Missing cases 1.

Effects on Sectors of Learners and Teacher Strategies

The effects of computer use on students who span the ability spectrum are tapped

by the following items, along with the uc.efulness of the computer as an individualizing

and diagnosing tool.

INDEPEND Students working independently has...

Valid Cum

V-..; le Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much ilproved 1 217 42.5 44.4 44.4

Somewhat improved 2 25 42.t 44.2 88.5

Not 0.anged 3 56 11.0 11.5 100.0

21 4.1 Missing

iota' 510 100.0 100.0

cases 489 Missing cases 21
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AVERAGE Learning by average students has...

Value Label
Valid Cun

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much improved 1 123 24.1 25.7 25.7
Somewhat improved 2 290 56.9 60.7 86.4
Not changed 3 65 12.7 13.L 100.0

32 6.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 478 Missing cases 32

ABOVEAVG Learning by above average students has..

Value Label
Valid Cun

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much improved 1 164 32.2 34.1 34.1
Somewhat improved 2 229 44.9 47.6 81.7
Not changed 3 88 17.3 18.3 100.0

29 5.7 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid case- 481 Missing cases 29

BELOWAVG Learning by below av.rage students has..

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved 1 112 22.0 23.3 23.3
Somewhat improved 2 268 52.5 55.7 79.0
Not changed 3 10 19.6 2C.8 99.8
Been neg affected 4 .2 .2 100.0

79 5.7 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Va.id cases 481 Missing cases 29

rAFTED Opportunities for gifted students have..

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved 1 211 41.4 44.1 44.1

Somewhat improved 2 166 32.5 34.7 78.9
Not changed 3 100 19.6 20.9 99.8
Very neg affected 5 1 .2 .2 100.0

;2 6.3 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 478 Missing cases 32

.1 9
Lilt/
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INDNEEDS Tailoring for individual needs has...

Value Label
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Much improved 1 165 32.4 34.0 34.0
Somewhat improved 2 215 42.2 44.3 78.4
Not cha,,ged 3 105 20.6 21.6 100.0

25 4.9 Missing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 485 Missing cases 25

LD Opportunities for handicapped&LD student

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

Much improved 1 170 33.3 35.9 35.9
Somewhat improved 2 157 30.8 33.1 69.0
Not changed 3 145 28.4 30.6 99.6
Been neg affected 4 2 .4 .4 100.0

36 7.1 Missing

fotal 510 100.0 100.0

Valid rases 474 Missing cases 36

DIAGNOSE Diagnosing learning problems has...

Value Label Value Frequency Pncent
Valid

Percent

Cum
Percent

Much improved 1 50 9.8 10.5 10.5
Somewhat improved 2 146 28.6 30.7 41.2
Not changed 3 279 54.7 58.6 99.8
Been neg affected 4 I .2 .2 100.0

. 34 6.7 M ssing

Total 510 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 476 craes 34

Perceived Benefits Across Subject Areas

Statistically, differences among subject areas with respect to teachers' perceptions

of computer use benefits are virtually non-existent, in large part to the floor effect

produced by such strong agreement on the BENEFITS item. A one-way ANOVA
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(Figure DAR-79), followed ;)y the Tukey HSD procedure (Figure DAR-80) did reveal

one pair of suh;ect areas bor which there exists a significant difference: PPS teachers

tended to agree more strongly about the benefits of computers in their arf,a (1 = 1.05)

than did respondents whose project involved counseling (1 = 1.78)2 Although differen-

ces in raw mean scores are sta:istically meaningless, subjects areas may be ranked by

raw score, from strongest perceived benefit, as follows: evaluation, Host Nation, and

vocational education (1 = 1.00), PPS (1 = 1.05), music (1 = 1.13), special education (i

= 1.14), reading (1 = 1.16), compensatory education and foreign language (1 = 1.17),

ESL (1 = 1.18), computer science/literacy (i = 1.19), home economics (1 = 1.2),

language arts/English (1 = 1.21), science (1 = 1.23), art (1 = 1.27), business (1 =

1.29), industria arts (i = 1.30), social studies (1 = 1.33), media and library (1 = 1.38),

math (1 = 1.40), CWE (1 = 1.67), counseling (1 = 1.78), and health (1 = 1.8).

Perceived Enthusiasm AMASS' Grades and Subject Areas

Teachers were unequivocal in claiming substantia1 improvement in students'

ell husiasm toward subject matter and school generally. Within this overall trend, it was

possible to uncover some differences ;n observations of student enthusiasm by grade and

subject area.

Enthusiasm, by Grade

Analysis of variance revealed a statistically-significant difference in teachers'

rating of swdent enthusiasm by grade level, as shown in Figure DAR-81. Teachers of

'The lower the value, the stronger the agreement.

41...M.NEMENIMIIM
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grades K-6 (x = 1.19 to 1.39) judged that their students' enthusiasm for the subject

matter improved more dramatically that was the case for 7th-12th grade teachers =

1.70), as shown in Figure DAR-82.

A nearly identical pattern appears for somewhat more modest improvements in

enthusiasm for school in general (Figure DAR-83 & 84). Again, teachers of grades 7-12

identified less dramatic improvements in enthusiasm for sci.00l generally (1 = 2.2 to

2.3), compared to teachers of younger students (1 = 1.65 to 1.9). Students in grades 4-6

(1 = 1.9) also appeared to display less improvement than s,...coi,d 'and third graders (1

= 1.65).

Enthusiesm, by Subject

While an ANOVA indicated a statistically-significant difference in enthusiasm by

subject area, subsequent Tukey analysis found that no two subjects differed.

For improvements in enthusiasm for school in general, there were subject-area

diffrences (Figures DAR-85 & 86). Teachers whose projects were related in counseling

noted greater improvement in enthusiasm (1 = 1.6) than students in music or foreign

language. The same was true for language arts/English, where general enthusiasm (I =

L81) improvement more than in music. Other distinctions among subject areas arts not

supported by the statistical analysis. In terms of raw mean scores, the subject areas ma,

be ranked as follows, from greatest improvement to least: evaluation (1 = 1.50),

counseling (i = 1.60), reading (1 = 1.70), home economics (1 = 1.80), computer

scienc.Iliteracy (1 = 1.81), language arts/English (1 = -1.81), compensatory education

(,Z = 1.83), ESL (1 = 1.94), PPS (1 = 1.94), Host Nation/special education/vocational
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cucation (x = 2.00), social studies (2 = 2.03), industrial arts (1 = 2.10), business (1

= 2.14), math (2 = 2.18), art (2 = 2.18), science (2 = 2.21), media & library (2 =

2.22), health (1 = 2.25), music (2 = 2.75), foreign language (I = 2.83), and CWE (1

= 3.00).

Allocation of Computer Resources

Given and Desired Computer Distributions

Teachers were asked to indicate their preferences for computer distribution in the

school. CROSSTAB procedures provide a means to assess the relationship between the

resource setting under which the teachers carried out their projects and their desired

resource setting.

Figure DAR-87 reveals, first, that most teachers conducted projects with one or

more computers assigned to their classrcoms (92.8%, n = 449), with 5.2% using a

computer lab and the remaining 2.1% using one or more computers on mobile carts.

When asked to select the best setting for computer resources in the school, 79.8% chose

classroom-assigned co nputers. 3e can detect some interesi among teachers to locate

more computers in lab settings, but the preponderance of teachers who had computers

alsigned to their classrooms (83.7%) did not wish to see the situation change.

Given assurance that they would have one computer assigned to their classrooms,

teachers were a bit more disposed to favor centralizing remaining computers in a lab

setting (Figure JAR-88). Nonetheiess, nearly 60 percent of teachers favored computers

as a distributed resource.
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Teachers who believed their computer resources were relatively adequate, as

gauged by the Resource Adequacy Factor, tended to name clabsroom assignment of

..ompt.ters. Conversely, teachers with relatively inadequate resources tended to prefer a

computer lab as the best setting (Figures DAR-89 &

Optimal Student-to-Computer Ratios

A relatee issue in resource allocation is student-to-compu'ter ratio. When asked

to select the best student-computer ratio for their subject area, one-fifth of the respon-

dents recommended 1:1, one student per computer. The majority, however, believed

that two to four students per computer was preferab:e. Reflecting perhaps a level of

discomfort and lack of training in using one computer for whole-group instruction, only

6.4% of teachers opted for a ratio of 10:1 or greater.

RATIO Best student-computer ratio for me is...

Vaiue Label Value Frequency Percent

Valid

Percent

Cum

Percent

1:1 1 100 19.9 20.5 20.5
2:1 to 4:1 2 279 54.7 )7.3 77.8
5:1 to 9:1 3 77 15.1 15.8 93.6
10:1 to 24:1 4 19 3.7 3.') 97.5
25:1 or more 5 12 2.4 2.5 100.0

23 4.5 Miscing

Total 510 100.0 10C 0

Valid cases 487 Missing cases 23

In the likelihood that some variation would exist in ratio preferences by grade

and subject area, one-way ANOVAs were run and, where significancc was evident,

Tukey HSD procedures were performed to locate the source of the differences.

Optimal ratios, by grade. Statistically-significant differences in preferred ratios

were found by grade level of the teachers (Figure DAR-91). Further analysis revealed
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that teachers in grades K-1 (Group 1) were more likely to accept a higher student-to-

computer ratio (1 = 2.57) than were teachers in any other grade level.

Optimal ratios, by subject. E:milar analysis was performed for subject area, and

significant differences surfaced (Figure DAR-92). As reflected in Figure DAR-93,

teachers of CWE were willing to accept a highc.- ratio (.1 = 3.67) than were teachers of

business (1 = 1.43), compensatory education (i = 1.56), computer science/literacy (1

= 1.63), or indu:trial arts (1 = 1.70). Media and library teachers were also willing to

accept a higher student-computer ratio (1 = 2.78), compared to business, compensatory

educatiln, computer science/literacy, or special education (1 = 1.91).
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Data Analysis Results

CBI Anecdotal Reports

Phase II

To gain a deeper understandint, of teachers' efforts and students' educational

gains in the CBI project, participating teachers were asked to complete anecdotal record

forms -- first, at the end of the first semester, and at two-week intervals during the

spring semester. The summary results reported below was carried on a ten percent

sample of report forms representing all various regions.

Each anecdotal record f was reviewed and flu- information provided by the

participating Leachers was entered into a database management program, using key

background variables as fields. Some adjustments in the range of values within these

field had to be made in order to accommodate non-standard responses. For example,

the grade levels were expanded, since some teachers did not fit into the five categories

provided by DoDDs. A code was therefore included for those teachers who worked

with students across all the elementary grades, all the secondary grades and who worked

with all students in the system (such as resource teachers). Content areas were also

included and the areas of Resource, TAG and Learning IILLprovement were added to

those listed by DoDDs.
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Analysis of the data was done by subject and grade leve.,,, but several trends

crossed grade levels and are presented as such.

Trends Acrats Grades Levels and Subject Areas

Inservice Programs

1. Teachers felt that their teacher inservice programs were inadequate in the

following ways:

a. lnservice was given prior to teachers actually looking at and reviewing

software available in their subject area.

b. There were too few inservices throughout the year that could provide

support from a knowledgeable computer expert who coula troubleshoot.

c. Teachers would like the opportunity to work with other teachers in their

content areas and grade levels who are also participating in the program

so that ideas can be exchanged. One teacher suggested that this could also

he done by mail in the form of a newsletter.

d. Many teachers would have liked the opportunity to discuss specific

software th,..ty had received with others to better utilize the programs.

e. Some teachers did not receive training at all.

f. Teachers would like greater emphasis on classroom management; that is,

how to schedule students of different levels when only one or two com-

puters ale available, where to place the computer in a small room so that

illlillei .11210
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it causes less distraction to those not using the comput.r station (especially

in the elementary grades).

g. A few teachers noted that those with computer experience should not be

in the saLne inservice programs as those with no background.

2. Several teachers would like a resource person available to them during the year

that they could call upon for additional help.

3. Several teachers noted that communkation between the district level of operation

and the teachers at the sites was not good re arding training, causing them to

miss sessions.

Estab Iithine New CBI Sites

1. Mari), teachers felt that the set up of the hardware was difficult, since they had

little knowledge of computers ano needed materials that were not sent with the

original package. Several teachers suggested that someone set up the stations for

them and spend time explaining the basics so that minor problems could be

handled without the station being lost to repair time outside the classroom.

2. Many teachers noted that the delivery of software was delayed to the po;nt that

classes were well under way (some were in their second half of the year) before

the software they had ordered the spring before arrived. For this reason, the

computers were not used by students in several classrooms for several rponths.

3. It was suggested that stations be located aw i the main part of the class-

room.



4. Instead of listing rules on a nearby chalkboard, a bulletin board should be used

and charts should display schedules of students using the stations and projects

completed.

S. Epson printers were seen as inadequate by many teachers who would have

prefemd Imagewriters.

6. More electrical outlets, tables, covers, adapters and power strips should be

provided in the classroom.

7. Computing magazines should be made available to the teachers and students to

heighten interests and provide new ideas in the area.

8. Generally, more computers were suggested per classroom.

a. Elementary level teachers generally used sr '1 group work and peer

helpers. Groups of 3 to 5 students per station were adequate v.ith a good

scheduling system in place.

b. At the secondary level teachers felt very restrained by so few stations.

Often teachers noted that students had to r^me during lunch or after

school to complete projects and that waiting for stations became a little

frustrating. At times some projects were pm on hold because of a lack of

available computer time. Several teachers suggested that a computer lab

would be appropriate as students could work in the lab during their free

periods as well. It was also noted that many students had prior computer

knowledge and were able to move quickly through projects and could then

help others when more challenging programs were not yet available.
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c. In schools where other teachers did not have access to computers, the

stations were utilized by teachers when not used by the classes. One

teacher suggested that a lab could provide teachers with specific hours

when they could work on class materials or grades L at would not interferc

with studc.nt use. An alternati-,e to this would be the lesignation of a

station for teacher use only.

9. There was a concern expressed ior security precautions in several reports, notably

in the Panama region where they had equipment stolen from the school.

Trazds by Grade Level

On the Elementary Level

I. Word processing was very difficult and time consuming for many students.

Several teachers had students dictate stories, when that %t--ks the objective of the

lesson, and had them work on computer skills a another time.

2. The activities th...,k teachers felt were impossible or extremely difficult without the

computer includect animation, immediate feedback, computer skills, enthusiasm,

drilis and reinforcement, and ,..lf-esteem/confidence.

3. Teachers saw a need for more wo, with keyboarding as projects were slowed by

developing motor skills of students and lack of experien:e with computers.

4. Teachers thought that a faster pace with non-word processin- programs would be

appropriate along with the rlising of e ctations, since student progress with

these programs has been good.

1.711711111:11/131.

4
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5. Most notably, teachers observed better teamwork among students as they shared

computer stations.

On the Secondcuy Level

1. As tasks for students on this level are more individualized, students ne ,t1 more

time allotted for compl,tion of assignments. As noted before, teachers were not

happy with using small groups for most projects.

1.. The activities that teachers felt were impossible or extremely difficult without the

computer included: graphics, layout, newspaper justification, data storage and

manipulation, graphing and review of material.

3. Teachers gave students more responsibility for care of the software and equip-

ment.

4. Teacners were changing objectives to include more assignments required to be

done on ihe computer and even to have tests done on the computer, with the

results being kept and monitored by the students.

5. Some teachers who did not feel that assignments could 1-e given to the whole

class because of a lack of stations. They tended to give extra tsedit assignments

on the computer or to use the software programs as rewards.

6. Graphics take a long time pr:nt and cause problems when only one printer is

available in a classroom. It would be better if each terminal had its own printer.

Several teachers noted that the evaluation form was repetitive, since some

questions did not apply each week or changed very little from week , 1 week (such as the
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inservice training question). Others felt that continuity in the evaluation w4s important

and believed that the different evaluation criteria ?resented were not reflective or the

positive aspects of the program and the impact on students.

76
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the results contained in this report, the following recommtiidations

should be given careful consideration by DoDDS in order to capitalize on the positive

results of Phase II of the CBI Evaluation Project:

Eroand Teacher Ins,avice Opportunifies. Teachers consistently repurted limited

helpfulness of current inservice efforts in computing, either because they are only

minimally available or because the quality is low. On the other hand, large

percentages of teaclv:is reported the need for more computer-related inservice.

The results of the questionnaires are supported by the anecdotal reports, where a

sizaNe segment of project teachers emphasized the need for more inservice

opportunities to share information and expertise with colleagues, to discover the

range of software available to them, and to explore and practice effective

classroom integration of computers, including whole-group instruction with a

singli: computer and an LCD projection pad or monitor.

2. Enhance Computer Coordination at DoDDS-Washington. The anecdotal reports

underscored the kind of disjointed implementation that many large school distri,s

experience in the area of technology. Futu'e implementation efforts will require

a higher level of coornation at the central office lc ,e1 to insure equitable

distribution of resources, creative application of new technologies, dmely informa-

tion dissemination, responsive inservice program development, and meani

student assessment Proactive leadership is especially important as DuDDS
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pushes tech. )logy use beyond the early adopters and into the mainstream of the

curriculum.

3. Maintain in Each School a "Flexible Response" Capability. A 1:1 stndent to

computer ratio is essential for serious work in word processing. For whole-group

demonstration, a computer lab is wasted when only one machine is being used

extensively by the teacher while students watch. Future equ:pment acquisition

plans should aim for a 'flexible response" to instructional computing needs.

Consider a long-range plan including a lab to accommodate 1:1 needs, a large

supply of mobil units to achieve a 3:1 or 4:1 n..;o for small group work, and a

supply of LCD projectior pr.ds when a one-computer classroom is the preferred

environment. ConsideraNe school-level coordination will be fequired to maintain

this capacity.

4 Enhance the Role of Scho.:4-Based Technology Coordinators. Formally establish,

train, and provide ircentives for skilled school-based technology coordinators.

Evidence from the anecdotal reports suggests that to the extent the regions have

identified school-based contact people in technology, the knowledge and skills of

these individuals range widely. Ultimately, change happens at the school level,

and the kind of change DoDDS seeks with respect to educational technology will

require a concerted effort within the five regions to better prepare individuals

who serve in this role.

5. Improve Communication Among Technology Users. Many stateside computer-using

teachers feel isolated as they explore classroom uses of technology. This situation

DAR-50
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is exacerbated in the DoDDS system by obstacles, large and small, to easy and

frequent communication from school to school, district to district, and region to

region DODDS should explore ways to break down these communication

barfers that prevent teachers from sharing t. ..- experiences with technology in

the classroom. Th" 'ileal would be a worldwide, user-friendly telecommunications

system for teachers (and students). Clearly, however, the wide cEversity of

communications systems in host countries and othrr such circumstances present

some serious problems in achieving this ideal. Nonetheless, DoPDS-Washington,

in concert with regional personnel, should study whatever options may be

ava:lable to improe the comrnunica.ion among teachers in the system as they

seek to implement technology-based innovaLions.
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20-Dec-69
22:54:34

FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File* Processing DODSTOTL TXT

REGION Regional offico identification

VMS VS 1

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Atlantic 1 392 10 2 10 2 10 2
Germany 2 2273 59 0 59 0 69 2
Mediterranean 3 425 11 0 11 0 80 3

Pacific 4 675 17 5 17 5 97 8

Panama 5 85 2 2 2 2 100 0
1 0 Missing

Total 3851 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 3850 Missing cases 1

GRADE

ValLe

Grade level identification

LLbel Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

X 1 1 17 4 4 4

2 3 2 171 7 4 3 4 1 8
4 8 3 1300 36 3 38 3 40 2
7 8 4 774 20 1 20 1 Ao 3

9 12 .-, lcrA 70 0 39 0 99 7
K ?? A J8 7 7 100 0

1 0 Missing

Total 3851 100 0 100 0

Valid c-ses 3850 Missing cases

Figure DAR-1
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20-Dec-89
22:54:34

FREQUENCIES of Students by deccriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX..

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

;MEC? Subject support area

VH5 V5 1

value Label value Frequency Percent
.1d

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 91 2 4 2 4 2 4

Business 11 69 1 8 1 8 4 2
CompensatOry Ed 12 68 1 7 1 7 5 9

Computer sci & lit 13 143 3 7 3 7 ) 8
Cosmetology 14 1 0 0 9 7
CWE 15 74 1 9 1 9 11 8

Counseling 16 28 7 7 12 3
ESL 18 33 9 9 13 2
For. Language 2C 102 2 8 2 7 15 9
Home Economics 21 42 1 1 1 1 17 0
Health 22 9 2 2 17 2
Host Nation 23 41 1 1 1 1 18 3
Industrial Arts 24 08 2 5 4 5 20 8
Lang Art! V English 25 769 19 8 9 9 40 8
Math 26 466 12 1 12 2 53 0
Media Ft Library 27 247 6 4 6 5 59 4
Music 28 81 2 1 2 1 61 5
Reading 30 215 5 6 5 8 67 1

Science 31 470 12 2 12 3 79 4
Spec Ed 32 181 4 8 4 8 84 2
Social Studies 13 284 7 6 7 7 91 9
PPS 34 215 c 6 5 8 97 5

%roc Ed 3n os 2 5 2 5 100 0
25 8 Missing t

Total 3851 '30 0 100 0

valid Cases 3828 Missing cases 25

Figure DAR-2
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20-Dec 89 FREQUENCIES of students by
22:54:34 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY

File' Processing DODSTOTL TXT

GENDER Gender identification

descriptive variables
on GMUVAX.. VMS VS

Valid Cum
value Label Value Frequency Pc:cent Percent Percent

0 2 1 1 1

male 1 1080 SI 4 51 7 51 7
female 2 1848 48 0 48 3 100 0

21 5 Missing

Total 3851 IC' 0 100 0

Valid cases 3830 missing cases

COMPUTRS Project computer count

21

valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Pe cent

1 3"7 9 7 9 9 9 9
2 97 24 9 25 3 35 2
3 2028 52 8 53 6 88 0
4 1"5 4 5 4 6 93 5
5 12 3 3 93 8
6 151 3 9 4 0 117 8

16 25 8 7 98 5
17 13 3 3 98 3
IP 15 4 4 PP 2
21 1 0 0 09 2

6 7 90 0
71 2 1 1 OP 0
37 2 1 1 100 0

74 1 9 Miting

Total 7851 100 0 1,.) 0
valid cases 3777 Missing casF 74

Figure DAR-3
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20-Dec-89
22'54.34

FREQUENCIES of students by dascriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIvERSITY on GMUVAX

File Processing DODSTOTL TXT

COMPNEED Computer needs count

vMS V3 1

value Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

0 107 8 0 8 1 8 1

1 24b 6 4 6 6 14 7
2 843 21 9 22 3 37 0
3 676 16 5 16 8 53 9
4 1-7 4 6 4 7 58 5
c 162 4 2 4 0 62 6

6 163 4 8 4 8 67 7
7 219 5 7 5 8 73 5

8 84 2 2 2 2 75 7
0 164 4 7 4 3 80 0

10 206 7 7 7 8 87 9
11 45 1 2 1 2 89 1

12 153 4 0 4 1 93 1

13 7 2 2 93 3

15 42 1 1 1 1 94 4

18 36 9 1 0 95 4

20 47 1 2 . :.'" 96 6

21 18 5 5 97 1

22 3 1 1 97 2
24 21 5 6 97 7
25 10 3 3 98 0
26 23 e 6 98 6
28 25 e 7 99 3

70 24 6 6 9£ 9

34 2 1 1 99 9
50 1 0 0 100 0
81 1 o 0 100 0

74 1 9 Missing

Total 38r1 ) 0 100 0

Valid cases 707.7.7 miss1ng cases 74

Figure DAR-4



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students
2254:34 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of softvare used in

by descriptive variables
on GMUVAX.:

project

Page
VMS V5 1

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill 6, practice 1 '765 19 9 20 3 20 3
Tutorial 2 541 14 0 14 3 34 6
Simulation 3 593 15 4 15 7 50 3
Database 4 53 1 4 1 4 51 7
word proce -,r; 5 195 2') 4 29 0 SO 7
Spreadsheet e 1 o e 80 7
Integrated sofv4are 7 734 8 7 8 8 89 8
Programming 8 $4 1 7 1 7 91 3
Problem-solving 9 329 8 5 8 7 100 0

2 0 Missing

Total 3851 100 0 100 0

valid cases 3775 Miss,ng cases -6

Figure DAR-5
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20-Dec-89
22:54:39

FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

REGION ReCional office identification

VMS V5 1

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percen Percent

Atlantic 1 392 100 0 100.0 100.0

Total 392 100 0 100.0

Valid ca.s 392 Missing cases 0

GRADE Grade level !dentification

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

4 8
7-8
9-12

3
4
5

Tata.

4
144
-n
4

392

1 0
38 7
17 9
44 4

100 0

1 0
38 7
1, 9
44 4

100 0

1 0
37 8
55 8

100.0

valid cases 392

SUBJECT Subject supuort

Missing casPs

area

0

Valid Cum
value Label value Frequency Iorcent Percent Percent

Computer sci d lit 13 25 6 4 8 4 8 4
For Language 20 25 8 4 8 4 12 8
Home Economics 21 18 4 8 4 6 17 3
Lang Arts & English 25 75 19 1 19 1 '(6 5
Math 26 76 10 4 10 4 ,5 9
Media & Library 27 9 2 3 2 3 58 2
Science 31 76 19 4 19 4 77 6
Spec Ed .--: 49 12 5 12 5 90 1

Social Studies 33 38 P 7 9 7 99 7
PPS 34 1 3 3 100 0

Tr.ta 1 392 100 0 '00 0

t, valid cases 392 Missing cases 0

em
00

Figure DAR-6



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive varianles Page 9
22:54:39 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GmuvAx.. vms vs 1

File Processing DODSTOTD TXT

WINDER Gender identification

Value Lbe'
Valid Cum

Value Frequrcy Percent Percent Percent

male 1 212 54 1 54 2 54 2
female 2 179 45 7 45 8 101 0

1 3 missing

Total 392 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 391 Missing cases 1

COMPUTRS Project computer count

Valli Cum
Valne Label Value Frequency Percent Percent lercont

1 14 3 8 3 8 3 8
2 31 7 9 7 9 11 5
3 298 75 5 75 5 87 0
4 25 8 4 8 4 93 4

22 2:, 8 4 8 4 99 7
33 1 3 3 100 0

Total 302 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 39i Missing _ases 0

.gu re DAR-7



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of Students by descriptive variables Page 10
22:54:39 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GtitivAX . VH5 V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

COMPNEED Computer needs count

value Label val Frequency Percent
valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

0 58 14 8 14 8 14 8

2 103 26 3 26 3 41 1

3 77 19 6 19 6 60 7
5 le 3 6 3 6 84 3
7 43 11 0 11 0 75 3

9 39 9 9 9 0 85 2

10 33 8 4 8 4 93 6

28 25 6 4 6 4 1C2 0

Total 392 100 0 100 0

valid cztes 392 Hissing cases 0

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

value Label Value Freq,oncy F rcent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Drill practice 1 87 22 2 22 2 22 2
Tutoria. 2 53 13 5 13 5 35 7
Simulition 3 86 16 8 16 8 52 6
Database 4 1 3 3 52 8

word processor 5 79 20 2 20 2 73 0
Integrated software 7 29 7 4 7 4 80 4
Problem so'ilng 9 77 19 6 19 6 100 0

Total 392 100 0 100 0

valid cases 392 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-8



20-DeO-69 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive viiiables
22:54:45 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX::

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

REGION Regional office identification

VHS V5.1

Valid Cum
Value Label Val-.e Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Germany 2 2273 100 0 100 0 100 0

Total 2273 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 2273 Hissing cases 0

GRADE Grade level identification

Value Label

K-1
2-3
4-8
7-8
9-12

Valld Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent P?rcent

1 5

2 94
3 801
4 530
5 843

Total 2273

Valid cases 2273 Hissing cases

Figure DAR-9

^

2 2 2
4 1 4 1 4 1

35 2 35 2 39 6
23 3 23 3 62 P
37 1 :37 1 100 0

100 0 100 0

Page 12



20-DeC-89 FREQUENCIES o Students by descriptive variables Page 13
22:54:45 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMLWAX:: VMS V5 I

File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

SUBJECT abject support area

value Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 67 2 9 3 0 3 0
Business 11 44 1 9 2 0 4 9
Compensatory Ed 12 30 1 3 1 3 6 3
Computer sci & lit 13 95 4 2 4 2 10 5

CWE 15 25 1 1 1 1 11 6
Counseling 16 4 2 2 11 8

ESL 18 21 9 9 12 7
For Language 20 64 2 8 2 8 15 6
Home Economics 21 24 I I I I 18 6
Health 22 8 4 4 17 0
HoSt Nation 23 43 1 9 1 9 18 9
Industrial Arts 24 68 3 0 3 0 21 9
Lang Arts Er English 25 472 20 8 21 0 42 9
Math 26 182 8 0 8 1 51 0
Media Er Library 27 190 8 4 8 4 59 4
Music 28 58 2 6 2 6 62 0
Reading 30 182 8 0 8 I 70 I

Science 31 172 7 8 7 8 77 8

Spec Ed 32 105 4 6 4 7 82 4
Social Studies 33 165 7 3 7 3 89 8
PPS 34 135 5 h 8 o 95 8
voc Ed 35 95 4 2 4 2 100 0

24 1 1 Hissing

Total 2271 100 0 100 0

vaild cares 2249 Missing cases 24

GENDER Gender identification

valid Cum
,'alue Label Value FrequanCY Percent Percent Percent

0 1 0 0 0
male 1 1134 49 9 50 2 50 3
female 2 1123 49 A 49 7 100 0

15 Missing

Total 2273 100 0 Ion n

valid cases 2258 Missing cases 15

Figure DAR-10
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20-Dec-89
22:54:45

FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:.

File. ..ncessing DODSTOTL TXT

COMPUTRS Project computer count

JMS VS 1

vain, Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

1 260 11 4 11 9 11 9
2 654 28 8 29 4 41.1
3 1023 45 0 46 0 89 1

4 135 5 9 6 1 93 1

5 12 5 5 93 7
6 U9 4 4 4 4 98 :

16 25 1 1 1 1 99 2
19 15 9 9 99 9
31 1 0 0 100 0
33 1 0 0 100 0

48 2 1 Hissing

Total 22-'3 100 0 100 0

valid cases 2225 Hissing cases 48

Figure DAR-1 1
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20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES 01 students bV Idscriptive variables
22:54:45 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VHs V5 1

Fsle: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

COhPNEED Computer needs count

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
PerCent

Cum
Percent

0 184 8 1 8 3 8 3
1 137 6 0 6 2 14 4
2 524 22 1 23 6 38 0
3 220 9 7 9.9 47 9
4 169 7 4 7 6 55 5
5 119 5 5 3 60 8
6 134 5 9 6 0 66 8
7 115 5 1 5 2 72 0
8 84 3 7 3 8 75 8
9 91 4 0 4 1 79 9
10 174 7 7 7 8 87 7
sl 25 1 1 1 : 88 8
12 81 3 6 3 6 92 4
13 7 3 3 92 8
15 24 1 1 1 1 93 8
18 26 1 6 1 6 95 5
20 22 1 0 1 0 96 4
21 18 8 8 97 3
22 2 1 1 97 3
25 10 4 4 97 8
26 23 1 0 1.0 98 8
30 24 1 1 1 1 99 9
50 1 0 0 100 0
81 1 0 0 100 0

48 2 1 Hissing

Total 2273 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 2225 Missing cases 48

Figure DAR-12
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20-Dec-89
22:54:45

FREQUENCIES of studepts by descriptive variables
GEORGE '1ASON UNIVERSITY on GMANAX::

File: Processing T)ODSTOTL TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of soitvare used in project

Value Label

VMS VS 1

Valid Cum
Jalue Frequency rcent Percent Percent

Drill U practice 1 14.9 18 0 18 4 18 4
Tutorial 2 354 15 e 15 9 34 3
Simulation 3 320 14 1 14 4 48 7
Database 4 30 1 3 1.3 50 0
Word processor 5 691 30 4 31 0 81 0
Integrated soi:.vare 234 10 3 10 5 91 e
Programming a 41 1 8 1 8 93 4
Problem-solving 9 147 6 5 e e 100 0

47 2 1 Missing

Total 2273 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 2226 Missing cases 47

Figu -e DAR-13



20-D0c-89 FREQUENCIES of students ty descriptivo. variables Page 18

22:54:50 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

REOION Regional office identification

Value !Abel value Frequency

Mediterranean 3 425

Total 425

Percent

100 0

100 0

Valid
Percent

100.0

100 0

Cum
Percent

100 0

valid cases

GRADE Grade

425

level

Missing cases

identificatiwi

0

valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Pe:cent Percent

K-1 1 8 1 4 1 1 4

4-0 3 157 36 9 38 9 38 4
7-8 0 48 .n ; 10 P 49 2
9-12 s 188 44 2 40s 2 93 4
Y 12 6 28 6 8 8 8 100 0

Total 425 100 0 &00 0

valid cases 425 Missin,s! cases 0

Figure DAR-14



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
2254:50 GEORGE MASON U?_./ERSITY On GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

SUBJECT Subject Support area

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 6 1 9 1 9 1.9

Business 11 25 5 9 5 9 7 8

Compensatory Ed 12 34 8 0 8 0 15 8

CWE 15 25 5 9 5.9 _41 6

Counseling 16 24 5 8 5.6 27.3

ESL 18 6 1 4 1.4 28 7
Industrial Arts 24 3 7 .7 29.4
Lang Arts V English 25 57 13.4 13.4 42.8
Math 26 68 16 0 16.0 58.8
Media 6 Library 27 25 5 9 5 9 84 7
Music 28 14 3 3 3 3 88 0
Reading 30 10 2.4 2 4 70 4
Science 31 53 12 5 12 5 82 8

Spec Ed 32 8 1 e 1 9 84 7
SOcIal Studies 33 34 8 0 8 0 92 7
PPS 34 31 7 3 7 3 100 0

Total 425 100 0 100 C

Valid cases 425 Missing cases 0

.

GENDER Gender identificaticn

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

male
female

1

2

Tc ta I

237 55 8 55 9 55 0
187 44 0 44 1 100 0

1 2 Missing

425 100 0 tUt) 0

Valid cases 424 MI:sing cases 1

Figure DAR-15
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20-Dec-69
22:54:50

F11:QUENCIES of students by Oes,..riptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GliUvAX.:

File* Processing DODSTOTL TXT

COMPUT'IS Project computer count

Value Label

VMS V5 1

Valid Cum
Value FrequencV Percent Percen Percent

1 81 19 1 20 3 20 3
2 80 18 8 20.0 40 3
3 212 49 9 53 0 93 3
6 27 8 4 6.7 100 0

25 5 9 Missing
-

Total 425 100 0 100 0

valid cases 400 Missing cases 25

COMPNEED Computer needs count

!slue Label
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

0 24 5 8 8 0 e o
1 40 9 4 10 0 16 0
2 68 16 0 17 0 33 0
3 171 40 2 42 8 75 8
4 8 1 9 2 0 77 8
7 23 7 4 5 8 83 5
P 25 9 8 3 89 8

10 78 8 9 9 5 99 3
12 3 7 8 100 0

25 5 9 Missing

Total 42,) 100 0 100 0

valid cases 400 "Assing cases 25

Figure DAR-:6
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20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables Page 21

22:54:50 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS V5 1

File: Processing DODSrOTL.TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill fir practice . 157 38 9 39 3 39 3
Tutorial 2 35 8 2 8 8 48 0
Simulation 3 75 17 8 18 8 88 8
Word processor 5 59 13 9 14 8 81 5
Problem-rolving 9 74 )7 4 18 5 100 0

25 5 9 His.

Total 425 100.0 100 0

Valid cases 400 Hissing cases 25

Figure DAR-17



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
22:5455 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX.:

File Processing DODSTOTL TXT

REGION Regional otfice identification

rage 23
VHS V5 1

Val:d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Pacific 4 675 100 0 100 0 100 0

Total 675 100 0 100 0

Valid cases

GRADE Grade

675

level

Hissing cases 0

identificatio"

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

K-1 1 e 0 0 0
2-3 _ 33 4 0 4 0 5 8
4-6 3 207 44 0 44 0 40 8
7-8 4 91 13 5 13 1 63 3
0 12 5 248 36 7 36 7 100 0

valid ,:ases 675

Total 675

Hissing cases 0

100 0 100 0

I-igure DAR-18
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20-Dec-89
22:54:55

FREQUENCIES of students by descrtptive Variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
va,id

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 16 2 4 2 4 2 4
COmpensatory Ed 12 2 3 3 2 7
COmputer sci 8 lit 13 23 3 4 3 4 e 1

COsmetology 14 1 1 1 6 2
CWE 15 24 :., 6 3 6 9 8
ESL 18 8 9 9 10 7
For. Language 20 13 1 9 1 9 12 8
Health 22 1 1 1 12 7
/ndustrial Arts 24 25 3 7 3 7 16 4
Lang Arts e English 25 140 20 7 20.7 37 2
Math 26 128 19 0 19 0 58 1

Media Et Library 27 23 3 4 3 1 59 8
Music 2,1 9 1 3 1 3 80 9
Reading Si 23 3 4 3 4 84 3
Science 31 156 23 1 23 1 87 4
Spec Ed 32 3 4 4 87 9
Social Studies 33 34 5 0 5 0 92 9
PPS 34 48 7 1 7 1 100 0

Total 875 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 875 Missing cases 0

GENDEP Cender identification

Value Label

male
female

Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

0 1 1 1 1

1 347 51 4 51 6 51 8
2 724 48 0 48 2 100 0

3 4 Missing

Total 875 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 872 Missing cases 3

Figure DAR-19



20-Dec-'9 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables Page 25
22.54:55 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX.. VMS VS .

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

COMPUTRS Project computer count

Value Label t,alue Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Pesent

1 18 2 7 2.7 2 7
2 152 22 5 22 5 25 2

3 464 68 7 88 7 93 9

4 15 2 2 2 2 98 1

6 25 3 7 3 7 99 9

31 1 1 1 100 0

Total 675 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 875 Missing cases 0

comrnEEr Computer needs count

Value Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

n 41 6 1 8 1 6 1

10 5 18 6
2 106 15 7 16 7 32 2
-t 168 24 P 24 9 67 2
n 17 2 5 2 5 59 7
6 49 7 3 7 3 67 0
.. 25 3 7 3 7 7,..) 7

P o 1 3 1 3 72 0
10 51 7 8 7 6 79 8
11 20 3 0 3 0 82 5
12 60 10 2 10 2 92 7
20 25 3 7 3 7 98 4
22 1 1 1 98 8

24 21 3 1 3 1 99 7
34 2 3 3 100 0

Total P"5 100 0 100 0

valid cases 675 Missing cases

Figure DAR-20
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20-Dec-89
22:54:55

File:

FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive Variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

Processin/ DODSTOTL TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

value Label

VMS V5 1

Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

1 Drill 6 practice 1 112 16.6 16.7 18 7
Tutorial 2 99 14.7 14 7 31 4
Simulation 3 132 19.6 19.6 51 0
Database 4 22 3 3 3.3 54 3
word processor 5 206 30 5 30.7 85 0

I Spreadsheet 6 1 1 1 85 1
1 Integrated softwaro 7 46 6 8 6 8 92 0

Programming 8 23 3 4 3 4 95 4
Problem-solving 9 31 4 8 4 6 100 0

3 4 Missing

Total 675 100 0 100 0

valid cases 672 Missing cases 3

Figure DAR-21



20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of studentS by descriptive variables
22:55:00 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

REGION Regional office identification

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Panama 5 85 100 0 100 0 100 0

Total 85 100 0 100 0

Valid caseS 85 Missing cases 0

GRADE Grade level Identi:Ication

Value Label Value
VAlid ,_ 1

Frequency Percent Percent Pe..ent

7-8 4 37 43 5 43 5 43 5
9-12 5 48 58 5 58 5 l'o 0

Valid cases

Total 85 100 0 100 0

85 Missing Pas.z,s 0

SUBJECT Subject support

Value Label

area

Value Frequency Percent
alid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Lang Arts & EnglIsh 25 19 22 4 22 4 22 4
Math 28 12 14 1 14.1 38 5
Science qi 13 15 3 15 3 51 8
Spec Ed 32 18 21 2 21.2 72 9
Social Studies 33 23 27 1 27 1 100 0

Total 85 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 81 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-22
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20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables
22:55:00 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHtIvAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

GENDrR Gender identification

value Label

maie
female

valid cases

valid Cum
value Frequency lercent Percent Percent

1

2

Total

50 58 8 58 8 58.8
35 41 2 41.2 100.0

85 100 0 100 0

85 Missing ces 0

oOMPUTRS Project computer count

-

valid Cum
value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

valid cases

2 40 47 1 47 1 47 1

3 31 38 5 38 5 83 5
17 13 15 3 15 3 98 8
21 1 1 2 1 2 100 0

Total 85 100 0 100 0

85 Missing cases 0

COMFNEED Computer needs count

valid Cum
value Label value Frequency Percent Zercent Percent

valid cases

2 42 49 4 49 4 49 4
5 12 14 1 14 1 63 5
7 13 15 3 15 3 78 8

15 18 21 2 21 2 100 0

Total 85 100 0 100 0

85 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-23
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20-Dec-89 FREQUENCIES of students by descriptive variables Page 3C

22:5500 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS V5 1

File: Processing DODSTOTL TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

Value Label

word processor
Integrated software

valid cubes

Valid Cum
value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

r. 80 70 0 70 8 70 6
7 25 29 4 29 4 100 0

Total 85 100 0 100 0

85 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-24



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr 5-6 students attitudes

Page 6
18:58:13 GEORGE M4S0N UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File: Processing DCOSTOTL.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUBPOPULATIONS

VMS V5.1

Criterion Variable ATTYCUNG Grades 5-6 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by GENDER Gender ident'fication

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 98.3076 12.3240 1154

GENDER 1 mete 99.4288 11.8105 569
GENDER 2 female 97.2171 12.7193 585

Total Cases = 1154

ANALYSIS OF VARliNCE

Criterion Variable ATTYCONG Grades 5-6 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by GENDER Gender identification

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 male 56575.00 99.4288 11.8105 79229.3673 569
2 female 56872.00 97.2171 12.7193 94479.4291 585

Within Groups iotal 113447.00 98.3076 12.2796 173708.796 1154

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D.F. Square F Sig.

Between Groups 1410 9965 1. 1410.9965 9.3574 .0023

With fewer than three groups, the relationship is linear

Within GrouPs 173708.7964 1152 150.7889

Fta = .0898 Eta Squared = .0081 Figure DAR-26



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr 5- students' att:tudes

Page 9

18:58:13 GEORGE MACAN UNIVERSITY oi GMUVAX::

File: Processing DODST3TL.TXT

VMS V5.1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Criterion Variable ATTYOUNG Gr ,des 5-6 attitudes Z...ard computers

Broken Down by SOFTTYPE Typ of software used in project

VaIiie Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 Dr;1! & practice 17733.00 95.8541 11.7675 25479.0595 185

2 Tutorial 16591.00 98.1716 11.9712 24076.037 169

3 Simulation 8536.00 95.9101 13.6579 16415 2809 89
4 Database 3374.00 91.1892 11.0324 4381.0757 37
5 Word processor 43134.00 99.8472 12.6129 68565.9167 432
7 Integrated software 5604.00 100.0714 12.1608 8133./143 56
8 Programming 4117.00 102.9250 10.3066 4142.7750 40
9 Problem-nolving 14163.00 98.3542 11.2892 18224.9375 144

Within Groups Total 113252.00 98.3090 12.1694 169419.383 1152

Source

Sum of

Squares

Mean

o.F. Square F Sig.

Between Groups 5554.6030 7. 793.5147 5.3582 .0000

Linearity 1522.1814 1 1522.1814 10.2785 .0014

Dev. from Linearity 4032.4215 6 672.0703 4.5381 .0001

R = .0933 R Squared = .0087

Within Groups 169419.3832 1144 148.0939U
>

Eta = .1782 Eta Squared = .0317
01'

..!)

oo

Figure DAR-27



ONEWAY

Variable ATTYOUNG Grades 5-6 attitudes toward computers

By Variable SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

(UKEY-HSO PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE O.0)0 LEVEL

4.29 4.29 4.29 4.29 4.29 4.29 4.29
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THF VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

8.6051 * RANGE * DSORT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

GCGGGGGG
rrrrrrrr
PPPPPPPP

Mean Group 4 1 3 2 9 5 7 8

91 1892 Grp 4

95.8541 Grp 1

95.9101 Grp 3

98.1716 Grp 2

98.3542 Grp 9

99.8472 Grp 5 * *
100.0714 Grp 7

102.9250 Grp A * *

Figure DAR-28



22-Dec 89 BREAKDOWN of aggrEgate gr 5-6 students' attitudes

Page 10

18:58:13 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1

File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUBPOPULATIONS

Criterion Variable ATTYOUNG Grades 5-6 ittitudes toward computers

Broken Down by HOMECOMP Computer outside of school/

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 98.3076 12.3240 1154

HOMECOMP 1 Yes 99.2846 12.4714 794

HOMECOMP 2 No 96.1528 11.7246 360

Total Cases = 1154

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Criterion Variable ATTYOUNG Grades 5-6 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by HOMECOMP Computer outside of school/

value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 Yes 78832.00 99.2846 12.4714 123339.673 794

2 No 34615.00 96.1528 11.7246 49350.5972 360

Within Groups Total 113447.00 98.3076 12.2436 172690.270 1154

SOW, C

Between Groups

Sum uf Mean
Squares D.F. Square Sig.

2429.5231 1. 2429.5231 16.2071 .0001

With fewei tF three groups, the relationship is linear

Within Groups 172690.2698 1152 149.9047

Eta = .1178 Eta Squared = .0139

C

Figure DAR-29



22-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate gr 7-12 .tudents' attitudes, by descrip vars
18:23:57 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.I
File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

ONEWA

Variable ATTOLDER 6rades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
By Variable REGION Regional office identification

SOURCE

ANALYSIS OF VAPIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SOUARES SOUARES RATIO PROB.

BETWEEN GROUPS

WITHIN GROUPS

TOTAL

4

2012

2016

10309.1800

1008801.984

1019111.164

2577.7950

501.3926

5.1403 .0004

ONEWAY

Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
By Variable REGION Regional office identification

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

iUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL -

3.87 3.87 3.87 3.87

THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALUE ACTUALL? COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

15.8334 * RANGE * DSORT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

GGGGG
rrrrr
PPPPP

Mean Group 1 3 4 2 5

167.8700 Grp 1

168.4722 Grp 3

168.8444 Grp 4

172.9659 Grp 2

174.6081 Grp 5

Figure DAR-30
P,9



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr. 7-12 students' attitudes
18:59:37 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUSPOPULAT IONS

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject/support area

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 171.3644 22.4836 2017

SUBJECT 10 Art 170.8000 23.1624 55

SUBJECT 11 Business 172.4091 22.4067 66
SUBJECT 13 Computer sci & lit 170.3448 26.0758 29
SUBJECT 15 CWE 160.0000 24.0783 61

SUBJ101 16 Counseling 170.7778 18.7275 27
SUBJECT 18 ESL 165.0000 2.8284 2

SUBJECT 20 For, Language 170.9175 22.5484 97
SUBJECf 21 Home Economics 162.6389 17.2861 36
SUBJECT 23 Host Nation 176.8571 19.2175 28
SUBJECT 24 Industrial Arts 169.7952 22.3054 83
SUBJECT 25 Lang Arts & English 171.8133 23.1369 316
SUBJECT 26 Math 170.1327 20.5255 226
SUBJECT 27 Media & Library 177.4571 19.4803 105

SUBJECT 28 Music 170.5429 21.1011 35
SUBJECT 30 Reading 175.6860 20.9976 121

SUBJECT 31 Scierl.e 170.3019 21.9058 318
SUBJECT 32 Spec. Ed. 169.8627 26.9503 102

SUBJECT 33 Social Studies 170.3642 20.9064 162

SUBJECT 34 PPS 179.8906 23.3096 64

SUBJECT 35 Voc. Ed. 173.2381 26.7364 84

Total Cases = 2017

Figure DAR-31

C 0



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr. 1-12 students' attitudes
18:59:37 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

Page 5

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCC

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers

Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject/support area

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

10 Art 9394.00 170.8000 23.1624 28970.8000 55

11 Business 11379.00 172.4091 22.4067 32633.9545 66
13 Computer sci & lit 4940.00 170.3448 26.0758 19038.5517 29
15 CWE 9760.00 160.0000 24.0783 14786.000 61

16 Counseling 4611.00 170.7778 48.7275 9118.6667 27
18 ESL 330.0C 165.0000 2.8284 8.0000 2

20 For. Languase 16579.00 170.9175 22.5484 48809.3402 97
21 Home Economics 5855.00 162.6389 17.2861 10458.3056 36
23 Host Nation 4952.00 176.8571 19.217' W71.4286 28
24 Industrial Arts 1093.00 169.7952 22.3054 40797.5181 63

25 Long Arts & English 54293.00 171.8133 23.1369 168623.984 316
26 Math 38450.00 170.1327 20.5255 94792.0177 226
27 Media & Library 18633.00 177.4571 19.4803 39466.0571 105

28 Music 5969.00 170.5429 21.1011 15138.6857 35

30 Reeding 21258.00 175.6860 20.9976 52908.0661 121

31 Science 54156.00 170.3019 21.9058 152117.019 318
32 Spec. Ed. 17326.00 169...627 26.903 73358.0784 102

33 Social Studies 27599.00 170.3642 20.9064 70369.5123 162

34 PPS 11513.00 179.8906 23.3096 34230.2344 64

35 Voc. Ed. 14552.00 173.2381 26.7364 59331.2381 84

Within Groups Total 345o42.00 171.3644 22.3206 994927.45/ 2017

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D.F. Square F Sig.

Between Groups 24183.7058 19. 1272.8266 2.5548 .0002

Linearity 2376.0910 1 2376.0910 4.7692 .0291

Dev. from Linearity 21P07.6148 18 1211.5342 2.4318 .0007

R = .0483 R 'Aquared = .0023

within Groups 99027.4583 1997 498.2110 Figure DAR-32
Eta = .1540 Eta Squared = .0237

CI



22-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate gr 7-12 studew,cs attitudes, by descrip
18:23:59 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DCOSTOTL.TXT

ONEWAY

Variablc ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computer
By Variable SUBJECT Subject/support area

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL -

5.01 5 01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01

5.01 5.C1 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

15.7831 * RANGE * DSORTO/N(1) + 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

Mean Group

GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG
rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr
PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPp
1 2 1 2 3 2 3 1 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 3 2 2 3
5 1 8 4 2 6 1 3 3 8 6 0 0 5 1 5 0 3 7 4

160.0000 Grp15

162.6389 Grp21

165.0000 Grp18

169.7952 Grp24

169.8627 Grp32

170.1327 Grp26

170.3019 Grp31

170.3448 Grp13

170.3642 Grp33
110.5429 Grp28

170.7778 Grp16

170.8000 Grp10

170.9175 Grp20

171.8133 Grp25

172.4091 Grpll

173.2381 Grp35

175.6860 Grp30

17o.8571 Grp23

177.4571 Grp27

179.8906 Grp34 * *
Figure DAR-33

Q 9

5.01



22-0ec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr. 7-12 students' attitudes
18:59:37 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DODSTOTL.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUBPOPULATiONS

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by GENDER Gender identification

variable Value Label Mesn Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 171.3644 22.4836 2017

GENDER 1 male 175.0222 22.8515 1079
GENDER 2 female 167.1567 21.3009 938

Total Cases = 2017

ANAL IS!S OF VARIANCE

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down by GENDER Gender identification

Value Label Pum Mean Ltd Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 male 188849.00 175.0222 22.8515 562923.466 1079
2 female 156793.00 167.1567 21.3009 425143.963 938

Within Groups Total 345642.00 171.3644 22.1440 988067.429 2017

Source

Between Groups

Sum of Mean

Squares D.F. Square F Sig.

31043.7352 1. 31043.7352 63.3086 .0000

With fewer than three groups, the relationship ., linear

Within Groups 988067.4289 2015 490.3560

Eta = .1745 Eta Squared = ,0305

c2,3

Figure DAR-34



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr. 7-12 students' attitudes

18:59:37 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSIT1 on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

ANALYSIC OF VARIANCE

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
Broken Down b. SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

Page 9

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 Drill 8 practice 67441.00 168.6025 20.6271 169765.798 400
2 Tutorial 52415.00 172.9868 22.5264 153245.947 303
3 Simulation 71151.00 169.4071 21.8934 200835.379 420
4 Database 1343.00 191.8571 19.1610 2202.8571 7

5 Word processor 85258.00 172.9371 23.8863 280713.051 493

6 Spreadsheet 189.00 189.0000 .0000 .0000 1

7 Integrated sott4are 39069.00 173.6400 21.1358 100065.840 225
8 Programming 2870.00 179.3750 21.0614 6653.7500 16

9 Problem-solving 19771.00 171.9217 23.9737 65520.2957 115

Within Groups Total 339507.00 171.4682 22.2868 979002.917 1980

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D.F. Square F Sig.

Between Groups 12134.0787 8. 1516.7598 3.0537 .0020

Linearity 3765.4594 1 3765.4594 7.5809 .0060
Dev. from Linearity 8368.6193 7 1195.5170 2.4069 .0187

R = .0616 R Squared = .0038

Within Groups 979002.9168 1971 496.7037

Eta = .1106 Eta Squared = .0122

Figure DAR-35



22-Dec-89 BREAKDOWN of aggregate gr. 7-12 students attitudes
18:59:37 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: vmS v5.1

File: Processing DOOSTOTL.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUBPUPULATIONS

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers

Broken Down by HOMECOMP Computer outside of sclool?

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 171.3644 22.4836 2017

HOMECOMP 1 Yes 173.3994 22.5949 1442

HOMECOMP 2 No 166.2609 21.3844 '.)15

Total Cases = 2017

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Criterion Variable ATTOLDER Grades 7-12 attitudes toward computers
Broken nown by HOMECOMP Computer outside of school?

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 Yes 250042.00 173.3994 22.5949 735675.920 1442

2 No 95600.00 166.2609 21.3844 262486.870 575

Within Groups Total 34564e.00 171.3644 22.2568 998162.789 ?017

Source

Between Groups

Sum of Mean
Squares D.F. Square F Sig.

20948.3750 1. 20948.3750 42.2887 .0000

With fewer than three groups, the relationship is linear

within Groups 998162.7891 2015 495.3661

Eta = .1434 Eta Squared = .0206 Figure DAR-36

Page 10



;CP

30-Sep-89
21:59:47

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

REGION Regional office identification

VHS V5 1

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Atlantic 1 50 9.8 9 8 9 8
Germany 2 287 51.1 51.1 80 7
Hediterrane,n 3 47 9 0 9.0 89 7
Pacific 4 137 28 2 28 2 98 0
Panama 5 21 4 0 4 0 100 0

Total 522 100 0 100 C

Valid cases 522 Hissing cases 0

GRADE Grade level identification

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

K-1 1 37 -, 1 7 1 7 1

2 3 2 99 19 0 19 0 28 1

4-8 3 183 11 2 31 3 57 4
7 8 4 67 12 8 17. 9 70 2
9-12 5 144 27 e 27 e 97 9
Other 6 11 2 1 2 1 100 0

1 2 Hissing

Total 622 100 0 100 0

valid cases 521 Hissing ct 1

Figure DAR-37

f-N

6

Page 2



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES Of teachers by deS.:riptive variables Page 3
2159:47 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX.. VHS V5 1

Filo: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

SUBJECT Su' lect,support area

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 11 2 1 2 1 2 1

Business 11 7 1 3 1 3 3 4
Compensato"y Ed 12 18 3 4 3 4 6 9
Computer sot 6 lit 13 17 3 3 3 3 10 2
CWE 15 3 6 6 10 7
Counseling 16 12 2 3 2 3 13 0
ESL 18 17 3 3 3 3 16 3
Evaluation 19 2 4 4 16 7
For. Language 20 6 1 1 1 1 17 8

Home Economics 21 5 1 0 1 0 18 8
Health 22 5 1 0 1 0 19 7
Host Nation 23 3 6 6 20 3
Industrial Arts 24 10 1 9 1.9 22 2
Lang Arts & English 25 126 24 1 24 1 46 4
Math 26 64 12 3 12.3 58 6
Medi 6 Library 27 26 5 0 5 0 63 6
Music 28 8 1 5 1.5 65 1

Reading 30 38 7 3 7 3 72 4
Science 31 32 6 1 6 1 78 5
Spec Ed 32 53 10 2 10 2 88 7
Social Studies 33 34 6 5 6.5 95 2
PPS 34 19 3 6 3 6 98 9
Voc Ed 35 6 1 1 1 1 100 0

Total 522 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 22 missing cases 0

GENDER Gender identification

Value Label

male
female

Valid Cum
value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

2

Total

142 .7 2 27 2 27 2
380 '12 8 72 6 100 0

522 100 0 _JO 0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-38



30-Sep-89
21:59:47

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX.:

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

COMPUTRS Project computer count

VMS VS 1

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cr.m

Percent

0 3 8 8 6
1 101 19 3 10 3 19 9
2 107 20 5 :.:C 5 40 4
3 271 51 9 51 0 02 3
4 14 2 7 2 7 05 u
5 3 8 8 95 8
8 11 2 1 2 1 97 7
0 2 4 4 98 1

10 1 2 2 98 3
18 1 2 2 08 5
17 1 2 2 08 7
18 3 8 8 09 2
20 1 2 2 09 4
21 1 2 2 01, 8
22 1 2 2 99 8
83 1 2 2 100 0

Total 522 100 0 100 0

,.'alid cases q22 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-39



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page 5
21:59:47 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX.: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

COMPNEED Computer needs count

Value Label value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

0 85 18 3 18 3 18.3
1 47 9.0 9 0 25 3
2 105 20 1 20.1 45 4
3 70 13 4 13 4 58 8
4 27 5 2 5 2 64 0
5 28 5 0 5 0 69 0
6 41 8 2 8.2 77 2
7 24 4 6 4 8 81 8
8 7 1 3 1 3 83 1

9 9 1 7 1 7 84 9
10 28 5 4 5.4 90 2
11 4 8 3 91 0
12 10 1.9 1 9 92 9
13 2 4 .4 93.3
14 2 4 .4 93 7
IS 5 1 0 1 0 94 6
16 1 2 2 94 8
17 1 2 2 95 0
18 2 4 4 9.!:. 4
20 3 6 8 98 0
21 2 4 4 98 4
22 4 8 8 97 1
23 1 2 2 97 3
24 3 6 6 97 9
25 2 4 4 98 3
26 : 2 2 98 5
27 I 2 2 98 7
28 2 4 4 99 0
30 2 4 4 99 4
34 1 2 2 99 6
70 1 2 2 99 8
99 1 2 2 100 0

Total 522 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 522 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-40



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page 6
21:59:47 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

SOFT-TYPE Type of software used in project

Valid Cum
Value Las..el Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill 6 practice 1 140 26 8 26.8 26 8
Tutorial 2 73 14.0 14.0 40 3
Simulation 3 55 10 5 1r, 5 51 3
Database 4 10 1 9 1 9 53 3
Word proceast.r 5 164 31 4 31 4 84 7
Integrated software 7 40 7 7 7 7 92 3
Programming 8 8 1 1 1 93 5
Problem-solving 9 34 8 5 6 5 100 0

Total 522 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 522 Missing cases 0

NUMBSTUD Total number of students in school

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Perc6nt

Fewer than 125 1 22 4 2 4 2 4 2
126-250 2 44 8 4 8 5 12 7
251-500 3 98 18 8 18 9 31 8
501-1000 4 231 44 3 44 5 76 1

More than 1000 , 124 23 8 23 9 100 0
3 8 missing

Total 522 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 519 Missing cases 3

10 0

Figure PAR-41



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page 8
21:59:49 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS ye 1

File: ProcesSi,!: DODDTCHR TXT

G1ADE Grade level dentification
AllAtilt C.

Value Label Value

R-1 1

2-3 2
4-6 3
7-5 4

9-12 5

Valid cases

Total

Frequency

1

11

Percent

2 0
22 0

Valid
Percent

2 0
22 0

7um
Pereqnt

2 (
P4 c

13 28.0 28 0 50 J

10 20 0 20 0 ":, 0
15 3C 0 30 0 100 0

50 100 0 100 0

50 Missing cases 0

SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label Value

Art
Computer sci Y lit
For. Languag.
Home Economics
Industrial Arts
Lang Arts & English
Math
Media & Library
Reading
Science
Spec Ed
Social Studies

Valid cases

Valid Cum
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

10 2 4 0 4 0 4 :

13 2 4 0 4 0 8 0
20 1 2 0 2 0 10 0
21 1 2 0 2 0 12 ^
24 1 2 C 2 0 14 0
25 8 16 0 18 0 30 0
26 13 26 0 28 0 56 0
27 2 4 0 4 0 80 0
30 2 4 0 4 0 64 0
31 5 10 0 10 0 74 Q
32 7 14 0 14 0 88 0
33 6 12 0 12 0 100 0

Total 50 100 0 100 0

50 Missing cases 0

I 01

Figure DAR-42



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES Of teachers by descriptiVe variables Page 9
21:59:49 GEORGE HASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS VS 1

File: ProceSsing DODDTCHR TXT

GENDER Gender identification

Valid Cum
Value Labei value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

male
female

Valid cases

1

2

Total

18 32.0 32 0 32 0
34 88 0 88.0 100.0

SO 100 0 100 0

50 Hissing cases 0

COMPUTRS Project computer court

- _ _

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

valid cases

1 8 12 0 12.0 12 0
2 6 12 0 12.0 24 0
3 33 88 0 88 0 90 0
4 2 4 0 4.0 94 0
8 1 2 0 2 0 98 0

18 1 2 0 2 0 98 0
22 1 2 0 2 0 100 0

Total 50 100 0 100 0

50 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-43



30-Sep-S9 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page 10
21:59:49 GEORGE MASON UNIvERSITY on GMUVAXt: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

COMITEED Computer needs Count

value Label Value Frequency Percent
valid
Percent

Cum
Ps.cent

0 6 18 0 18 0 18.0
1 2 4 0 4 0 20 0
2 10 20 0 20.0 40 0
3 9 18 0 18.0 58.0
4 3 8 0 6.0 64 0
5 2 4 0 4 0 68 0
6 2 4 0 4 0 72 0
7 4 8 0 8 0 80 0
9 3 8 0 8 0 88 0

10 s 8 0 8 0 94 0
14 1 2 0 2 0 98 0
24 1 2 0 2 0 98 0
28 1 2 0 2 0 100 0

Total 50 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 50 Hissing cases 0

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in pioject

valid Cum
value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill & practice 1 14 28 0 28 0 28 0
Tutorial 2 F 10 0 18 0 44 0
simulation 3 4 8 0 8 0 52 0
Database 4 1 2 0 2 0 54 0
Word proCessor c 10 20 0 20 0 74 0
Integrated software 7 1 12 0 12 0 86 0
Proble solving co 7 14 0 14 0 100 0

Valil cases eo

TotAl

miesteg cases

q0 100 0 100 0

Figure DAR-44
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30-Sep-89
21:59:49

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
CEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:.

Filo: Pro.essing 1)DDTCHR TXT

NUMBSTUD Tottl number of students in school

VMs V5 1

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
va,id

Percent
Cum

Percer''

Fever than 125 1 3 8.0 e 0 6 0
128-250 2 9 18 0 18.0 24 0
251-500 3 19 38 0 38 0 62 0
501-1000 4 18 32 0 32 0 94 0
More than 1000 5 3 6 0 6 0 100 0

Total SO 100 0 10, Ci

Valid casps 50 Missing cases

Figure DAR-45

Page 11



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of leachers by descriT.tive variables Page 13
21:59:51 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

GRADE Grada level identification 6nzmAgy

VMS VS 1

Value Label value Frequency Percvnt
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

X-% 1 18 8 0 8 0 8 0
z-3 2 30 14 8 14 8 20 8

4-8 3 88 33 0 33 0 53 8
7-8 4 38 14 2 14 2 87 8

9-12 5 79 29 6 29 8 97 4

Other e 7 2 8 2 8 100 0

Total 267 100 0 100 0

valid cares 287 Missing cases 0

Figure DAk-46

E,



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive ariables Page 14
2159:51 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX. vMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label
valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Art 10 3 1 1 1.1 1 1

Business 11 4 1 5 1 5 2 8
Compensatory Ed 12 12 4 5 4 5 7 1
Computer sci 8 lit 13 11 4 1 4 1 11 2
CWE 15 2 7 7 12 0
Counseling 18 4 1 5 1 5 13 5
ESL 18 7 2 6 2 8 16 1
Evaluation 19 1 4 4 18 5
For. Language 20 2 7 7 17 2
Home Economics 21 3 1 1 1 1 18 4
Health 22 7 1 1 1 1 19 5
Host Nation 23 3 1 1 1 1 2n 8
industrial Arts 24 5 1 9 1 9 22 5
Lang hrts 8 English 25 64 24 0 24 0 48 4
Math 26 18 8 7 6 7 53 2
Media 6 Library 27 18 6 0 8 0 59 2
Music 2q 4 1 5 1 5 60 7
Reading 30 22 8 2 8 2 88 9
Science 31 13 4 9 4 9 73 8
Spec Ed 32 37 13 9 13 9 87 8
Social Studies 33 13 0_ 9 4 9 92 S
PPS 34 14 5 2 5 2 97 8
Voc Ed 35 8 2 2 2 2 100 0

Total 267 100 0 100 0

valid cases 267 Hissing cases 0

GENDER Gender identification

V,slue Label
Valid Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

male 1 71 28 8 28 8 28 8
female 2 198 "3 4 73 4 100 0

Total 287 100 0 100 0

valid ceses 287 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-47



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES oa teachers by descriptive variables Page 15
21:59:51 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY On GlaUvAX.. VHS V5.1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

COMPUTRS Project computer count

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

0 1 4 4 4

1 60 22 5 22 5 24 8

2 62 23 2 23 2 46 1

3 123 45 1 46 1 92 1

4 6 2 2 2 2 94 4

5 1 4 4 94 8

e e 2 2 2 2 97 0
9 1 4 4 97 4

10 1 4 4 97 8

16 1 4 4 98 1

18 2 7 7 98 9
20 1 4 4 99 3

31 1 4 4 99 6

83 1 4 4 100 0

Total 267 100 0 100 0

valid cases 287 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-48



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page le
21:59:51 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

CONFNEED Computer needs count

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

3 32 12 0 12 0 12 0
1 18 8 7 8 7 18 7
2 80 22 5 22 5 41 2
:t 27 10 1 10 1 51 3
4 17 8 4 8 4 57 7
5 17 4 8 4 84 0
8 29 9 10 9 74 9
7 12 4 5 4 5 79 4
8 8 2 2 2 2 81 8

9 4 1 5 1 5 83 1

10 14 5 2 5 2 88 4
11 2 7 7 81 1

12 8 2 2 2 91 t
13 2 7 7 92 1

14 1 4 4 92 E

15 4 5 1 5 94 0
18 1 4 4 94 4
17 1 4 4 PA 8
18 1 t 4 , 1

20 2 7 7
21 1 4 4 98 3
22 1 4 4 P8 8
25 1 4 4 9v 0
28 1 4 4 97 4
27 1 4 4 97 8
28 1 4 4 98 1

30 2 7 7 98 P
34 1 4 4 99 3
70 1 4 4 99 8
99 1 4 4 100 0

Total 267 100 0 100 0

valid cases 287 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-49



30-Sep-89
21:59:51

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:'

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

value Label

VMS V5 1

valid Cum
value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill Et practice 1 54 20 2 20 2 20 2
Tutorial 2 40 15 0 15 0 35 2
Simulation 2 24 0 0 9 0 44 2
Database 4 5 1 9 1 9 48 1

Word processor 5 104 39 0 39 0 85 0
Integrated software 7 19 7 1 7 1 92 1

Programming 8 4 1 5 1 5 93 8
Problem-solving 9 17 6 4 8 4 100 0

Total 287 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 287 Missing cases 0

NUMBSTUD Total number of students in school

value Label value Frequency Percent
valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

Fes.,er than 125 1 18 8 7 8 8 8 8
12e PS0 2 12 4 5 4 5 11 3
251-500 3 45 18 9 17 0 28 3
501-1000 4 111 41 8 41 9 70 2
More, than 1000 5 79 29 6 29 8 100 0

2 7 Missing

Total 267 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 285 Missing cases 2

Figure DAR-50

1 i-19
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30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive Variables
21:59:52 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

GRADE Grade level identification NEIrtE2fau.s-skt.

Value Label Value Frequency F c.

Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

K-1 1 4 8 8 5 8 5
2-3 2 8 17 0 17 0 25 5
4-8 3 12 25 5 25 5 51 1

7-8 4 5 10 0 10 0 81 7
9-12 5 18 34 0 34 0 95 7
Other 8 2 4 3 4 3 100 0

Total 4" 100 0 100 0

Valid Cases 47 MisSing cases 0

-

SUBJECT Subject support

Value Label

area

Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 1 0 4 0 4 0 4
Business 11 2 4 3 4 3 10 0
Compensatory Ed 12 2 4 3 4 3 14 9
Counseling 10 3 0 4 0 4 21 3
ESL 18 2 4 3 4 3 25 5
For Language 20 1 2 1 2 1 27 7
Health 22 1 2 1 2 1 29 8
Industrial Arts 24 1 2 1 2 1 31 9
Lang Arts 9 English pc 7 14 9 14 9 40 8
Math 2e " 14 9 14 9 01 7
Media & Library 2 2 4 3 4 3 00 0
Music .:8 2 4 3 4 3 70 2
Reading 30 8 12 8 12 8 83 0
Science 31 3 8 4 0 4 89 4
Spec Ed 32 2 4 3 4 3 93 0
Social Studies 33 1 2 1 2 1 95 7
PPS 34 L 4 3 4 3 lOn 0

Total 47 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 47 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-51

1 1 0



30-Sep-89
21:59:52

File:

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE HASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX.:

Processing DODDTCHR TXT

GENDER Gender identification

Value Label

mole
female

Valid cases

t/H5 VS 1

Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

2

Total

17 36 2 38 2 36 2
30 83 8 63 8 100 0

47 100 0 100 0

47 Hissing cases 0

COHPUTRS Pro.lect computer count

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

1 12 25 $ 25 5 25 5
2 11 23 4 23 4 48 9
3 22 48 8 ,.8 8 95 7
4 1 2 1 . 1 97 9
6 1 2 1 2 1 100 0

Total 47 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 47 Hissing cases 0

111

Figure DAR-52

Page 20



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES 01 teachers by descriptive variables s4e 21
41:59:52 GEORG.: MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:* VHS v", 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

COHPNEED Computer needs count

Value Label value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

0 10 21 3 21 3 21 3

1 5 10 6 10 6 31 9
2 8 17 0 17 0 48 9
3 13 27 7 27 7 76 6
. 2 4 3 4 3 80 9
5 3 6 4 6 4 87 2
6 1 2 1 2 1 89 4
7 2 4 3 4 3 01 6

8 1 2 1 2 1 85 7
10 2 4 3 4 3 100 0

-

Total 47 100 0 100 0

valid 'cases 47 Hissing casPs 0

_

SOFTlYPE Type of software used ia project

valid Cum
value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill & practice 1 20 42 8 42 9 42 6
Tutorial 2 7 14 9 14 9 57 4
Simulation :1 9 12 8 12 8 70 2
word processor c 8 17 0 17 0 87 2
Integrated software 7 2 4 3 4 3 91 c

Problem-solving A 4 8 5 8 5 100 0
------

Total 47 100 0 100 0

valid cases 47 Hissing cases 0

Figure DAR-53



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Fage 22
2159:52 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: vms v5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

NUMBSTUD Total number of students In school

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

126-250 2 12 25 5 25 5 25 5
251-500 3 8 17 0 17 0 42 6
501-1000 4 26 55 3 55 3 97 9
More than 1000 5 1 2 1 2 1 100 0

Total 47 100 0 100 0

Valid .Alsas 47 Hissing cases 0

Figpre DAR-54



30-Sep-89
21:59:54

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:.

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

:MADE Grade level identification

Value Label

K-1
2-3
4-6
7-8
9-12
Other

Valid cases 136

Ptc

111111111111111111111111.111111011111.111MINV

VHS V5 1

Value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Pfrcent

1 15 10 9 11 0 11 0
2 37 27 0 : 2 33 2
3 45 32 8 33 1 71 3
4 12 8 8 8 8 80 1

5 25 18 2 Id 4 98 5

6 2 1 5 1 5 10C 0
1 7 Hissing

Total 137 100 0 100 0

Hissing cases 1

Figure DAR-55



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables Page 25
21:59:t*4 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: vHS v5 1

File: ProceSsing DODDTCHR TXT

SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Art 10 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Busiaera 11 1 7 7 2 9

Compensator7 Ed 12 3 2 2 2 2 5 1

Computer sci & lit 13 4 2 9 2 9 8 0

CWE 15 1 7 7 8 8

Counseling 16 ' 2 2 2 2 10 9

ESL 18 7 5 1 5 1 16 1

Evaluation 19 1 7 7 16 6

Far Language 20 2 1 5 1 5 18 2

HOme EconcmIcs 21 1 7 7 19 0
Health 22 1 0. 7 19 7
Industrial Arts 24 3 2 2 2 2 21 9
Lang Arts & English 25 40 2,,/ 2 29 2 51 1

Math 26 21 15 3 15 3 66 4
Media Et Library 27 5 3 6 3 6 70 1

Music 28 2 1 5 1 5 71 5

Renting 30 8 5 8 5 8 77 4

Sclince 31 10 7 3 3 84 7
Spec, Ed 32 6 4 4 4 4 89 1

Social Studies 33 12 8 8 8 8 97 8

PPS 34 3 2 2 2 2 100 0

Total 137 100 0 100 0

valid cases 137 Hissing CaSPS 0

GENDER Gender identification

Value Label value

male
female

valid cases 1"7

2

Total

valid Cum
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

33 24 1 24 1 24 1

104 75 9 75 9 100 0
-- --

137 100 0 100 0

Hissing cases 0

Figure OAR-56



30-Sep-89
21:59:54

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE HASON UHIVERSITY on GMUVAX

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

COHPUTRS Project computer ccunt

value Label

VHS )5 1

vall6 Cvm
valt Frequency Percent Percent Per,ent

0 2 1 5 1 5 1 5

1 19 13 9 13 9 15 3
2 27 19 7 19 7 35.0
3 80 58 4 58 4 93 4
4 5 3 8 3.6 97.1
e 3 2 2 2.2 99 3
9 1 7 .7 100 0

7 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 137 Hissing cases 0

COHPNEED Computer needs count

value Label value Frequency Percent
valid

Percent
Cur

Percent

0 31 22 8 22 6 22 8
1 18 13 1 13 1 35 8
2 03 18 8 18.8 52 8
3 ,8 13 1 13.1 65 7
4 5 3 8 3 8 89 3
3 2 1 5 1 5 70 8
8 10 7 3 7 3 78 1

7 5 3 8 3 8 81.8
9 2 1 5 1 5 13 2

10 7 5 1 5 1 88 3
11 2 1 5 1 5 C9 8
12 4 2 9 2 9 92 7
15 1 7 7 93 4
18 1 7 7 94 2
20 1 7 7 94 9
21 1 7 7 95 8
22 3 2 2 2 2 97 8
23 1 7 7 98 5
24 2 1 5 1 5 100 0

Total 137 10( 0 100 0

U Valid cases 137 Hissing cases 0

g

8
00

igure DAR-57
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30-Sop-89
21:59:54

FREQU:OCTES of teachers by .'Ascriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GNUVAX::

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

SOFTTYPE Type of software used 1A project

Value Label

VMS VS 1

Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Drill V practice 1 43 31 4 31 4 31 4
Tutorial 2 17 12 4 12 4 43 8
Simulation 3 20 14 8 14 8 58
Database 4 4 2 9 2 9 81 3
Word processor 5 35 25 5 25 5 88 9
Integrated software 7 10 7 7. 7 3 94 2
Programming 8 2 1 5 1 5 95 8
Problem-solving 9 8 4 4 4 4 100 0

Total 1:17 1 0 100 0

Valid cases 137 Missing cases 0

NUMBSTUD Total number of students 1A achool

Valid Cum
Valte Label value Freq-enty Percent Peicent Percent

Fewer than 125 1 7 7 7
128-250 11 8 0 8 1 8 8
251-500 3 15 10 9 11 0 19 9
501-1000 4 70 51 1 51 5 71 3
More than 1000 c 39

i

28 5
7

28 7
Missing

100 0

Total 137 100 0 100 0

valid cases 138 Missing cases 1

Figure DAR-58



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables rage 29
21:5955 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

GRADE Grade level identification PkinmA

lue Label value Frequency Percert
valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

X 1 1 1 4 8 4 8 4 8

2 3 2 4 19 0 19 0 23 8

4-8 3 5 23 8 23 8 47 8
7-8 4 2 9 5 9 5 57 1

9-12 5 9 42 9 42 9 100 0
------

Total 21 100 0 100 0

valid cases 21 Missing cases 0

SUBJFCT Subject support

Value Label

area

value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

Compensatory Ed 12 1 4 8 4 8 4 8
Counseling 16 2 9 5 9 5 14 3
ESL 18 1 4 8 4 8 19 0
Lang Arts & English 25 7 33 3 33 3 52 4
Math 26 5 23 8 23 8 78 2
Media 0 Library 27 1 4 8 4 8 81 0
Science 31 1 4 8 4 8 85 7
Spec Ed 32 1 4 8 4 8 90 5
So- tl Studies 33 2 9 5 9 5 100 0

Total 21 100 0 100 0

vild cases 21 Missing cases r,

Figure DAR-59

1 I S



JO Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variablea Page 30
21:5955 GEORGE HAt'ON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX VHS VS I

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

GENDER Gender identification

Valid
value Label value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

male
female

valid cases

1

Total

5 23 8 23 8 23 8
16 a 2 76 2 100 0

21 100 0 100 0

21 Hissing cases 0

COMPUTRS Project computer count

value Label value Frequency Percent
Valid
Percent

Cum
Percent

1 4 19 0 IP 0 19 0
2 1 4 8 4 8 23 8

7 17 61 9 61 9 85 7
5 2 9 5 9 5

17 1 4 8 4 8 100 0

Total 21 1^0 0 100 0

valid cases 21 Missing cases

Figure DAR-60



30-Sep-89 FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
215955 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX.. VMS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

CO4PNEED Computer needs count

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cum

Percent

0 4 19 0 19 0 19 0
1 4 19 0 19 0 38 1

2 4 :9 0 18 0 57 1

3 3 14 3 14 3 71 4
5 2 9 5 9 5 81 0
e 1 4 8 4 8 85 7
7 1 4 8 4 8 90 5

10 1 4 8 4 8 95 2
25 1 4 8 4 8 100 0

Total 21 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 21 ,issing cases 0

SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

Valid Cum
Value Label value Frequency Percpnt Percent Percent

Drill & practice 1 9 42 ig 42 9 42 9
Tutorial 2 1 4 8 4 8 47 8
Simulation 3 1 4 8 4 8 52 4
Word processor 5 7 33 3 33 3 85 7
Integrated software 7 3 14 3 14 3 100 0

Total 21 100 0 100 0

Valid cases 21 Missing cases 0

Figure DAR-61



30-Sep-89
21:59:55

File:

FREQUENCIES of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE dASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX

Processing DODDTCHR TXT

NUMBSTUD Total ^umber of students in school

vHs V5 1

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

251-500
501-1000
More than 1000

Valid cases

3

4

Tt,tal

52 4 52 4 52 4
b 38 1 38 1 90 5
2 9 5 9 5 100 0

- --
21 100 0 100 0

21 Missing cases 0

I 21

Figure DAR-62



30-Sep-89
19:56:29

BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by det:crip vars rIge 20
GEORGE MASON UNIVEPSITY o;1 GMUVAX:'

File* Processing DODDTCHR TXT

VMS V5 1

DESCRiPTICN 0 7 SUBPOPULATIONS
Criterion Variable COMPBASE

Broken Bovn by SUBJECT SubjeCt support area

Variable Valli:: Label Mean Std Dev Cases

For Entire Population 7 8078 9.2991 510

SUPJECT 10 Art 8 0909 8 0573 11
SUBJECT 11 Business 7 1429 4 5981 7
SUBJECT 12 Compenatory Ed 8 33 3 4541 18
SUBJECT 13 Conputer sc & lit 26 8750 36 4199 18
SUBJECT 15 CWZ 3 0000 1 0000 3
SUBJECT 16 CounSeling 2 1818 1 6011 11
SUBJECT 18 ESL 2 9412 1 174 11
SUBJECT 19 Evaluation 2 n000 c000 2
SUBJECT 20 For Language 7 3333 3 .660 6
SUBJECT 21 Home EConomacs 5 8000 2 5884 5
SUBJECT 22 Health 8 0000 8 2462 5
SUBJECT 23 Host ration 25 0000 25 1595 3
SUBJECT -4 Industrial Arts 12 0000 8 2591 10
SUBJECT 25 Lang Arts & English 7 9921 5 V807 126
SUBJECT 28 Math 7 6406 5.361 64
SUBJECT 27 Media F/ Library 8 9563 6 2309 24
SUBJECT 28 Must-. 5 5000 3 2950 8
SUBJECT 30 R;ading 6 152.d 5 9044 57
SUBJECT 31 ScienCe 9 0645 5 8875 31
SUBJECT 32 Spec Ed 4 1015 2 7947 41
SUBJ.:CT 33 Social Studies 9 i /08 8 1519 S4
SUBJECT 34 PFS 6 lvt.,3 4 0400 19
SUBJECT 35 Voc Ed 8 0000 4 0000 8

Total Cases - 510

Figure DAR-63
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4-Feb-90 BREAKDOWNS of teachers by descriptive variables Page 2
16:30:45 GEORGE KASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File: Processing DOODTCNR.TXT

DESCRIPTION OF SUBPOPULATIONS

VMS V5.2

Criteria Variable COMPUTRS Project computer count
Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject/support area

Variable Value Label Mean

For Entire Population 2.9234

Std Dev

4.2010

Cases

522

SUBJECT 10 Art 2.0000 .0000 11

SUBJECT 11 Business 3.4286 1.1339 7
SUBJECT 12 Compensatory Ed 3.7222 3.5778 18

SUBJECT 13 Computer sci & lit 12.2353 19.7786 '7

SUBJECT 15 CWE 1.6667 .5774 3

SUBJECT 16 Counseling 1.0833 .2887 12
SUBJUT 18 ESL .9412 .2425 17

SUBJECT 19 Evaluation .5000 .7071 2

SUBJECT 20 For. Language 4.0000 .0000 6
SUBJECT 21 Home Economics 2.6000 .8944 5

SUBJECT 22 Heatth 2.8000 1.7889 5

SUBJECT 23 Host Nation 9.0000 9.5394 3

SUBJECT 24 Industrial Arts 3.5000 1.9579 10
SUBJECT 25 Lang Arts & English 2.9841 .8293 126
SUBJECT 26 Math 3.0938 .9548 64
SUBJECT 27 Media & Libruy 2.3077 .7884 26
SUBJECT 28 Music 1.0000 .0000 8
SUBJECT 50 Reading 2.2368 .5897 38
SUBJECT 31 Science 3.5625 2.8048 32
SUBJECT 32 Spec. Ed. 1.2075 .5320 53
SUBJECT 33 S,ziat Studies 3 1176 1.0376 34
SUBJECT 34 PPS 1.7895 .6306 19
SUBJECT 35 Voc. Ed. 2.0000 .0000 6

Total Cases = 522

I 3 Figure DAR-63.o



30-Sep-89
19:58:29

BREAKDOWNS of teachers attltudeS by descrip. var.?
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX::

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion Variable COHPBASE

Broken Down by GRADE Grade levol identification

value Lab.1

1 X-1
2 2-3
3 4-6
4 7-8
5 9-12

Within Groups Total

VhS V5.1

Sum Hean Std Del' Sum of Sq Cases

262 00 7.0811 9 9481 3562 7568 't"7

817 00 8 2525 15 9689 24990 6869 99
1213 00 7 4417 6.8051 7502 1963 163
c52 00 8 2388 6 7848 3038 1791 87
1138 00 7 9028 5.8217 4846 6389 144

3982 00 7 8078 9 3280 43940 4579 510

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Square r sig

Between GroupS %4 7107 4 18 8777 2147 9003

Linearity 5 2753 1 5 2753 0606 8056
Dev from Linearity 69 4354 3 23 1451 2660 8499

within GroupS

R - 0109 R Squared - 0001

43940 4579 505 87 0108

E*1 - 0412 Eta Squared - .0017

Figure DAR-64
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50-Sep-69 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descri varS Page 29
20:08:08 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GIOVAX: VHS .75.1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion Variable COMPNEED Computer needs count

Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of fq Cases

10 Art 87 8 0909 8.0573 388.9091 11
11 Business 28 3 7143 4.1918 105.4288 7

12 Compensatory Ed 47 2.8111 1.9445 84.2778 18
13 Computer sci & lit 225 14.0825 17.3089 4492.9375 18
15 CWE 4 1 3333 1.5275 4 8887 3
18 Counseling 12 1.0909 1.5138 22 9091 11
18 ES' 34 2 0000 1.3220 28.00n0 17
19 Evaluation 3 1 5 .7071 5000 n
20 For. Language 20 3 ?'...33 3 2860 53 3333 8
21 Heine Economics 18 3 2000 2 5884 28 C000 5
22 Health 28 5 fanJ 7.1554 204 8000 5

23 Hcst Nation 48 18 CWOO 15.8205 488 0000 3
24 Industrial Arts 85 8 50C.1 7 8775 558.5000 10
25 Lang Arts & English 831 5 0079 5 5172 3804 9921 128
28 Math 291 4 5489 5.2097 1709 8594 64
27 Media Et Library 113 4 7v33 5.8198 778.9583 24
28 Music 38 4 5000 3 2950 78.0000 8
30 Reading 145 3.9189 5.7027 1170.7588 37
31 Science 170 5 4839 4 8895 659 7419 31
32 Spec. Ed. 139 2.9574 2.5819 301 9149 47
33 Social Studies 233 6 8529 7 7191 1988 2847 34
34 PPS 82 4 3158 3 7573 254 1053 19
35 Voc Ed 24 4 0000 4 0000 80 0000 8

Within Groups Total 2477 4 8589 5 9483 17219 554 510

Source
Sum of

squares D.r
Mean

Rquare F sig.

Between Groups 2730 8958 22 124.1318 3.5108 0000

Linearity 33 3842 1 33 3842 9438 3318
Dev from Linearity 2897.5315 21 128 4539 3.6329 0000

R - - 0409 R Squared - 0017

Within Groups 17219 8554 487 35 3588

Eta - 3700 Eta Squared - 1389

F1gure DAR-65



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars
03:34:30 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

VARIABLE COMPNEED Computer needs count
(CONTINUED)

Mean Group

GGGGGGGGGGGGGLIGGGGGGGGG
rrrrrrrirrrrrrrrrrrrrrr
PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP
1 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 3 2 1 2

6 5 9 8 2 2 1 0 1 0 5 4 8 o 7 5 2 1 C 3 4 3 3

1.0909 Grp16

1.3333 Grp15

1.5000 Grp19

2.0000 Grp18

2.6111 Grp12

2.9574 Grp32

3.2000 Grp21

3.3333 Grp20

3.7143 Grp1"

3.9189 Grp30

4.0000 Grp35

4.3158 Grp34

4.5000 Grp28

4.5469 Grp26

4.7083 Grp27

5.0079 Grp25

5.2000 Grp22

5.4839 Grp31

6.0909 Grp10

6.8529 Grp33

8.5000 Grp24

14.0625 Grp13 * * *****
16.0000 Grp23

Figure DAR-66
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30-5ep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip vars Page 31
20:06:0Z GEORGE MASON UNIVERSI:Y on GHUVAX:: VH5 V5 1

File Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion vaiiable COMPNEED Computer ne sr. count

Broken Down by GtADE Grade level Identification

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 X-1 158 4 2703 7 5743 2065 2973 37
2 2-3 463 4 6768 8 6742 7373 6E 99
3 4-6 763 4 6810 5 6160 5109 4110 163
4 7-8 360 5 3731 5 2709 1833 6716 67
5 9-12 -13 5 0903 4 9627 3521 8264 144

within Groups Total 2477 4 8569 6.2780 19903 8629 510

Su.n of He.n
Source SquareS n F Square F sig

Between Groups 46 6880 4 11 6720 2961 8805

Linearity 32 2230 1 32 2230 8176 3883
Dev from Linearity 14 4650 1 4 8217 1223 9489

R - 0402 A Squared - 0016

within Gro1p! 19903 8629 505 39 4138

Eta - 0484 E', Squ,red - 002S

Figure DAR-67
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30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip. vars
20:0808 GEORGE MASON UPIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

file' Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCF
Criterion Variable COMPNEED Computer needs count

Broken Down by REGION Regional office identification

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum uf Sq Cases

1 Atlantic 244 4 8800 5 5278 1487 2800 50
2 Germany 1416 5 4462 7 0339 12814 2462 260
3 Mediterranean 127 2 8222 2 5787 282 5778 45
4 Pacific 611 4 5597 5 7668 4423 0224 134
5 Panama 79 3 781P 5 5218 609 8095 21

within Groups Total 2477 4 8569 8 235C 19636 9358 510

Sourc
Sum of

Squares D F
Mean

Sql.are F sig

22t1een Groups 313 6151 4 78 4038 2 0163 C909

Linearity 95 2292 1 95 2292 2 4490 1182
Dev from Linearity 218 3859 3 72 7953 1 8721 1333

R - - 0691 R Squared - 0048

Within Groups 19636 9358 50. 38 8850

Eta - 1254 Eta Squared - 0157

Figure DAR-68
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30-sep-89
22:02:55

BREAKDOWNS of teachers by
GEOR(=E MASON UNIVERSITY

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

DESCRIPTION
Criterion Variable

Broken Down by
by

COMPNEED
REGION
SUBJECT

Variable Value

For Entire Population

REGION
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT

REGION
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
StIBJECT
SUBJE..:T
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
_UBJECT
SUBJF(T
3U2JEL-
SUBvECT
SUB, CT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
S"BJEC.
SUBJECT
SUBJECT
SUBJECT

1

10
13
20
21
24
25
28
27
30
31
32
33

2
10
1

12
13
, 5

16
18

a
20
21
22
23
24
25
28
27
_75

30
31
32
33
34
35

descriptive variables
on GMUVAX.: VMS V5 1

OF SUBPOPULATIONS
Computer needs count
Regional offiCe identif:Cation
Subject suppOrt area

La)'el Mean Std Dev Cases

5 0134 7 4481 522

Atlantic 4 8800 5 5278 50
Art 5 0000 1 4142 2
Computer sci & lit 17 5000 14 8492 2
For. Language 000C .0000 1

Home Economics 7 0060 0000 1

Industrial Arts 14 0000 .0000 1

Lang Arts & English 7 8250 7 8893 8
Math 3 7892 3 2899 13
Media 6 Library 3 5000 2 1217 2
Reading 1 0000 1 4142 2
SCience 3 8000 3 3815 5
Spec Ed 2 1429 1 5738 7
Social Studies 4 3333 3 5590 8

Germany 5 r .0 8.(:1973 287
Art 5 _)00 4 3589 3
Business 5 0000 5.2915 4
Compensatory Ed 2 7500 2 2208 12
Compute; sci b lit 25 8364 30.8113 11
CWE 2 0000 1 411.2 2
Couns.ling 1 2500 9574 4
ESL 1 :256 9759
Eva.uation ::. 0000 0000 .

For Lan;.tage 3 000C 1 4142 2
Home Economies 3 00- 1.0C30 3
Health 8 668% 7 57,', 3
Host Nation 18 0000 15 3205 3
Industrial A,ts 5 8000 6 -802 5
Lang Arts u Eng11::;, F 3438 5 8575 84
Math 4 3333 3 3955 18
Media & Library 4 2500 4 5828 18
Music 3 2500 1 5000 4
Reading 5 3636 e 993 2..

Science 6 '_385 4 99 13
Spec Ed 4 9811 2 t075 37
Social Studies 10 4815 10 0314 13
PPS 1.: 3571 2 7903 14
Voc Ed 4 00 , 4 0000 8

Figure DAR-69



30-Sep-89
22:02:55

Criterion

Variable

AREAKDOWNS of teachers by descriptive variables
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS

Variable COMPNEED

Value Label Mean Std Dev

Page
V5 1

Cases

REGION 3 Mediterranean 2 7872 2 5276 47
SUBJECT 10 Art 3 6667 5774 3
SUBJECT 11 Business 3 0000 0000 2
SUBJECT 12 Compensatory Ed 2 5000 7071 2
SUBJECT 18 Counseling 1 6667 2 8868 3
SUBJECT 18 ESL 2 0000 1 4142 2
SUBJECT 20 For Language 8 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 22 Health 0000 0000 1

SUBJ'ECT 24 Industrial Arts 3 0000 0000 1

SUBJE,. 25 Lang ArtS & English 2 7143 2 2887 7

SUBJECT 26 Math 3 1429 2 9114 7
SUBJECT 27 Media & Library 1 0000 1 414 2
SUBJECT 28 Music 6 0000 5 6569
SUBJECT 30 Reading 2 1667 1 7224 6
SUBJECT 31 Science 1 0000 1 0000 3
SUBJECT 32 Spec Ed 2 0000 1 4142 2
SUBJECT 33 Social Studies 3 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 34 PPS 5 5000 6 3640 2

REGION 4 Pacific 4 4872 $ 7369 137
SUBJECT 10 Art 10 3333 11 1505 3
SUBJECT 11 Busitiess 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 12 Compensatory Ed 2 00(JC. 2 0000 3
SUB,ECT 13 Computer sci & lit 1 7500 2 0616 4
SUB02CT 15 CwE 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT le Counseling 3333 5774 3
SUBJECT 18 ESL 2 5714 1 6183 7
SUBJECT 19 Evaluation 1 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 20 For Language 3 0000 4 2426 2
SUBJECT 21 Home Economics 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 22 Health 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 24 Industrial Arts 13 0000 10 4403 3
SUBJECT 25 Lang Arts & English 4 6000 5 4198 40
SUBJECT 26 Math 6 1429 7 8313 21
SUBJECT 27 Media & Library 2 6000 2 1909 5

SUBJECT 28 Music 5 5000 4 9497 2
SUBJECT 30 Reading 1 5000 1 4112 8
SUBJECT 31 3cienct 5 9000 5 1737 10
SUBJECT 32 Spec Ed 8333 1 1690 e
SUBJECT 33 Social Studies 5 5000 5 8698 12
SUBJECT 34 PPS 8 0000 S 2915 3

REGION 5 Panama 3 761P 5 5218 21
SUBJECT 12 Compensatory Ed 3 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT le Counseling 1 0000 0000 2

1 3 1)

11



30-Sep-89 BR7AKDOWNS of teachers by descriptive variables
22:02:55 G1ORGE HASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:. VHS

Criterion Variable COHPNEED

Variable Value Label Hean Std Dev

rage
V5 1

Cases

SUBJECT 18 ESL 2 0000 .0000 1

SUBJECT 25 Lang Arts U English 3 5714 3.5989 7
SUBJECT 26 Hath 2 6000 1 8166 5

SUBJECT 27 Hedia & Library 25 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 31 Science " 0000 .0000 1

SUBJECT 12 Spec. Ed 0000 0000 1

SUBJECT 33 Social Studies 1 0000 1 4142 2

Total Cases - 522

12



30-Sep-89
19:58:28

BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip varS
GEORGE EASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: vHS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion Variable TCHRATT Teacher attitudes toward computers

Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

10 Art 1378 00 125 0909 14.3837 2088 9091 11

11 Business 907 00 129 5714 10 9085 713 7143 7

12 Compensatory Ed 2155 00 119 7222 20 8135 7223 8111 18
13 Computer sci & lit P107 00 131 8875 14 9878 3389 4775 18
15 CWE 375 00 125 0000 18 0935 518 0000 3
18 Counseling 1335 00 121 3838 18 7151 3502 5455 11

18 ESL 2088 00 122 8235 17.2019 4734 4708 17
19 Evaluation 280 00 _40 0000 1 4142 2 0000 2
r..0 For. Language 813 00 35 5000 9 2882 429.5000 8

21 Home Economics 318 00 123 2000 13.9893 782 8000 5
22 Health 543 00 108 8000 23 Z121 2155 2000 5
23 Host Nation 390 00 130 0000 12 7871 328 0000 3
24 Industrial ArtS 1289 00 128 9000 14.9105 2000 9000 10
25 Lang Arts e Lnglish 15758 00 125 0835 18 4174 33891 4921 128
28 Math 8093 00 126 4531 15 8264 15770 8594 64
27 Hod!a e Library 3037 00 128 5417 15 7288 5689 9583 24
28 Must- 993 00 124 1250 12 5748 1106 8750 8
30 Readiq 4608 00 124 5405 15 5883 8723 1892 37
31 Scienc 405S 00 130 7419 13 8825 5599 9355 31
32 Spec Fci 5329 00 113 7830 20 0803 18511 1084 47
33 Social Studies 4161 00 122 3824 15 5822 7992 0294 34
34 PPS 2453 00 129 1053 13 817. 3337 7895 19
35 Voc Ed 818 00 138 0000 8 5323 384 0000 8

within Groups Total 83555 00 124 8178 18 2518 123823 323 510

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Squart F sig

Between Groups 1294P 1184 22 588 5963 2 2286 0012

Linearity 217 2007 1 217 2003 8072 3894
Dev from Linearity 127:38 ,1181 21 80C 4723 2 2933 0010

II - 0388 II Squared - 0015

within Groups 128823 :227 487 284 1138

Eta - 3024 Eta Squared - 0915

tQ
4=,

n 2 Figure DAR-71



20-DeC-d9
23:CS:28

File:

ONEWAY of aggregate teachers a.titudeS by descrip. varS
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GlitivAX:: VMS V5.1

Pr2sing LODDTCHR TXT
_ - ONEWAY

VARIABLE TCHRATT Teacher atcitudes toward computers
(CONTINUED)

GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGrrrrrrrrr rrrrrrrrrrrrrr
ppPpppppppppppprpOppppp
2 3 1 1

Mean Group 2 2 2 6

108 8000 Grp22
113 3830 Grp32
119 7222 Grp12
121 3838 Grp18
122 3824 Grp33
122 8235 Grp18
123 200C Grp21
124 1250 Grp28
124 5405 --rp30
125 0000 Grp15
125 0635 Grp25
125 0909 Grp10
126 4531 Grp26
126 5417 Grp27
126 9000 Grp24
129 1053 Grp34
129 5714 Grpll
130 0000 Grp23
130 7419 Grp31
131 8875 Grp13
135 5000 Grp20
136 0000 Grp35
14' 0000 Grp19

..

3 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1

3 8 1 8 0 5 5 0 6 7 4 4 1 3 1 3 0 5 9

Figure DAR-7z.



30 Scp 89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip. vars Page
19:58.28 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAY:: VMS V5 1

Fl i e Processing DMDTCHR TXT

ANA LY S I S OF VARIANCE
Criterion Variable TCHRIT Teacher attitudes toward Computers

Broken Down by SOFTTYPE Type of software used in project

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cas,s

1 Drill e practice 17024 Ou 123 3823 15.7870 34057 8841 138
2 Tutorial 8771 00 123.5352 15.5288 18879 8820 71
3 Simulation 5888 00 124.8384 15 7077 13323 !.'73 55
4 Database 17,2 00 128 0000 18 8228 2284 0000 9
5 Word processor 19304 00 122 9554 18 7801 54902 8879 157
7 Integrated software 5293.00 132 3250 13 3578 8958 7750 40
8 Programming 734 03 122 3333 12.9254 835 3333 8
9 Problem-solving 4411.00 129 7353 15 7755 8212 8178 34

within Groups Total 83555 00 124.8178 18 5481 137434 -;87 510

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Square F sig

Between Groups 4137 9.'40 7 591 1383 2 1592 0384

Linearity 1524 3752 1 1524 3752 5 5880 0187
Dev from Linearity 2813 5788 8 435 5985 1 5911 .1478

R - 1038 R Squared - 0108

within Groups 137434 48-2 c02 273 7739

Eta - 1710 Eta Squared - 0292

Figure DAR-73

11



20-Dec-89
23:08.28

ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes 11, descrip vars
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File. Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

Variable TCHRATT Teacher attitudes toward computers
By Varitble OFTTYPE Type of software used in project

MULTIPLE RARGE TEST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE
RANGES FOR THE 0 050 LEVEL -

ON EW A Y

4.30 4.30 4.30 4 30 4 30 ,'.. 30 4 30
THE RANGES ;BOVE ARE TABLE RANGES
THE VALUE ACTUALLY CCMPARED WITH MEAN(J) IlEAN(I) IS

11 8999 ' RANGE DSQRT(1 N(I) I

(*1 DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFIC TJ DI:FERENT AT THE 0 050 LEVEL

GGGG0GG-
rrrlrrrz

Mean

13 13 "plarPP

Group 8 5 1 2 4 9 7

122 3333 Grp 8
122.9554 Crp 5
123 3b23 Grp 1

123 5352 Grp 2
124 8384 Grp 3
128 0000 Grp 4
129 7353 Grp 9
132 3250 Grp 7

1 r'.5

Figure DAR-74



30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teacners attitudes by descrip. varS Page
19:56:29 GEORGE MASC UNIVERSITY on 0MUVAX:: "MS V5.1

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion Vaiiable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor

Broken Down by GRADE Grade level identification

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 X-1 21 36 5774 2818 2 8579 37
2 2-3 58.87 5724 2844 7 9245 99
3 4-6 80.47 4937 2586 10 6830 163
4 7-8 29 87 4428 2542 4 2642 67
5 9-12 64 95 4510 2830 11 4524 144

Within Groups Tot 1 253 12 4983 2713 37 1e21 510

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Square F sig

Between Groups 1 3047 4 3262 4 4128 0016

Linearity 1 1026 1 1 1028
Dev from Linearity 2022 3 0874

14 9829
9158 .co1;(1r,)

*1 - 1693 R Squared - 0287

Wit:lin Groups 37 1621 505 0738

Eta - 1842 Eta Squared - 0,39

Figure DAR-75

29



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars

08:35:50 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Variable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor

By Variable GRADE Grade lev$A identification

SCURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB.

Page 2

BETWEEN GROUPS

WITHIN GROUPS

TOTAL

4

505

509

1.3047

37.1621

38.4668

.3262

.0736

4.4326 .0016

ONEWAY

Variable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor

By Variable GRADE Grade level IdentHication

KollIOLE RANGE TEST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR TSE 0.050 LEVEL

3.88 3.sa 3.88 3.88

THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALgE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

0.1918 * RANGE * DSORTO/N(I) + 1/11(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF SROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

Mean

.4428

.4510

.4937

.5724

.5774

Group

Grp 4

Grp 5

Grp 3

Grp 2

Grp 1

GGGGG
rrrrr
PPPPP

4 5 3 2 1

Figure DAR-76



30-Sep-89 BREANDOWNS of teachers attitudes by scrip vars Page 11
19:5630 GEORCE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:. vHS v5 1

File. Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion variable RAF

Broken Down by REGION
Resource Adequacy Factor
R,gional office identification

value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 Atlantic 25 13 5025 2599 3 3095 50
2 Germany 118 17 4545 2613 17 6783 260
3 Mediterranean 25 16 5591 2775 3 3880 45
4 Pacific 72 24 5391 2975 11 7729 134
5 Panama 12 43 5917 2498 1 2476 21

within Groups Total 253 12 4963 2721 37 3964 510

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Square F Sig

Between Groups 1 0704 4 2878 3 6137 0065

Linearity 6534 1 65'04 8 8234 0031
Dev from Linearity 4170 3 1390 1 8771 1324

R - 1303 A squared - 0170

within Groups :x7 3984 c05 0741

Eta - 166ei Eta Squared - 0278

Figure DAR-77



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars

08:35:53 GEORCE MASON UNIVERSITY on GKUVAX:: VMS V5.1

File: Processinv DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Page 8

Variable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor

By Variable REGION Regional office identification

SOURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB.

BETWEEN GROUPS 4 1.0704 .2676 3.6137 .0065

WITHIN GRC'S 505 37.3964 .0741

TOTAL 509 38.4668

Variable RAF

By variable REGION

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

Resource Adrquacy Factor

Regional office identification

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDJRE

RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL

3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88

THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE vALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

0.1924 * RANGE * DSORT(1/N(1) + 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

GGGGG
frrr

Pp 13 13 13

mean Group 2 1 4 3 5

.4545 Grp 2

.5025 Grp 1

.5391 Grp 4

.5591 Grp 3

.5917 Grp 5

Figure DAR-78



30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip VarS Page 15
19:58:29 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5 1

File: Prr ssing DODT:CHR.TXT

ANALYSIS OF
Criterion Variable BENEFITS Computer use in

Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject support

VARIANCE
my subject is beneficial
area

Value label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

10 Art 14 1 2727 4871 2 1818 11

11 Business 9 1 2857 4880 1 4288 7
12 CompensatorV Ed 21 1 1887 3835 2.5000 18
13 Computer sci & lit 19 1 1875 4031 2 4375 18
15 CWE 5 1 8887 5774 8687 3
18 Counseling 16 1 7775 1 3017 13 5558 9
18 ESL 20 1 1785 .3930 2 4708 17
19 Evaluation 2 1 0000 .0000 0000 2
20 For. Language 7 1 1887 4082 8333 8
21 Home Economics 8 1 2000 4472 8000 5

22 Health 9 1 8000 4472 8000 5

23 Host Nation 3 1 0000 0000 0000 3
24 Industrial Arts 13 1 3000 4830 2 1000 10
25 Lang Arts e English 152 1 2083 4255 22 8349 128
28 Math 88 1 3988 5547 19 0794 83
27 Media & Library 33 1 3750 4945 5 8250 Z-.2

28 Music 9 1 1250 .3736 8750 8
30 Reading 43 1 1822 3737 5 0270 37
31 Science 37 1 2333 .5040 7 3687 70
32 Spec Ed 42 1 1351 3488 4 3243
33 Social Studies 44 1.3333 .8922 15 3333 33
34 PPS 20 1 0528 2284 9474 19
33 Voc Ed 8 1 0000 0000 0000 8

within Groups Total 618 1 2485 4849 110 9870 495

Sun of Mean
Source Squares D F Square F stg

Between Groups 9 4493 22 4295 1 8288 0128

Linearity 3784 1 3784 1 8093 2052
Dev from Linearity 9 0709 21 4319 1 8370 0135

- 0561 R Squared - 0031

within Groups 110 9870 472 2351

Eta - 2801 Eta Squared - 0785

Figure DAR-79
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20-Dec-89
23:08:31

ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attituoes by descrip.
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX::

File Processing DODDTCHR TXT

vars
VMS VS 1

ONEWAY

VARIABLE BENEFITS Computer use in mv subject is beneficial
(CONTINUED)

Mean Group

1 0000 Grp19
1 0000 Grp23
1 0000 Grp35
1 1352e Grp34
1 1250 Grp28
1 1351 Grp32
1 1822 Grp30
1 1887 Grp12
1 1887 Grp20
1 1785 Grp18
1 1878 Grp1
1 2000 Grp21
1 2083 Grp25
1 2333 Grp31
1 2727 Grp10
1 2857 Grpll
1 3000 Grp24
1 3333 Grp33
1 3750 Grp27
1 3988 Grp28
1 8887 Grp15
1 7778 Grp16
1 8000 Grp22

G GGGGGGOGGGCGGGGGGGGGGGrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr
P PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP
1 2 3 3 2 3 3 1 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 2
9 3 548 2 0 2 0 8 3 1510143 7 8 9 8 2

Figure DAR-80
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30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip. varS Page 49
20:06:09 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS VS 1

File. Processing DODDTCHR TXT

Criterion Variable
Broken Down by

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
ENTHUS Students enthusiasm for subject has
GRADE Grade level identification

1' lue Label Sum Mean Std De: Sum of Sq Cases

1 K 1 44 1 1892 .5184 9 6757 37
2 2-3 125 1 2626 .4648 21 1717 99
3 4 6 220 1 3924 .5625 49.5709 158
4 7-8 109 1 7031 .5590 27 3594 64
5 9-12 221 1 7000 6428 53 3000 130

Within Groups Total 719 1 4734 5777 161 1777 488

sum of Mean
Source Squares D F SouPre F sig

Between Groups 18 4760 4 4 6190 13 8418 0000

tin lrity 17 ^163 1 17 0153 50 99z5 0000
Dev from Linearity 1 4598 3 .4856 1 4582 2252

R - 3078 R Squared - 0947

Within Groups 151 177- 483 3337

Eta - 3107 Eta Squared - 102e

Figure DAR-81



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars

03:34:27 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1

File: processing DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Var'able ENTHUS Students enthusiasm for subject has...
By Variable GRADE Grade lvel identification

OURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SOUARES SOUAIrS RATIO PROB.

Page 8

BETWEEN GROUPS

WITHIr GROUPS

TOTAL

4

483

487

18.4760

161.1777

179.6537

4.6190

.3337

13.8418 .0U00

ONEWAY

Variable ENTHUS Students enthusiasm for subject has...

By Variable GRADE Grade level identification

MUITIPLE aNGE YEST

TUKEY-IISD PROCEDURE

RANGIS FOI; ;HE 0.050 LEVEL -

3.88 3.88 3.88 3 8c

THE RANGES ABOVE Al: TABLE nAtIGES.

THE VALUE ACTUAPY COMPARED all. WAN(J)-KAN(I) IS..

0.4085 ' ?AGE * DSORT(1V1) + 1/N(J))
(*) DENOTFS 0.!IRS GROUN SiC4IFiCAN'LY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

GG.IGG
rrrr

ppoop

Mean

1.1892

1.262f

1.3924

1.700U

1.7031

Group

Grn 1

Grp 2

Grp 3

crp 5

Grp 4

1 4 3

* *
* *

5 4

Figure DAR-82
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30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip vars Page
200810 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:' VMS V5 1

File Processing DODDTCHR.TXT

ANALYS IS OF VARIANCE
Criterion variable

Broken Down by
GENENTH Enthusiasm for school in general .as..
GRADE Grade level identification

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

1 K 1 64 1 7297 8519 15 2973 37
2 2-3 163 1 6485 6271 38 6283 99
3 4-8 298 1 8981 7441 88 3694 157
4 7-8 143 2 2000 8661 28 4000 85
5 9-12 300 2 3256 8270 50 3256 129

Within Groups Total 988 1 9877 6741 219 0188 487

Sum of Mean
Source SquareS D F Square F sig.

Between Groups 32 9075 4 8 2289 18 1051 0000

Linearity 30 2753 1 30 2753 fie 6277 0000
Dev from Linearity 2 6322 3 8774 1 9309 1237

11 - 3467 11 Squared - 1202

Within Groups 219 0166 482 4544

1614 Squared - 1306

Figure DAR-83
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23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars

03:34:27 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOODTCHR.TXT

O NEWAY

Variable GENENTH Enthusiasm for school in general hos...

By Variable GRADE Grade level identification

SOURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SOUARES SOUARES RATIO PROB.

BETWEEN GROUPS 4 32.9075 8.2269 18.1051 .0000

WITHIN GROUPS 482 219.0186 .4544

TOTAL 486 251.9261

O NEWAT

Variable GENENTH Enthusiasm for school in general has...

By Variable GRADE Grade level identification

MULTIPLE RV.Z7 'CST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL

3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88

THE RA'IGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

0.4767 * RANGE * DSORT(1/N(I) 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

G GGGG
rrrr

P PPPP

Mear Group 2 1 3 4 5

1.6465 C

1.72,il Grp 1

1.8981 Grp 3

2.2000 Grp 4 * *

2.3256 Grp 5 * Figure DAR-84
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30 Sep 89 BREAKDOWNS Of ttachers attitudes by desCrip vars
20:06:09 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX . VHS 15 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Criterion variable GENENTH Enthusiasm for schOol In general has

Broken Down by SUBJECT Subject support area

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq

10 Art 24 2 1818 4045 1 6364
2 1429 690111 Business 15 2 8571

12 Compensatory Ed 33 1 8333 6183 6 50v0
13 Computer sci Y Itt 29 1 8125 7500 8 4375
15 CWE 9 3 0000 0000
16 Counseling 16 I 600 0 4 04%(())

1

6992
18 ESL 33 9412 7475 8 9412

1 500019 Evaluation 3 7071 5000
20 For Language 17 2 8333 4082 8333
21 Home Economic 9 1 8003 1472 8000
22 Health 9 500C2 2500
23 Host Nation 6 2 0000 1 0000

7500

2 1000
2 0000

24 Industrial Arts 21 5676 2 9000
25 Lang Arts Er 1 glish 225 1 8145 7890 72 731e
26 Math 135 8659
27 Media Er Library 11 : 1277: 2; =

7 7500
5997
462928 Music 22 1 5000

30 Reading 83 1 7027 8178 13 7297
2 208931 Science 64 6750 12 7586

32 Spec Ed 72 2 0000 7171 18 0000
33 Social Studies 67 2 C303 8840

2 U000
8726

14 9697
34 Fps 35 I 9444 12 9444
35 Voc Ed 10 '071 2 0000

wIthin Gerups Total 968 1 0877 0050 224 1533

snm of Mean
Source Squares n F Square F sig

Between Groups 27 7728 22 1 2624 2 6,72 0001

Linearity 1111 1 1111 2330 8318
Dev from Linearity 27 8817 21 1 3172 2 7267 0001

- 0210 R Squared - 0004

within Groups 224 1533 464 4831

Eta - 33C0 Eta Squared - 1102

Cases

11
7

18
16

1

3

0
17
2

6
5

4

3

10
124
62
23
a

37
29
36
33
18
5

-

487

Figure DAR-85
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23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars
03:34:30 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GPMAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

VARIABLE GENENTN Enthusiasm for school in general has...
(CONTINUED)

G GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG
frrrrrrrrrrr frr frr frrr

P PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP
1 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 1

Mean Group 9 6 0 1 3 5 2 8 4 3 2 5 3 4 1 6 0 1 7 2 8 0 5

1.5000 Grp19

1.6000 Grp16

1.7027 Crp30

1.8000 Crp21

1.8125 Grp13

1.8145 Grp25

1.8333 Grp12

1.9412 Grp18
1.9444 6rp34

2.0000 Grp23

2.0000 6rp32

2.0000 Grp35

2.0303 Grr33

2.1000 6rp24

2.1429 Grp11

2.1774 6rp26

2.1818 Grp10

2.2069 Grp31

2.2174 Grp27

2.2500 6rp22

2.7500 Grp28

2.8333 Grp20

3.0000 Grp15

Figure DAR-86



30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip vats
19:58:32 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VHS VS 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

SETTING Project cOmputers were by BESTSET For best effect, computer3 ought to be

SETTING

Count I

!used
la

1

4-

BESTSET

in
lab

1

assigned
to clas

2

available
1 1

only 1 ,

2 ,

19

87

6

378
assigned to my c t 1

. .-

on mobile
3 t

cart
4 , 4

. . .

Column 90 388
Total 13 8 79 8

Page 1 of 1

on nobil
e c!I'ts Ray

3 . Total
-,

25
5.2

6 , 449
92 8

.

2 10
2 1

.

8 484
1 7 100 0

Figure DAR-87

I ' (',-- O



30-Sep-39 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attltudes by descrip. vars Page 40
19:56:33 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHtivAX:: VHS V5 1

File: Processing DODDTCHR TXT

SETTING Project computers were b- IFONE If I have tne computer, others should be

IFONE Page 1 or 1

Count

Row
11 21 31 Total

SETTING . _ - .

1 I 181 4 31 25
available only i 1 5 2

. .

2 I 1731 203 711 447
assigned to my c 1 , 92 7

4. . .

3 5. 2 :3 10
on mobile cart I

, . 2 1

Column 196 209 77 482
Total 40 7 43 4 16 0 100 0

Figure DAR-88
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30-Sep-89 BREAKDOWNS of teachers attitudes by descrip. vars Page 33
19:56 30 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VHS V5 1

File: Proeessing DrDD1-NR TXT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Cr:,eriOn Variable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor

Broken Down by BESTSET For best effect. computers ought to be

Value Label Sum Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases

I used in a lab 38 77 4260 2646 6 3028 9)
2 assigned to classroo 204 51 5257 .2710 28 5033 389
3 on mobile car ; as n 4 22 5271 .3312 7677 8

_.

Within Groups Total 247 49 5072 2708 35 5739 488

Sum of Mean
Source Squares D F Square F sig

Between Groups 7362 2 .3681 5.0182 0070

Linearity .6701 1 6701 9.1352 0026
Dev from Linearity 0681 1 .0661 .9012 3429

R - 1358 R Squared - 0185

Within Groups 35 57,d 485 0733

Eta - 1424 Eta Squared - 0203

Figure DAR-89
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20-Dec-89
23:08:34

ONEWAY of aggregate teacherS attitudes by descrlp varS
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GHUVAX:: VMS V0.1

File: Processing DODDTCHR.TXT
ONEWAY

Variable RAF Resource Adequacy Factor
By Variable BESTSET For best effect. computers ought to be..

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

TUXEY-HSD PROCEDURE
RANGES FOR THE 0 050 LEVEL -

3 34 3 34
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES
THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH HEAN(J)-HEAN(I) IS

0 1915 ' RANGE DSQRT(1 N(I) 1 N(J))
(') DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SICXIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0 050 LEVEL

G G G
r r

P P P

Mean Group 1 2 3

4200 Grp 1
5257 Grp 2
5271 Grp 3

Figure DAR-90



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars

15:24:45 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITT on GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1
File: Processing DOODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Variable RATIO Best student-computer rajo for me is...
By Variable GRADE Grade level identification

SOURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SOUARES SOUARES RATIO PROB.

BETWEEN GROUPS 4 9.6406 2.4102 3.3573 .00
WITHIN GROUPS 482 346.0185 .7179
TOTAL 486 355.6591

ONEWAY

Variable RATIO Best student-computer ratio for me is...
By Variable GRADE Grade level identification

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE 6.050 LEVEL -

3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88

THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

0.5991 RANGE DSORT(1/N(I) 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

GGGGG

Mean Group 4 3 2 5 1

1.9848 Grp 4

2.0380 Grp 3

2.0928 Grp 2

2.1240 Grp 5 Figure DAR-91
2.5676 Grn *



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars
15:24:47 GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY on GMUVAX:: VML V5.1
File: Processing DCODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Variable RATIO Best student-computer ratio for me is...

By Variable SUBJECT Subject/support area

SOURCE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN

D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB.

BETWEEN GROUPS 22 42.2738 1.9215 2.8450 .0000
WITHIN uROUPS 464 313.3853 .6754

TOTAL 4C6 355.6591

ONEWAY

Variable RATIO Best stvJent-computer ratio fc- me is...

By Variable SUBJECT Subject/support area

mULTIPLE RANGE TEST

TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE

RANGES FOR THE 0.C50 LEVEL -

5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13
5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 c 13

5.13 5.13

THE RANGES ABOVL ARE TABLE RANGES.

THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS..

0.5811 * RANGE * DSORT(1/N(I) 1/N(J))

(*) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL

Figure DAR-92



23-Dec-89 ONEWAY of aggregate teachers attitudes by descrip. vars
15:24:47 GEORGE MASCN UNIVERSITY cn GMUVAX:: VMS V5.1

File: Processim MODTCHR.TXT

ONEWAY

Page 7

VARIABLE RATIO Best student-computer ratio for me is...
(CONTINUED)

Mean Group

GGGGGGG.;GGGGGGG1GGGGGGG
rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr
ppplIpPopppPoppppppppppppp
1 1 2 1 2 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 1 1 2 2 1

1 2 2 3 4 0 8 2 S 0 1 3 0 5 1 5 3 4 6 9 8 7 5

1.4286 Grp11

1.5556 Grp12

1.6000 Grp22

1.6250 Grp13

1.7000 Grp2f4

1.7273 Grp1O

1.8824 Grp18
1.9118 Grp32

2.0794 Grp26

2.0811 Grp30

2.1034 Grp31

2.1515 Grp33

2.1667 Grp20

2.1760 Grp25

2.2000 Grp21

.2000 Grp35

2.3333 Grp23

2.4444 Grp34

2.5000 Grp16

2.5000 Grp19

2.5000 G-p28

2.7727 Grp27

3.6667 Grp15 *

Figure DAR-93
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DoDDS Computer-Ea 'ed Instruction (CBI)
Program Evaluation - PHASE II

GUIDELINES FOR REGIONAL COORDINATORS

What is in Your Box(es)? (1) Bpndlcd by school are teacher and student questionnaires
ready to be transferred to school mailers,' (2) extra teacher questionnaires to give to
CBI project teachers not listed on the attached project listing sheet (additional copies
can be made by you if needed), (3) extra optically-scannable answer forms (hereafter
referred to simply as "'answer forms" for use by these extra teachers, and (4) a projects
listing sheet to use te prepare school rr-dlers and as a checkoff list to monitor returns.

Opening and Unpac:kgng the Box(es). Open and remove the contents carefully, because
each bundle contains loose items that can separate from the rest. Inspect the contents
to make sure no items are missing.

Distribution of Questionnaires to Schools ASAP. Since the qLestionnaires have been
bundled with elastic bands by school, the region's initial task is to transfer each bundle
to a mailer to the individual school and send the mailer out. A label on each bundle
(or individual teacher questionnaire) states the name of the te&her, the name of the
school, the two-letter regional identifier (AT for Atlantic), and ene or more two-letter
subject-area identifiers. In the process of transferring materials between the box(es) and
the school mailer, take care that loose items within bundles, like the #10 envelopes with
the answer forms, Jo not fall out. On arrival at the destination school, your local
contact person sh,;uld remove the outer-most elastic band and distribute the teacher
bundles (or indivi hal teacher questionnaire and single answer form).

The distribution of questionnaires may be complicated by changes that may have
occurrtAl over the last 12 months since the arrival of computers for project participants.
Some of these changes and solutions are described next.

How to Address Changes in the Last 12 Months

The development of the sample and othe, planning for this data collection effort were
based on project abstracts submitted last spring. Much has happened and some changes
have occurred over the ensuing year, so let's consider a few possible changes and how
you can deal with them with respect to the survey tasks.

1. T. 1,acher who was to carry out a project described in the abstracts has left the
school 3r the system. Solution give that teacher's materials to the teacher who
is running the project now, or to another teacher whose project was added to
Phase II and does not appear among the abstracts we examined. Note this

'NOTE: Not all project teachers will receive studen, questionnaires.



action, and the changes in grade-level and content, on the project listing you
received in this packet.

2. The project teacher has had to make changes in the project (grade level or
subject area) for any number of understandable reasons. Solution -- make
relevant changes on the proje(t listing sheet and forwarti the materials to the
teacher.

3. More teachers in your region have joined the ......A d:tmonstration proje.. -nd
there are not enough of the green-colored tea-her questionnaires to send out
from the regioi 11 office. Solution we have yievided a number of additional
answer forms and questionnaires, and yau should produce more copies of the
teacher questionnaire for these teachers. To facilitate adequate monit:ri.g,
please ask these teachers J label their return envelope with their school name
and their project's subject area.

Handling Returns

Each project teacher will be sending you an envelope containing either (1) 1 teacher
answer form and several [up to "Al student forms or (2) just 1 teachei answer form.
Teachers were provided a return lalwl identifying only school name, region, and subject.
On pur projects listing sheet, check off each return as it arrives. In cases woere no
label appears on tne envelope, simply keep a tally of such unlabeled returns. In so
doing, you will be able to calculat, the return rate, and do foilowup for unreturned
answer forms.

By June 15, send the student and wacher (or just teacher) answer sheets, together
with a coreected copy of the project listing sheet, directly to the project evaluator:

Dr. Charles S. White, Dircctor
Center for Interactive Educational Technology

Robinson I, Room 3402
George Mason University

4400 University Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Please direct any questions about these instructions, and about other issues that may
aiise, to Mary Johnson (autovon 221-04560) at DoDDS in Washington.



CBI PHASE II -- SAMPLING SUMMARY

I-ISTRUMENT

Teacher Questionnaire

Student Questionnaire

Participants:

One teacher for each de-
monstration project, based
on abstracts submitted to
DoDDS in the spring of
1988. If the project tea-
cher is different from that
designated on the projects
listing sheet, the regional
coordinator arranges for
redesignation. The Re-
gional coordinator iden-
tifies additional Phase II
teachers and adds them to
the projects listing sheet.
Only one teacher per pro-
ject should complete the
teacher questionnaire.

Twenty-five students in
65% of the 429 projects
that involved students in
grade five or above, dis-
tributed equally across
subject areas.

NUMBERS
DISTRIBUTED

543

6,850

AT = 53
GE = '7
ME = 56

ADMINISTERED

May 8 - 19, 1989

May 8 - 19, 1989

PA = 100
PN = 17

Al' = 29 * 25 = 725
GE = 163 * 25 = 4075
ME = 29 25 = 725
PA = 42 * 25 = 1o50
PN = 11 * 25 = 275



CHECKLIST FOR REGIONAL COMPUTER COORDINATORS

Read all instructions.

As you unpack the box(es), check to see if a change in teacher or project
requires changes on the teacher packet and/or the projects listing sheet. If
so, make those changes.

Identify additional teachers with CBI demonstration projects who do not
appear on the projects listing sheet.

Add those additional teachers to the projects listing sheet.

Construct a questionnaire package for these additional teachers, which
includes:

the green questionnaire (photocopy if necessary)
a blue teacher's optical scan answer form
one #10 envelope
instructions for labeling the envelope for return

Place each school bundle in a mailer and mail to school contact person.

As returns arrive, mark the corrected projects listing sheet accordingly.

Follow up on late returns by referring to the tallies on e ! projects listing
sheet.

Forward returns by June 15, 1989 to the project evaluator at the end of
the survey deadline period, with a copy of the corrected projects listing
sheet with returns to date marked.

1 T9
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DoDDS Computer-Based Instruction (CBI)
Program Evaluation - PHASE ll

DATA COLLECTION GUIDE for TEACHERS
at CBI DEMONSTRATION SITES

Background and Purpose: The Departmenf of Defense Dependents Schools
(DoDDS) is conducting a system-wide evaluation of CBI activities at over 700
demonstration sites. The CBI plan is a comprehensive effprt to integrate hardware
and software into classrooms. Phase 1 (January to May 1988) focused on the use of
microcomputers as teacher and student tools. During Phase II (June 1988 to June
1989), DoDDS !s evaluating the appropriateness of coirputer hardware and curri-
mum specific software in your classroom.

The attached questi.mnaire, distributed to all teachers who had computers at the
beginning of the current school year, represents one facet of Phase II data collec-
tion efforts. For a stratified random sample of projects (233), students are surveyed
as well. Finally, projec teachers were asked to maintain anecdotal feperts concerr.-
ing the evolution of thei: projects. While all such reports will be forwarded to the
regional office, a small random sample of thtse will be sent to Washington to help
achieve a clearer picture of computer use in the DoDDS system.

The Questionnaire: The "Questionnaire for Teachers at CBI Demonstration Sites" is
designed tf, 7apture important information based on your experiences with com-
puters in your classroom over the past school year. The 91-item instrument ic
divided into five inaependnt parts, allowing teachers to complete the questionnail e
in a series of manageable chunks over several days. Part I seeks your general
views of computers. Part II seeks your judgments about the effect of computer use
on the quality of the school experience. The issue of teacher training for computer
use is tapped in Part HI, while Part IV returns to the impact of computers :in the
classroom. Finally, Part V seeks your views about bow computers are and should
he allocated in your school. Your time and diligence in completing the question
na_re is very much appreciated. Directions for completing the questionnaire are
provided on the inst-iiment itself.

Return Date: The completed questionnaire must be returned to the regional office
within two weeks of its receipt and, in any case, before the end of tilt school year.
Thank you for your thoughtful and timely attention to this task.



DoDDS Computer-Based Instruction (CBI)
Program Evaluation - PHASE II

QUESTIONNAIRE for TEACHERS
Lt CBI DEMONSTRATION SITES

General Directions for Completing the Questionnaire: Before you start, you should have a #2 pencil and
an optical sc;.n answer sheet. Only penciled answers will be read. You should neatly erase any
unintended response. Make sure that the entire bubble on the answer sheet is filled in completely.

Completing the 'Identification Number' section: In order io analyze responses by certain factors, you
will need to enter some numbers, and fill in the corresponding bubbles, in the section of the optical
scan sheet labeled "IDENTIFICATION NUMBER." Notice that there are 10 boxes, each with a column of
numbers from 0 to 9. This section should be completed from left to right according to the following
directions:

Box 1 Regional Office Identification: Using the code numbers below, enter the identifier
Jf your region in the left-most box of the Identification Number section on the
optical scan answer sheet. Then, darken the bubble . intaining the number that
corresponds to your region's code.

Region 11)14_p_mber

Atlantic Region 1

Germany Region 2
Mediterranean Region 3
Pacific Region 4
Panama Region 5

Box 2 Grad Level Identification: Lu the next box to the right in the Identification
Number Lection, enter the code number for the grade level of your demonstration
project. If your project spans two code numbers (for example, a project involving
both -,rd and ,,th graders), enter the code number correEoonding to the prsdomi-
nant 7rai.- level in,olved. Tf equal numbers of students in both grade levels
par dated, enter the lower coie number (in the example of 3rd and 4th grade,
you would enter a "2"). Then, darken the bubble containing the number that
corresponds to the grade level code.

page 1 of 12

arAde ID t lumber

K-1 1

2-3 2
4-6 3
7-8 4
9-12 5

1r,1
Teacher: Directions
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Boxes 3 & 4 Subject/Support Area: Use the next two boxes to enter the code number
for the subject/support area in which you implemented your demonstration
project. Elementary teachers and "basic allocation" projects must choose a
specific area below. Then, darken the bubbles containing the numbers
that correspond to the two-digit subject/support area's code.

SubjecL/Support Area ID Number Subject/Support Area ID Numocr

Art 10 Host Nation 23
Business .11 Industrial Arts 24
Compensatory Education 12 Language Arts/EnOish 25
Computer Science/Literacy 13 Mathematics 26
Cosmetology 14 Media/Library 27
CWE 15 Music. 28
Counseling 16 Physical Education '79
Educational Presc-iption 17 Reading. 30
ESL 18 Science 31
Evaluation 19 Special Education 32
Foreign Language 20 Social Studies 33
Home Economics , 21 PPS 34
Health 22 Vocational Education 35

Box 5 Genaer Identtfication: In the 5th box from the left in the Identification
Number section, enter the identifier of your gender, where "1" = MALE and
"2" = FEMALE. Then, darken the bubble containing the :-.uinber that
corresponds to your gender.

Boxes 6 & 7 Froject Computer Count: For the next 2 boxes in the Identification
Number section, enter the number of computers you used for your project.
Then, darken the bubbles containing the numbers that correspond to your
computer count. (NOTE: for numbers less than 10, include a leading zero;
for example, four computers should be recorded as 04.)

Boxes 8 & 9 Computer Needs Count: For the next 2 boxes in the Identification Number
sectior, enter the number of additional computers you would have needed
for optima; ..,chievement of your project objectives. Darken the bubbles
containing the numbers that correspond to your computer needs count
(NOTE: as with the previous item, include a leading zero for number., less
than 10.)

Box 10 Type of Software Used: In the last box on the right in the identification
Number section, enter the identifier code for the kind of software that Was
used most predominantly in your project (select only one). Them, darken
the bubble containing the number that corresponds to the softi.kare type.

Software I've

Drill and Practice (the content of the sf, ware has been taught
previously by the teacher, and the software allows students to practice
with the content.)

ID Number

I

page 2 of 12 Teacher Directions
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Tutorial (software intrcduces students to new content, and may allow 2
for practice and self-testing)

Simulation (software presents students with a simulated representa- 3
don mality and allows students to make decisions or take actions,
and the^ to observe the results or coisequences of those decisions or
actionc.)

Datalme !software consists primarily of data that can be sorted and 4
selecdvety retrieved to answer given research questions.)

Word processor (software allows students to ewer 4vsd edit tell as 5
part of writing tasks.)

Spreadsheet (software consists of rows and columns of numerical 6
cells allowing for caladation and recalculation.)

Integrated software (combines word processor, database, and/or 7
spreadsheet tools into a single package. Choose this option only if
your project involved students with at least two of the three integrated
software tools.)

Programming (students learn the syraar and semantics of a pro-
gramming language like BASIC, Logo, or Pascal as the basis for
problem solving.)

8

Problem-solving (software designed erplicilly to develop the higher- 9
order thinking skills associated with problem solving.)

EXAMPLE: A female teacher in the Pacific Region conducted a CBI demonstration proje,t with
problem-solving software in third grade math using 3 computers, although she really needed 5
computers to be completely successful. She would use 4 as the code number for the region, 2 as the
code number for the grade level, 26 as the code number for subject/support area, 2 as if._ code
number for gender, 03 for the project computer count, 02 for the computer needs count (since 5
minus 3 = 2), and 9 for the software type. The Identification Numbei section of the optical scan
answer sheet would be filled in as shown on the next page.

page 3 of 12

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

ElEIEM a EMI 0 EICIeeeeeme©
O 000000000
oecooem0000
ciDowoo.owoc0000moo
coQ)(D0000000
e eefaeoeee®
000®®®®®®®
O 000®01)0000
® ®®®®0®®0119

(Example of Teacher Response for
Identification Number Section)

P, 3 Teacher: Directions
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1

1 Responding to questionnafre .statements: After completing the Identification Number section, proceed to
respond to the 91 items, organized into 5 parts. Items generally follow the same pattern: For each
statement, decide whether you STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, NOT SURE, DISAGREE, or STRONGLY DISAGREE
with it. Then, indicate on the optical scan answer_ _sheet your decision by filling in the A for STRONGLI
AGREE, B for AGREE, C for NOT SURE, D for DISAGREE, or E for STRONGLY DISAGREE. (Where
different response types are used, specific instructions are presented.)

Here are examples of answers properly marked on the answer sheet:

1. Moral development should be a central goal in the curriculum. ABCDE

Teacher #1
(This :'acher agreed with the statement, but not strong4.)

Teacher #2
(This teacher strongly d__ agreed with the statement )

Teacher #3
(This teacher wasn't sure whether she agreed or disagreed.)

Answer Sheet

1.0 0 0 0

1. 0 G '4,) 6 *

I. 0 0 0 0 0

Be sure to respond to all the items, to put all your answers on the answer sheet, and to fill in ONLY
ONE ANSWER for each siPtement.

You are nol4 ready to bigin Part I of the CB/ Demonstration Project Questionnaire on the next pages.

i k,e 4 of 12 Teacher Directions
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CBI Demonstratiou Projeqs

Teacher Questionnaire
Part I

(Place all responses on tho optical scan answer sheet only)

A=strongly agree B=agree C=not sure D=disagree E=strongly disagee

1. Computers do not scare me at all. A BCDE
2. I'm no good with computers. ABCD
3. I like working with computers. ABCDE
4. Working with a compuzer makes me very nervous. A BCDE
5. Generally, I feel OK about trying a new problem on the

computer.
ABCDE

6. The challenge a solving problems with computers does not
appeal to me.

A BCDE
7. I do not feel threatened when others talk about computers. A 1CDE
8. I don't think I would do advanced computer work. ABCDE
9. I think working with computers is enjoyable and stimulating. ABCDE
10. I feel aggressive and hostile toward computers. A BCDE
11. I am sure I could do work with computers. A BCDE
12. Figuring out computer problems does not appeal to me. A BCDE
13. It wouldn't bother me at all to take compoer courses. ABCDE
14. I'm not the type to do well with computers. ABCDE
15. When there is a problem with a computer task that I can't

immediately solve, I would stick with it until I have the
answer.

ABCDE

16. Computers make me feel uncomfortable. A BCDE
17. I am sure I could learn a computer language. ABCDE

page 5 of 12 CBI Teacher QuestIonnaire: Pan 1
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A=AronglY 4gree B=agree C=not sure D=dise< . - " E=strongly disagk ee

18. I don't understand how some people can sperd so much time
working with computers and seem to erioy it.

ABCDE
19. I would feet at ease in a computer class. ,\BCDE
20. I think using a computer is very hard for me. ABCD
21. Once I st2rt to work with a computer, I would find it hard to

stop.
ABCDE

22. I could get good grades in computer courses. ABCDE
23. I will do as little work with computers as possible. A'1CDE
24. I feel comfortable working with a computer. ABCDE
25. I do not think I could hanuie a computer ::ourse. ABCDE
26. If a problem is left unsolved in a computer class, I would

continue to think about it afterward.
ABCDE

27. Computers make me feel uneasy ahd confused. ABCDE
28. i have a Ht of self-confidence when it comes to working with

computers.
ABCDE

29. I do not enjoy talking with others about computers. ABCDE
30. What is the total number of students in your school?

A. Fewer than 125 C. 251-500 E. More than 1000
B. 126-250 D. 501-1000

page 6 of 12 1 ;'6 CBI Teacher Questionnaire: Pan I
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CBI Demonstration Projects

Teacher Questionnaire
Part II

(Place all responses on the optical scan answer sheet only)

A=strongly agree Br...agree C=not sure D=disagree E=strongly disagree

31. There are some activities during the year that I would not AECDE
have been able to do without the use of the computers. ABCDE

32. I can be more creative when I work with a computer.

33. To be reaily successful with the project I attempted, I really ABCDE
need morc computers.

34. I think I could accomplish the same objectives next year with ABCDE
fewer computers.

35. I find that one computer used for whole-group instruction ABCDE
and/or demonstration is adequate to accomplish my objec-
tives.

36. Unless I have access to a computer lab, I really won't be
able to accomplish the project objectives next year.

37. I can't say that the computer saved me time in performing
my professional tasks

38. Except perhaps for motiation, there really wasn't anything
computer use did that I couldn't have done without the
computer.

39. As time passed, I found that using the co,uter really die
speed up my professional wor'..

40. As time passed, I noticed that students were making progress
through the content more quickly than in the past.

41. I noticed that computer use increased students' "time-on-
task."

42. Computer use helped studei ,:i improve cooperation skills.

43. Using the computer in my work has helped me use my time
more efficiently.

Page 7 of 12
1 V.

A BCDE

A BCDE

ABCDE

A BCDF

A BCDE

A BCDE

ABCDE
ABCDE

tly

CBI Teacher Questionnaire: Part 11
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44. I have changed my methods of teaching as a rf...-At of using
computers in this project.

45. Computer use hasn't really changed my teaching methods.

ABCDE
ABCDE

46. If asked, I could identify students who would not have been ABCDE
as successful in my class without the opportunity provided by
the computer project.

47. I could name students who rarely submit complete work, but ABCDE
who successfully completed tasks associated with computer
use.

48. I can't say that my "reluctant" students were any more suc- A BCDE
cessful with work in the computer project than they are
otherwise.

49. I can't say that the computer helped me perform my profes- ABCDE
sional tasks more easily.

50. The content of what I teach requires substantial time for an ABCDE
individual student to work at a computer station one-on-one.

51. For the content of what I teach, a single computer for whole- ABCDE
group instruction and/or demonstration would be the most
efficient use of the computer.

52. I can't say that the computer really helped my students learn ABCDE
more quickly than traditional instruction.

53. For the content of what I teach, small groups of students ABCDE
teamed around several computer stations would be the most
efficient use of the computer.

54. It is clear to me that computer use can be beneficial to ABCDE
students in my subject area in general.

page 8 of 12 CBI Teacher Questionnaire: Pan I I
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CBI Demonstration Projects

Teacher Questionnaire
Part III

(Place all responses on the optical scan answer sheet only)

A=strongly azree B=agree e!=not sure D=disagree E=strongly disagree

55. I need more training on how to use a single computer station ABCDE
for whole-group instruction.

56. I need more training on Icw to organize classroom activity ABCDE
for group work at computer stations.

57. 1 need more training on how to organize instruction to make A BCDE
better use of a computer lab.

Db. I need more training on hnw to use computers for skill ABCDE
development.

59. I need more training on how to use computers to increase A BCDE
student content knowledge.

60. I need more tra;ning on how to measure the gains in student ABCDE
performance that I believe are being achiev,..d using the
computer.

61. I need more plarming time to properly integrate compu,ers A B C
in the classroom.

V. I need more training on what software is available to meet A BCDE
my iastructional objectives.

63. I need more training on how to use teacher productivity tools ABCLE
like gradebooks and word processing.

64. I need more itiormation bout how other teachers in my ABCDE
:.ubject area/grade level are using computers

65. I need more training on how to evaluation the quality of ABCDE
software.

page 9 of 12 I CBI Teacher Questionnaire: Part 111
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strwglygree5 r: a g ree er,not sure 5D4--..-disatree E= strongly disagree

66. My software evaluation training contributed to the success of ABCDE
this project.

67. My inservice training on how to diagnose and correct minor ABCDE
hardware and software problems contributed to the success
of this project.

68. My inservice training in programming contributed to the
access of this project.

69. My inservice training in word processing contributed to the
success of this project.

70. My inservice training with databases contributed to the
success of this project.

71. My inservice training w:ih spreadsheets contributed to the
success of this project.

72. My inset-via. training about gradebooks and other teacher
tools contributed to the success of this project.

73. My inservice training on software availability for my subject
area/grade level contributed to the success of this project.

74. My inservice training in classroom management for comput-
ing contributed to the success of this project.
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CBI Demonstration Projects

Teacher Questionnaire
Part IV

(Place all responses on the optical scan answer sheet only)

2'c- each item below, please choose the respo ise .'hat most clos4 match& your opinion. Use the
followin,s codes to express your re:pon.ses, ana fill L.1 the appropriate bubble on your answer sheet:

A = "much imnroved"
B = "somewhat improved"
C = "not changed"
D = "been somewhat negatively affected"
D = "been very negatively affected"

much somewhat been Somewhat been very
A=improved B=improved C=not changed D=negatively affected E=negatively affected

75. As a result of using computers, my students' enthusiasm for
subjects for which they Itsed computers has-.

76. As a result of using computers, providing special opportun-
ities for gifted students has...

77. As a result of using computers, my students' enthusiasm for
school I general has...

78. As a result of using computers, providing special opportun-
ities for handicapped or learning disabled students has...

79. As a result of using compute-s, peer cooperation has...

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE
ABCDE
ABCDE

80. As a result of using computers, students working indepen- A£CDE
dently has...

81. As a result of using computers, learning by nr- below average 1,BCDE
students has...

82. As a result of using computers, learning by my average A B CDE
students has...

83. As a result of using computers, learning by my above average ABCDE
students has.-

84. As a rt sult of using computers, tailoring assignments to ABCDE
students individual needs has...
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1.1.. 1.......
'rata somewhat bees SomewbE t heenvety

A=improved B=improved C=not changed D=negatively affected E=.0egativtay a ecte

85. A., a result of using computers, diagnosing my students'
learning problems has...

86. As a result of usinL computers, the volume of work students
produce has...

87. As a result of using computers, the level of creativity among
my students has...

Teacher Questionnaire
Part V

ABCDE

ABCDE

ABCDE

For each multiplchoice item below, please choose the response that most closely maihes your opinion,
and fill in the appropriate bubble on your optical scan answer sheet.

88. For your demonstr- .3n project, the computers were:

A. available only in a lab setting.
B. assigned to my classroom for the duration of the project.
C. wheeled in on mobile carts as needed.

89 To be mc,t effective in the sibject area or grade kvel targeted for this project, I think
computers ought to be:

A. used in a lab setting.
B. assigned to individual claKroon-s on a fairly permanent basis.
C. wheeled in on mobile carts as needed by the teacher.

90. In your judgment, what ratio of students to computers needs to be achieved I, ,rder to
maximize the benef:ts of CBI in your subject area? (For example, 2:1 haeans 2 students for 1
computer.)

A. 1:1 (each child has access to his/her own computer)
B. 2:1 to 4:1
C. 5:1 to 9:1
D. 10:1 to 24:1
E. 25:1 or more (1 computer per classroom)

91. Assuming you ha,. at least one computer and printe. permanently assigned to your classroom,
how would you place the other computers in the school for maximum benefit?

A. in a lab
B. assiped to individual classrooms
C. on mobile carts for lase as needed

page 12 of 12
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COMPUTER-BASED INSTRUr TION (CBI)

ANECDOTAL RECORD FORMS

TO BE USED IN

EVALUATION OF CBI PROJECTS

Project Title Curriculum Area

Name of Teacher Grade Level(s)

Name of School

DS Report Control Symbol 2118
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Description of Computer-Based Instruction (CBI) Anecdotal Record

Forms to be used in the Evaluation of the CBI Program:

Each demonstration site teacher will maintain a site record on a bi-weekly
schedule. The record will provide the basis for completing the final evaluation. Record
forms will be sent along with the completed evaluation form to the Computer
Coordinator at the Regional Office in May 1989. The evalultion farm will then be sent
to the DoDDS office in Alexandria, Virginia, and the record forms will be kept on
for six months at the Regional Office. Reporting dates fo. CBI records are:

Type of Report Reporting Dates

1st Semester CBI kecord J ..Jary 20, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form February 10, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form February 24, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form March 10, 1989

Two-we. k CBI Record Form Mirch 24, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form April 14, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form April 28, 1989

Two-week CBI Record Form May 12, 1989

Keep a copy of the completed record forms in your classroom until you havc
completed the final evaluation form which will be sent to you at a later date. The
basic information needed for part or The evaluation form will come from these
questions:

1. What software packsges were most effective in achieving the objectives ycu had
set?

2. What improvements (if any) have you noticed in stucient performance as a result of
using the computer?

3. Has the number of computer workstafons helped or hindered your work or your
students' progress?

4. What prior inseMce training contributed to the success of the project?

5. What additional training or information would have helped make the project more
successful?

6. Did the use of the computers allow you to engage in activities that would have
been impossible or extremely difficult to conduct without computers?

7. What changes (if any) have you made in your planneJ objectives in relation to
student performance or other factors?

The CBI record forms, to be cornpleted by CBI project teachers, reflect cumulative
information needed for system-wide evaluation.
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Teacher Name

First Semester CBI Record

Di, 3tions: Please ..ispond to these 7 questions based on your experiences during the
fir:, semester of SY 1988-89. Consider each question carefully before you respond. Be
specific in thc comments you make. Gene, al comments are not as valuable in reveaiing
valid program outcomes and needs. Where appropriate, attach a cample of student work
to illustrate youi comments. Please complete on or before January 20, 1989.

1. What recommendations would you make for setting up a new class; Jom CBI site?

2. What software packages did you feel were most effective in meeting your
objectives during the first semester?

3. What improvements, ;f any, did you notice in student progress as a result of
computer interaction during the first semester?

I 75
(Continued -->)
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4. How has the number of computer workst3tions helped or hindered your work or
students' performance thusfar?

b. What prior inservice training contributed to the success of the project thusfar?
What additional training would have r lade the project easier to mansge or more
successful during the first semester?

6. Were there any class activities that would 1-, e been impossible or extremely
difficult without a computer?

7. What modifications, if any, have you made . your student objectives for this
project, based on the first semester student performance, based on the software
you used, or t:*..sed on other factors?
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Teacher I' me Reporting Date

Two-Vgeek CBI Record Form

DireJions. Please respond tc -,e 8 items on the basis of a two-week time frame.
There may not be a response r every item during each two-week period. Consider
each question or item carefully efore you respond. Be specific in the comments you
ma'r.e. General comments are ..ot us valuable in 7evealing valid program outcomes and
needs. Where app; opriate, d.tach a sample of student work to illustrate your comments.

1. Identify software used during this 2-week perod:

2. State any student improvement or change noted as a result of computr interaction
(e.g., skills, time-on-task, attitudes, etc.):

3. Explain how the number of Lurnputer workstations helped or hinder ec.. your work or
students' progress:

4. Which inservice training activities contributed to project succes: during this
2-week period?

(Continued >)
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5. What additional inservice training is needed for better delivery of F ,:: rv ices to
students?

6. What specific activities ware engaged in, if any, that would be impossible or
extremely difficult without a computer?

7. What changes, if any, have you made (or will make) in student objectives, based on
student performance, based on the software you're using, or based on other
factors?

8. Other comments:
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DoDDS Co. luter-Based Instruction (CBI)
Progr I Evaluation - PHASE II

DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION
of STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES

What is in Yout rzeket? (1) one teacher questionnaire, (2) 25 stu."ent questionnaires, (3) 1 teacher
and 25 student optically-scannable answer sheets in an envelope, along with (4) an identifier label to
use when returning the answer sheets. With your guidance, students will till in the needed informa-
tion for "student ID number" on their answer sheets and then to respond to the 50 items (28 items if
in grades 5 and 6) by darkening the appropriate bubbles on the scanning form.

Administering thr Stident Questionnaire: First, make swe your students have #2 pencils, a copy of
the questionnaire Ind one of the optical scanning answer sheets provided (do not use any other kind
of scanning form). Second, students must fill in the "S ..dent Identifiza!ion Number" section of the
z.nswer sheet. Rather than a student ID, however, the student will write in the boxes provided a seri_s
of numbers you will have written 3n tne blackboard. It is the same number (with one exception) that
is required on the leacher questionnaire. (So you will need to complete at least the Identification
Number" tasks on your questionnaire before administering the student questionnaire.) If you refer to
page 3 of the directions on the teacher questionnaire, you will see a sample teacher's number
(4226203029). If this were your number, you would write two numbers on the blackboard: 4226203029
for the gIrl. and 4226103029 for boys (the 5th box from the left is reserved to rord gender). After
students have transferred the correct number from the board onto the proper place on their answer
forms, they should fill in the appropriate bubble beneath each number. Third, read through the
instructions with your students and answer whatever question-, arise. Fourth, stt.....nts may proceed
with the questionnaire items. Remind the students that erasures must be compk te, that double-
marked answers cannot be interpret1, that all items should Se answered on the optical sc...aining
sheet nly, and that the answer sheet must be kept in mint condition in order to be read properly by
the scanning equipment. Fifth, as o-ie students finish, collect and check the answer sheets to see if
students followed your directions. Finally, place the students' optical scanning sheets in a reinforced
envelop (perhaps with a piece of cardboard for support) along with the answer sheet from yGur ques-
tionnaire, affix the enclosed label, and fc:ward the envelop to your regional computer cooruinator.

Ouestions about the Student Questionnaire:

To which of my students do I adrainisier the student questionnaire? The student questionnaire
should be administered to students ..ho are in grade 5 or above. If your project involves studefit
ranging above and below 5th grade, then administer the survey only to students in grade 5 and up.

You've only sent enough qz.estionnaires and optical scanning forms for one clan, but I have 3
classes involved in the projeft Which class gets the queslionnaire? You select the one class who %:II fill
out ihe questionnaires and, if you have more than 25 students in the class, whicl. students will
complete the questionnaire. The other two classes will not be surveyed.

My poject involves only a handfid of students. What do I do with all the extra questionrwires and
scanning sheets? Use only the questionna:res and answer sheets you need, administering the
instrument to students who were invo1v--1 witti computer use in your project, and discard the rest.

Do all students respond to the same number of items? No. Students in grades 5 and 6 respond
only to the first 28 items. Grades 7-12 continue the questionnaire to the end (...,0 items).

Return Date: The completed answer sheets must be rev...riled : ..:ia regional office within two weeks
V. its receipt and, in any case, before Ole end of the school year. Thank you.
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CBI PROJECT
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Diredions: Before ou start, you should have a #2 pencil and an optical scar answer sheet. Your
tLacher will tell you how to fill in some general information on an. answer sheet before you begin the
questionnaire. Then, when in:Artxted to do so, you should begin responding to the 50 items, as
follows: For each statement, decide whether you STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, NOT SURE, DISAGREE, or
STRONGLY DISAGREE with it. Then, indicate on the optical scan answer sheet your decision by filling
n the A for STRONGLY AGREE, B for AGREE, C for NOT SURE, D for DISAGREE. or E for ST7.ONGLY
DISAGREE. (Ignore thc T and F within the bubbles.)

Here are examples of answers properly marked on the answer sheet:

1. Sports is an important part of my school experience. ABCDE

Student #1
(This student ai,eed with the statement, but not strongly )

Student #2
(This student strongly disagreed with the statement.)

Student #3
(This student 't sure whether she agreed or disagreed)

What would your answer tie?

Answer Shcet

A BCDE1.00000
A BCDE1.0000

BCDE1.ee000
BC0E

c l ) 0 0 0

Be sure to respond to all the items, to put all your answers on the
answer sheet, and to rill in ONLY ONE ANSWER for each statement If you hac any questions
about these directions, please be sure to ask your teacher.

WHEN INSTRUCIED, YOU MAY BEGIN THE QUESTIONNAIRE

A=strongly agree B=agree C=not sure D= disagree E=strongly disagree

1. :f I had my own computer, I'd use it to help with my homework. ABCDE
2. I can be more creative with a computer. ABCDE
3. Society is becoming too dependent on computers. A BeDE
4. I can express my ideas more cbtarly when I use a computer. ABCDE
5. Someday, a computer is going to start a war by acddent. A BCDE
6. It takes a good math mind to really use computers. A BCDE
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7. Clmputers create more problems than they solve. A B C

8. I can never get as much time at a computer as I'd like. A B C

9. In a few years, all the interest in computers will die out. ABCDE
10. I like working with computers.

11. If I : ad my way, I'd ban all computers.

12. I would spend most of the school day at a computer if I could. A B ,..
, D E

13. Sometimes, I get really impatient with people who aren't computer literate. A BCD E

14. I don't understand why a lot of people are so interested in computers. ABCDE
15. It wouldn't bother me if I found out that the government had information A 13 CDE

about me in one of its big -3mputers.

16. Computers can help students raise their test scores. ,`,BCDE
17. Most videogames aren't as exciting as people say they are. ABCDE
18. People who spend all their time at a computer are wasting a lot of ABCDE

good timc.

19. I can't picture :nyself making a living someday with a computer. ABCDE
20. Computers will never live up to the claims people make about them. ABCDE
21. People who are afraid of computers are being silly. ABCDE
22. I have no interest in learning more about how to use a computer. ABCDE
23. I'm not the kind of person who would work well with a computer. ABCDE
24. Computers solve more problems than they create. ABCDE
25. Society wouldn't work very well these days without computers. ABCDE
26. Sometimes a computer can really mess things up. ABCDE
27. When people start talking about computers, I feel really out of place. ABCDE

Do you have access to a computer outside of school9 Yes = A No = B

GRADES 5 AND 6, STOP HERE
GRADES 7 AND ABOVE, CONTiNUE TO THE NEXT PAGE
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A=strongly agree B=agree C= not sure D=disagree E=strongly disagree

29. The comptlter makes it easier to be creative in my work. ABCDE
30. If I had enough money, I'd probably spend a lot of time at a videogame

arcade.
ABCDE

31. People who say computers are a threat to society don't know what they're
talking about.

A B CDE

32. I'm smart enough to learn j ist about anything I want to know
about computers.

ABCDE
33. We would all he better off without computers. ABCDE
34. Computer scientists probably do interesting work. ABCD
35. I think just about everybody ought to have his/her own computer. ABCDE
36. People are too quick to blame a computer for mistakes. ABCDE
37. I'm not interested in taking computer classes. ABCDE
38. I think computels are great. ' 13 CDE
39. Computers in society give too many people too much information

about people.
ABCDE

40. I really get tired of people who can't stop talking about computers. ABCDE
41. People get too upset about kids who use their own computer to break

into another computer illegally.
ABCDE

42. I think I'd like to work with computers after I get out of school. ABCDF
43. Someday computers are going to get out of control. ABCDE
44. Computers are so smart that sometimes they make me feel dumb. ABCDE
45. Computers are too complicated for me to use. ABCDE
46. If I had my way, every student in school wo: Id have his/her own computer. A BCDE
47. Someday I'll probnbly lose a job to a robot. ABCDE
48. Students should be taught more about computers. ABCDE
49. I slon't think I'm very good at using a computer. ABCDE
50. Computers will solve morf: problems in out world than most people can

even imagim ,
ABCDE
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