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ABSTRACT 

 

This study was conducted to investigate the teaching style of university faculty 

who teach courses in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher education programs in 

Texas and to determine how those teaching styles might be related to computer use in the 

college classroom. Standard multiple regression analysis was used to determine the 

relationship to computer use in the classroom as measured by variables that included 

university faculty members’ preferences in instructional planning, teaching methods, 

student groupings, classroom design, instructional environment, evaluation techniques, 

teaching characteristics and classroom management, and educational philosophy. Related 

issues, such as university faculty’s perceived use of computers in instructional delivery, 

years of computer experience, numbers of attended computer related learning activities, 

types of access for computer use, attitudes toward computer-based instruction, and 

perceived level of computer and technology skills were also explored with regard to 

classroom computer use at the university/college level. Seventy-four faculty members in 

ten universities in Texas that were identified as providing Family and Consumer Sciences 

teacher certification programs participated in the study.  

University faculty members’ preferred teaching styles and use of the computers 

were determined to test the null hypothesis of this study. Results indicated that one 

teaching style variable, evaluation techniques, was found to have a relationship to 

computer use in the classroom. No differences were found between classroom computer 

use and university faculty’s years of experience using computers or number of attended 
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computer related learning activities. The current study did show that type of access to 

computers influenced faculty use in the classroom. University faculty who taught in 

computer labs showed a higher level of computer use than did those with other types of 

computer access. Likewise, the study found increased classroom computer use among 

those faculty members who perceived their level of computer and technology skills to be 

above average.  

Overall, university faculty members rated their attitudes toward computer-based 

instruction as supportive, yet identified factors that they perceived as barriers to 

increasing computer use in the classroom. Specifically, these barriers included 

availability of up-to-date hardware and software, the need for computers and related 

technology to be permanently located in the classroom, and the lack of continuing 

professional development in how to integrate technology into the curriculum. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

January 8, 2002: President George W. Bush signed into law the educational 

reform plan known as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. The President described this 

law as the cornerstone of his administration as its primary goal was to close the 

achievement gap between advantaged and disadvantaged students in the United States 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2003, Introduction Section). With a focus on raising 

student proficiencies in reading, writing, and mathematics, the plan included a section 

cited as the Enhancing Education Through Technology Act of 2001. The primary goal of 

this part was “to improve student academic achievement through the use of technology in 

elementary schools and secondary schools” (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, 

Purposes and Goals Section). Additional goals of the technology section were “To 

encourage the effective integration of technology resources and systems with teacher 

training and curriculum development . . .” (2002, Purposes and Goals Section). The 

implication of the technology section of the Act is that “teachers must be prepared to 

provide technology-supported learning opportunities for their students” (International 

Society of Technology in Education, 2002, p. 4); however, the reality is that teachers do 

not feel adequately prepared to integrate technology into their classroom instruction 

(Thompson, 2005; U. S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 2000).   
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Background of the Problem

Dating as far back as the launch of Sputnik in 1957, to the 1980’s when the first 

Apple computers were introduced into classrooms across the nation, to the advent of 

personal computers, the subject of preparing preservice educators and training inservice 

teachers in the use of technology has been a topic of interest (Guha, 2000; Moursund & 

Bielefeldt, 1999; Wetzel, 1993; Wilson, 2003). Many institutions currently offer 

computer courses and professional development programs that are designed around a 

technical base, that is, learning about computers (Pappano, 2003; Ringstaff & Kelley, 

2002; Schrum, 1999; Wilson, 2003). These courses teach the parts of the computer, how 

the computer works, and such skills as keyboarding, word processing, and Internet 

searching. While these courses are good foundational programs, the skills learned in these 

courses “are not tied to other content” (Dimock & Boethel, 1999, p. 21); therefore, the 

skills are not transferable to teaching with technology.  

A lack of knowledge and skills in how to integrate technology into the curriculum 

has been shown to be a barrier to teachers’ use of computers in instruction, regardless of 

the technologies available in the classroom (U. S. Congress, 1995). The National 

Educational Technology Standards for Teachers (International Society of Technology in 

Education, 2002) recommends that technology be present in all aspects of teacher 

preparation courses: “Prospective teachers must experience and observe effective uses of 

technology in their general education and major coursework” (p. 16). Modeling the use of 

computers in the teaching and learning environment is one way for university faculty to 

prepare future teachers to teach with technology (International Society of Technology in 
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Education, 2002; Laffey, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; O’Bannon, Matthew, & 

Thomas, 1998; Wetzel, 1993). 

  Most often, preservice teachers have been taught through lectures and tests where 

“knowledge was taught as an accumulation of facts that could be transmitted” (Wang, 

2002, p. 154). These types of instruction fail to provide future educators with the 

strategies necessary for integrating technology into the curriculum. Grasha (1999, as cited 

in Lloyd, 2002) suggests that “we should examine the relationship of technology to our 

styles as learners and teachers as any instructional process will either reinforce our 

existing style or cause us to modify it” (p. 5). Bullard (1998) made the following 

observation: “Researchers have focused their attention on the question ‘Why aren’t 

computers widely used for instruction?’ Perhaps the question that should be asked is 

‘What kind of instructors use computers for instruction?’” (p. 10).  

As research has indicated that teachers teach the way they were taught (Felder, 

1993; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; Stitt-Gohdes, 2001; Wang, 2002), it is important to 

assess how university faculty model computer use in their courses for preservice 

education students. The study of teaching styles is one method of determining individual 

teaching preferences that could be related to classroom use of technology. However, the 

study of teaching style and computer use is an overlooked area in current studies (Wang, 

2004). The importance of this research is that it examines the teaching styles of university 

faculty who teach courses required by Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 

certification programs and investigates how those teaching styles may be related to 

computer use in the college classroom.   
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Theoretical Framework 

 Dunn and Dunn’s (1977) Teaching Style Model provided the theoretical 

framework for this research. The model is based on the theory that educators’ styles of 

teaching directly impacts student learning. The researchers purported that: 

Any good philosophy of education includes individual student growth and 
development through at least five central considerations: acquiring basic 
knowledge and skills; developing a love of learning; learning how to learn; 
releasing and fostering creativity; and developing an increasingly positive self-
image. The realization of these exemplary goals for students depends in great 
measure on the development of teacher strengths in a number of critical areas, 
which can be defined as teaching style. (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 347-348) 
 
According to the Dunn and Dunn model, teaching styles are comprised of the 

following major elements: instructional planning, teaching methods, teaching 

environments (i.e., student grouping, room design, and learning environment), evaluation 

techniques, educational philosophy, and teaching characteristics and classroom 

management (Dunn & Frazier, 1990b). Each of these elements combined over time “form 

a teacher’s particular style, which differentially affects students’ learning in different 

settings . . . . This concept of teaching style produces a profile of teacher characteristics 

ranging from favoring recitation and drill, to a whole class approach, to individualized 

instruction” (1990b, p.2). A discussion of each of the major elements of the Teaching 

Style Model follows. 

 

Major Elements of the Teaching Style Model 

Instructional Planning. Instructional planning involves diagnosing learner needs, 

selecting learning objectives, and determining teaching methods and instructional 
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strategies for delivering information. The instructional planning stage is interpreted as 

encompassing “the diagnosis and learning prescription for each student or group of 

students” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 357). 

Teaching Methods. Teaching methods generally refer to the teacher’s behavior in 

the classroom: approaches used to deliver information, resources implemented to 

facilitate student learning, and choices of interacting with students. Methodologies 

include lecture, inquiry/discussion, gaming/simulation, instructional modules, and media. 

Types of media include bulletin/display boards; videotapes and television; overhead 

projectors and transparencies; and technology, including computers, computer software 

packages (such as PowerPoint®), the Internet, and email (Chamberlain & Cummings, 

2003). Often, teaching methods vary across subject matter according to the educator’s 

personal preferences. 

Teaching Environment. The teaching environment relates to room design, seating 

arrangements, learning/instructional stations, and provisions for mobility. “The teaching 

environment reflects the ways in which teachers divide and design the learning spaces 

and areas to match the learning needs of their students” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 359). 

In the Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style Model, three areas comprise the teaching 

environment: student groupings, room design, and learning environment. 

• Student groupings. Teachers use different strategies to facilitate student 

learning. Student grouping includes large/small groups, pairs, individualized 

instruction, or one-to-one-tutoring. 
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• Room design. This element reflects the way teachers use decorations, 

bulletin boards, visuals, seating/table arrangements, and learning/computing 

centers to modify the environment and make it more conducive to different 

types of learning.  

• Learning environment. The learning environment includes elements such  

as time schedules, availability of optional learning activities, learning 

stations/centers, availability of resources, and provisions that are made  

for mobility.  

Evaluation Techniques. For the most part, lesson plans and written objectives 

drive the types of evaluation techniques used in student assessment. For example, 

multiple choice or true/false tests may be used in assessing student learning when the 

teaching objectives are written at the knowledge level of the cognitive domain. However, 

when the objective is to demonstrate student growth and achievement over time, more 

authentic assessments such as student portfolios might be the evaluation technique of 

choice.  

Evaluation can be accomplished “through both testing and nontesting means” 

(Chamberlain & Cummings, 2003, p. 85). Types of appropriate evaluation include  

paper-and-pencil assessments, observational activities, performance-based testing,  

and self-evaluation.  

Educational Philosophy. An educational philosophy is an overall attitude toward 

the teaching and learning process. Teachers develop educational philosophies through 

study of learning principles such as behaviorism, cognitive psychology, and 
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constructivism (Alessi & Trollip, 2001). Attitudes, then, are based on beliefs of the 

educational process that originate from specific learning principles. It is assumed that all 

teachers approach instruction from the basis of their belief systems: “These beliefs 

involve value decisions that affect style by internally influencing teachers to choose 

various methods that are compatible with their teaching values” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, 

p. 362).  

Teaching Characteristics and Classroom Management. “Teaching characteristics 

are defined as the values and standards a teacher holds and the operational approaches 

used to transmit those values and standards” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 360). Teaching 

characteristics might include the degree of flexibility in the teaching and learning 

process, the level of the perceived importance of the information, and the amount of 

direction provided for students in a learning activity. According to Dunn and Frazier 

(1990a), these teaching characteristics influence classroom management approaches 

through establishing provisions and procedures necessary to encourage effective learning 

environments.  

The major elements that comprise the Teaching Style Model, when combined, 

form an educator’s particular style that impacts approaches to and methods used in the 

teaching and learning process. As research has determined that teachers teach the way 

they were taught in their college classrooms (Felder, 1993; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; 

Stitt-Gohdes, 2001; Wang, 2002), and that the modeling of computer use is one way for 

university faculty to prepare future teachers to teach with technology (International 

Society of Technology in Education, 2002; Laffey, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; 
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O’Bannon, Matthew, & Thomas, 1998; Wetzel, 1993), it is necessary to investigate 

whether a relationship exists between teaching style and classroom computer use.  The 

Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style Model effectively provides the theoretical framework for 

this study as it is based on the theory that an educator’s preferred style of teaching 

directly impacts student learning. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 Whether or not computer use should be integrated into the classroom is no longer 

in question. Some educators have determined that the pervasive use of computers in 

today’s society has made that issue a moot point (Buzzell & Pintauro, 2003; Dimock & 

Boethel, 1999; Guha, 2000; Lloyd, 2002). “Since today’s learners must learn to do well 

in the information age as it grows and develops at a very high rate, having them 

experience and use such technologies is a crucial component of any educational program” 

(Buzzell & Pintauro, 2003, p. 213). Educational reform movements have reinforced the 

need to have students develop computer knowledge and skills as evidenced in the 

technology section of the recently passed No Child Left Behind Act which stated, in part, 

that “teachers must be prepared to provide technology-supported learning opportunities 

for their students” (International Society of Technology in Education, 2002, p. 4).  

It is assumed that the majority of educators realize the importance of increasing 

and integrating computer use in preparing students for the future. Nonetheless, studies on 

teachers’ integration of technology in the classroom have indicated that computer use is 

fairly low among the majority of teachers at all educational levels, e.g., K-12, post-
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secondary (Beck & Wynn, 1998; Burgess, 2001; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). Findings 

from various studies on the topic have proffered explanations for this phenomenon that 

include the lack of formal training for teachers, attitudes toward computer-based 

instruction, inadequate financial support for computers, lack of confidence in personal 

computer skills, and inaccessibility to computers (Guha, 2000; Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002; 

Sugar & Wilson, 2005; Wilson, 2003).  Other studies have indicated that the integration 

of technology into the curriculum is low by virtue of teachers teaching the way they were 

taught in their college classrooms (Felder, 1993; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; Stitt-

Gohdes, 2001; Wang, 2002). Mawhinney (2002) suggested that teacher preparation 

courses often were taught by “college instructors [who] may model only a single 

approach to teaching, and this single format consistently is reinforced by student-teaching 

experiences” (p. 3).  

If teachers do, in fact, teach the way they were taught, it becomes imperative that 

university faculty model computer use in lesson delivery. While this is true especially in 

teacher education methods courses, integrating computer use in the teaching and learning 

environment should be visible in all courses that are required in teacher certification 

programs.  

 

Hypothesis 

 This research sought to determine whether university faculty members’ identified 

teaching style impacted computer use in the classroom. To determine individual teaching 

style, data were collected through participant responses to items related to each of the 
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eight major elements of teaching style as determined by Dunn and Dunn (1977). 

Responses were measured using a 5-point Likert scale. An individual’s composite scores 

from each of the major element areas were combined to render a teaching style profile 

with the following designations:  Individualized, Somewhat Individualized, Somewhat 

Individualized, Transitional, Somewhat Traditional, and Traditional. A linear regression 

analysis was used to test the following null hypothesis for this study:  There is no 

significant relationship between university faculty members’ identified teaching style and 

computer use as classified by the scores of the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use 

Survey. Through testing the proposed hypothesis, the current study sought to provide 

quantitative data regarding the relationship between teaching style and classroom 

computer use.  

Research Questions 

 The following research questions guided this study: 

1. Do university faculty members’ preferences for instructional planning 

influence their computer use in the classroom? 

2. Do university faculty members’ preferences for teaching methods influence 

their computer use in the classroom? 

3. Do university faculty members’ preferences for student groupings (i.e., small 

groups, pairs, independent, one-on-one interaction with teacher, a combination 

of groupings, or entire class) influence their computer use in the classroom? 

4. Does the classroom design influence university faculty members’ computer 

use in the classroom? 
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5. Does the instructional environment influence university faculty members’ 

computer use in the classroom? 

6. Do university faculty members’ preferences for evaluation techniques 

influence their computer use in the classroom? 

7. Do university faculty members’ teaching characteristics and classroom 

management influence their computer use in the classroom? 

8. Does the educational philosophy of university faculty members influence their 

computer use in the classroom? 

 

Open Response Questions 

This study obtained qualitative data through the following questions:  

9. In regard to barriers that university faculty members perceive as limiting 

professional use of computers in the classroom, what suggestions are offered 

that might serve to increase computer use in the teaching and learning 

process? 

10. What ideas or suggestions would university faculty members offer for 

modeling classroom computer use for preparing future teachers to teach with 

technology? 

11. What types of professional development and/or training for increasing 

computer use in the classroom would university faculty members prefer to 

receive? 
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12. What modes of delivery for professional development and/or training in 

integrating computer use in the college classroom would university faculty  

members prefer? 

13. What specific types of computer programs and/or applications are university 

faculty members currently using in their classrooms? 

14. What specific types of computer programs would university faculty members 

like to use in teaching students? 

 

Additional Research Questions 

 The following additional research questions were tested: 

15. Do university faculty members’ years of experience using computers 

influence the use of computers in the classroom? 

16. Does the number of computer related learning activities attended influence 

university faculty members’ computer use in the classroom? 

17. Does the type of access (permanent location in the classroom versus some 

type of limited availability) influence university faculty members’ use of 

computers in the classroom?  

18. Do university faculty members’ attitudes toward computer-based instruction 

influence their computer use in the classroom? 

19. Do university faculty members’ perceived level of computer and technology 

skills influence their computer use in the classroom? 
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Definition of Terms 

Computer Use 

For the purpose of this study, computer use in the teaching and learning  

environment involved the use of computers for the preparation, use and delivery of  

instructional materials. In data collection, participants responded to items designed to 

elicit self assessments of their integration of computers in curriculum. A 5-point Likert 

scale was used to measure responses.  

 

Computer Survey 

 Winches (1995) developed the Computer Survey to collect data regarding 

teachers’ perceptions about computers and their use in the classroom. In addition to 

demographics and teachers’ computer access in schools, the questionnaire contained 

eighteen principles related to computer-based instruction.  This original instrument was 

amended to better reflect university faculty’s perceptions about computers and their use 

in the college classroom. The revised survey, Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use 

Survey, was used in the current study. 

 

Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey 

 The Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey was used for data 

collection in this study. The instrument is a compilation of two revised instruments: Dunn 

and Dunn’s Teaching Style Inventory and Winches’ Computer Survey. The original 

instruments were amended to better reflect post-secondary education. 
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Individualized Instruction 

 Individualized instruction is based on the theory that all students learn in unique 

and personal ways. This type of instruction is geared toward “student-selected procedures 

for achieving objectives-based learning” (Dunn & Dunn, 1975, p. 19). According to 

Dunn and Dunn, the basic characteristics of individualized instruction include: 

• Teacher and student diagnosis; 

• Teacher and student prescription; 

• Student selection of goals, learning materials, activities, and instructional 

techniques; 

• Self-pacing; 

• Self-leveling; 

• Self-assessment followed by cooperative assessment; 

• Self-selection of learning process determined by learning style(s); 

• Objectives and prescription based on student interest(s); and 

• Student creativity incorporated into self-selection aspects. 

(p. 38, 40)  

 

Student Groupings 

Teachers use different strategies to facilitate student learning. Student grouping 

includes large/small groups, pairs, individualized instruction, and one-to-one-tutoring. 
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Teaching Characteristics and Classroom Management 

 “Teaching characteristics are defined as the values and standards a teacher holds 

and the operational approaches he or she uses to transmit them” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, 

p. 3). Teaching characteristics include the degree of flexibility in the teaching and 

learning process, the level of the perceived importance of the information, and the 

amount of direction provided for students in a learning activity. These teaching 

characteristics influence classroom management approaches through establishing 

provisions and procedures necessary to encourage effective learning environments. 

 

Teaching Environment 

The teaching environment relates to room design, seating arrangements, 

learning/instructional stations, and provisions for mobility:  “The teaching environment 

reflects the ways in which teachers divide and design the learning spaces and areas to 

match the learning needs of their students” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 359). 

 

Teaching Methods 

Teaching methods generally refer to the teacher’s behavior in the classroom: 

approaches used to deliver information, resources implemented to facilitate student 

learning, and choices of interacting with students. Lecture, inquiry/discussion, 

gaming/simulation, instructional modules, and media are types of teaching methods. 
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Teaching Styles  

According to the Dunn and Dunn model (Dunn & Frazier, 1990b), teaching styles 

consist of the following eight major elements: instructional planning; teaching methods; 

teaching environment that includes student grouping, classroom design, instructional 

environment; evaluation techniques; teaching characteristics and classroom management; 

and educational philosophy. Each of these factors combined over time “form a teacher’s 

particular style, which differentially affects students learning in different settings” (p.2). 

To determine individual teaching style, data was collected through participant responses 

to items related to each of the major elements of teaching style. Responses were 

measured using a 5-point Likert scale. An individual’s score from each of the major 

element areas rendered a preferred teaching style profile. 

 

Teaching Style Inventory 

 The Teaching Style Inventory, developed by Rita Dunn and Kenneth J. Dunn 

(1977), is a sixty-six item instrument divided into eight major categories: instructional 

planning; teaching methods; teaching environments that include student grouping, room 

design, and learning environment; evaluating techniques; teaching characteristics and 

classroom management; and educational philosophy. The instrument was designed as a 

self-assessment tool to encourage the “development of teacher strengths in a number of 

critical areas, which can be defined as teaching style” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990a, p. 348).  
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Traditional Instruction 

 Traditional instruction is characterized as “teacher-dominated" or “teacher-

centered” meaning that most of the instruction is delivered through lecture and 

questioning. Instruction may be “occasionally supplemented by media” (Dunn & Dunn, 

1977, p. 97).   

 

Transitional Instruction 

Transitional instruction is characterized as types of instructional programs that 

meet some, but not all, of the basic characteristics of individualized instruction as defined 

by Dunn and Dunn (1975). 

 

University Faculty 

 For the purposes of this study, university faculty were identified as professors 

(assistant, associate, and full), instructors, lecturers, teaching/graduate assistants, and 

adjunct faculty teaching required courses in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 

certification programs. Faculty were both full- and part-time employees with 

colleges/universities in Texas. 

 

Scope and Limitations 

 This study was limited to university faculty teaching required courses in Family 

and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs in colleges and universities across 

Texas. At the time of the study, there were 10 universities in Texas identified as having 
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Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs with 186 university faculty 

identified as teaching required courses. The entire population was surveyed. Accordingly, 

results of the study may not be generalizable to populations outside either Family and 

Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs or the state of Texas. 

Participation in the study was purely voluntary. Data collection was conducted in 

the Fall academic semester. Findings from the study were based on information gathered 

through a self-assessment questionnaire and relied on the honesty and accuracy of 

responses. Additionally, the number of respondents to the study may have been impacted 

by the fact that the survey instrument was delivered electronically via the Internet. There 

were no hard copies delivered to potential participants. 

Data collection was limited to the elements of teaching style and computer use, 

which were assessed using the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey. This 

study did not attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of various teaching methods utilizing 

the computer for instructional purposes or attempt to assess best practices in the 

integration of technology and computer use in teacher certification programs. 

 

Justification of the Study 

Educational reform movements have reinforced the need to have students develop 

computer knowledge and skills, and for teachers to be provided training in the integration 

of technology into the curriculum. This movement is evidenced in the technology section 

of the recently passed No Child Left Behind Act, the emergence of the National 

Educational Technology Standards Project (NETS) initiated by the International Society 
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of Technology in Education’s Accreditation and Professional Standards Committee, and 

through grants awarded by the U.S. Department of Education, such as PT³ -- Preparing 

Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology (International Society for Technology in 

Education, 2002). Studies on teachers’ integration of technology in the classroom have 

indicated that computer use is fairly low among the majority of teachers at all educational 

levels (Beck & Wynn, 1998; Burgess, 2001; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). One reason 

behind this phenomenon is that teachers do not feel adequately prepared to integrate 

technology into their classroom instruction (Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; U. S. 

Department of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2000).  

Research has indicated that teachers teach the way they were taught in their 

college classrooms (Felder, 1993; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; Stitt-Gohdes, 2001). 

Therefore, experts have suggested one way to prepare future teachers to teach with 

technology is for professors to model use of computers in their courses (O’Bannon, 

Matthew, & Thomas, 1998; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; Wetzel, 1993). The study of 

teaching styles is one method of determining individual teaching preferences that could 

be related to classroom use of technology. Thereby, this study was conducted to 

investigate the teaching styles of university faculty who teach courses to Family and 

Consumer Sciences preservice educators and to determine how those teaching styles 

might be related to computer use in the college classroom.  
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Summary 

This study will add to the current body of literature regarding the use of 

computers in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs. This chapter 

discussed the integration of technology into the teaching and learning environment as 

mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, and presented studies that have 

indicated that classroom computer use in fairly low among teachers at all educational 

levels. This study was designed to examine the relationship between teaching style and 

classroom computer use to determine what types of teachers are using technology in the 

classroom. Dunn and Dunn’s Teaching Style Model provided the theoretical framework 

for the study because it is based on the theory that an educator’s preferred teaching style 

directly impacts student learning. Identified in this chapter were the research questions 

and hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between university faculty members’ 

identified teaching style and computer use as classified by the scores of the Faculty 

Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey. The population for this study was limited to 

faculty members who taught courses required in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 

certification programs at universities and colleges in Texas.   
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 This chapter provides a review of the literature related to the problem and purpose 

of the present study. The researcher organized the related literature accordingly. 

1. Use of Surveys/Questionnaires in Research 

2. Overview of Teaching Style 

3. Dunn and Dunn’s Teaching Style Inventory 

4. Teaching Style and Computer Use in the Classroom 

5. Faculty Use of Computers in the Classroom 

6. Computer Use in Teacher Education Programs 

7. Instructional Issues Related to Computer Use in the Classroom 

 

Use of Surveys/Questionnaires in Research 

Descriptive research, also called survey research, is “useful for investigating a 

variety of educational problems and issues” (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 275). Typically, 

the types of information gathered and assessed through descriptive research include 

attitudes, opinions, preferences, demographics, practices, and procedures. Educational 

topics of research interest might include instruction, facilities, or student population. 

Researchers collect descriptive data through interviews, telephone calls, observations, or 

questionnaires. 
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A questionnaire is defined as a collection of questions used to obtain information 

from all members of a population or sample. The same questions are asked of all research 

participants in order to obtain comparable data (Gay & Airasian, 2000).  In this study, the 

type of survey instrument used for data collection was a self-report questionnaire.  

Self-report questionnaires have definite advantages over other methods of data 

collection for descriptive research. They are inexpensive, can be confidential or 

anonymous, are easy to score, utilize standardized items and procedures, and permit 

collection of data from a large number of participants who may be geographically 

scattered (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Typically, self-report questionnaires are sent to 

participants through the United States Postal Service or other mail handling services; 

however, online or electronically-delivered surveys are gaining in popularity due to 

advances in technology, availability of software programs, and the numbers of 

individuals participating in online delivery.  

 Some of the criticisms to using self-report questionnaires are that they often are 

“carelessly and incompetently constructed” (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 280). 

Disadvantages associated with questionnaires as a means for data collection are that the 

response rate may be small; researchers cannot probe or explain items; the written form 

can only be used by people who can read; and the possibility of response sets—“the 

tendency of an individual to continually respond in a particular way” (p. 160). 
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Overview of Teaching Style  

 Over the past decade, education in America has continued to experience a 

paradigm shift at all educational levels. There is occurring a transitioning from the 

traditional teacher-centered approach of lesson delivery to an individualized or student-

centered approach where the student is an active participant in the learning process 

(Conti, 1989; Dunn & Dunn, 1972; Gillespie, 2001; Lloyd, 2002). As educational 

researchers have considered ways in which students learn best, the long-practiced “sage 

on the stage” teaching strategy has undergone critical analysis. In fact, findings from 

studies and observations have indicated that the active person in the classroom should be 

the student, rather than the teacher.  

This interest in student learning has prompted educational experts to explore 

factors believed to impact the teaching and learning process (Conti, 1989; Dunn & Dunn, 

1972; Grasha, 2002; Joyce & Weil, 1996). Basically, these factors can be attributed to the 

student’s individual learning style and/or the instructor’s individual teaching style. In 

both teaching and learning “people can be identified with distinctive qualities of behavior 

that are consistent through time and carry over from situation to situation” (Fischer & 

Fischer, 1979, p. 245). There is a great deal of documented research on the topic of 

learning style. However, while learning style is interrelated with the subject of teaching 

style, a discussion of learning style is beyond the scope of this document.  

Teaching style has garnered much attention over the years, yet to date, experts 

have failed to reach consensus on a definitive meaning. Some contend that teaching style 

is an external characteristic that can be manipulated to match student learning styles 
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(Conti, 1989). Others argue that teaching style can be defined as an educator’s specific 

traits and characteristics displayed and practiced in the teaching and learning process 

(Dunn & Dunn, 1972; Fischer & Fischer, 1979; Grasha, 2002). Conti (1989) duly noted 

that, “Most who discuss the concept avoid defining teaching style. Instead, they tend to 

talk about the elements that make up a teacher’s style” (p. 3). In Effective Teaching Styles 

(1989), Hayes noted: 

Research and practical experience suggest that good teaching depends on a 
combination of personal traits, attitudes, and knowledge as well as the ability to 
select and use appropriate instructional methods and techniques. The term 
teaching style has been used to describe this elusive mixture of qualities that 
characterize individual approaches to teaching. (p. 1) 
 
To better determine and explain teaching style, some researchers have designed 

instruments for collecting data (Conti, 1979; Dunn and Dunn, 1977; Grasha, 2002). 

Whether the results of such analysis are used in individual self-assessment for reflection 

or by administrators for faculty management and evaluation, it is hypothesized that 

knowing one’s preferred teaching style may lead to increased self-awareness that 

promotes flexibility in teaching (Dunn & Dunn, 1977; Felder, 1993; Fischer & Fischer, 

1979; Heredia, 1999; Lloyd, 2002).  This flexibility may increase an educator’s 

sensitivity as to how individuals approach and manage the learning process, thereby, 

creating a positive experience between educator and student (Dunn & Griggs, 2000). 

Grasha (2002) noted that knowledge of teaching style could help educators better 

understand the teaching process, make informed choices among alternative teaching 

methods, and identify parts of their teaching style that are either effective or problematic.  
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Teaching Style Models 

There are a myriad of teaching style definitions and instruments developed to 

assess individual teaching style preferences. This section provides an overview of some 

of the models to illustrate better the conceptual theory of teaching style.  

Joyce and Weil’s Models of Teaching. Methods and strategies used in teaching 

students to be effective learners was the concept behind Joyce and Weil’s (1996) models 

of teaching. This theory held that a model of teaching described the learning 

environment, with the learning environment defined as the various teaching strategies or 

models used in lesson delivery.  

 Joyce and Weil (1996) conducted extensive research on models of teaching that 

were supported by theoretical foundations, had long histories of practice, and were 

flexible so they could be adapted to a variety of learning styles and requirements of the 

subject matter. The researchers postulated that the learner does the learning and that 

teachers should free themselves from thinking that a model of teaching is fixed and 

cannot be applied to flexible, changing teaching environments. They hypothesized that, 

“How teaching is conducted has a large impact on students’ abilities to educate 

themselves” (p. 7). 

Joyce and Weil’s (1996) models of teaching were grouped into “four families that 

share orientations toward human beings and how they learn” (p. 12). Herein is a brief 

description of the four families: 
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• Social family models focus on strategies designed to build learning 

communities. These include structured inquiry, group investigation, role 

playing, and jurisprudential inquiry. 

• Information-Processing family models include inductive thinking, 

mnemonics, advance organizers, scientific, inquiry, and inquiry training. 

• Personal family models focus on developing partnerships between the teacher 

and student. This approach is accomplished through nondirective teaching and 

methods that help enhance student self-esteem and self-understanding. 

• Behavioral systems family models are guided by the social learning theory, 

also known as behavior modification. Models include mastery learning, direct 

instruction, and simulation.   

Fischer and Fischer Model. Teaching style may be defined as the intrinsic 

behaviors a teacher exhibits in the classroom. Fischer and Fischer (1979) theorized that 

teaching style constituted distinctive qualities of behavior that are consistent over time. 

For this definition, style was determined as “a pervasive quality in the behavior of an 

individual, a quality that persists though the content may change” (p. 245). The authors 

stressed that teaching style was not to be confused with teaching method (e.g., lectures) 

as individuals incorporate a variety of methods with their styles.  

Further, the Fischer and Fischer model defined teaching style as “a classroom 

mode, a pervasive way of approaching the learners that might be consistent with several 

methods of teaching” (1979, p. 251). Teaching styles were categorized as task oriented, 

cooperative planner, child centered, learning centered, subject centered, and emotionally 
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exciting.  The researchers based their teaching style definitions on direct observation, 

experience, and discussions with “sensitive and competent teachers” (p. 246).  

Dacey Model. In contrast to the definition purported by Fischer and Fischer, 

Dacey (1976, as cited in Dunn & Frazier, 1990b) postulated that teaching style was 

comprised not of separate, distinctive behaviors, but, rather, a union of behaviors. This 

definition described teaching style as consisting of five important factors: goals, 

leadership role, expectations, self-image, and directness of influence. 

 Canfield and Canfield Model. Researchers Canfield and Canfield (1988, as cited 

in Stitt-Gohdes, Crews, & McCannon, 1999) designed the Instructional Styles Inventory 

(ISI) to assess and describe the individual’s preferred style of instruction. Teaching styles 

were categorized along two basic dyads – social/independent and conceptual/applied: 

• A social style preference indicates a social interaction between students, and 

between student and instructor, in the design and delivery of group 

discussions and teamwork-oriented instruction. 

• The independent style teacher prefers to set self-paced situations in which 

students develop and pursue individual goals. 

• The applied style includes a focus on realistic, authentic situations and 

working experiences with a ‘hands-on’ approach to the extent possible. 

• The conceptual teacher prefers highly organized, language-oriented activities, 

such as reading and lecture. 

(Rowley, Miller, & Carlson, 1997, Instruments Section, Paragraph 2) 
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In addition to these four basic styles, the ISI includes a neutral style that indicates 

no strong teaching style preferences and may involve individual approaches deemed 

necessary for the situation. Further, there are four mixed styles that combine some of the 

components of each of the constituent styles: social/applied, social/conceptual, 

independent/applied, and independent/conceptual.  

Conti’s Model. Another instrument used to assess teaching style is Conti’s 

Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) which determines the teacher’s preferences 

for a learner-centered or teacher-centered style (Conti, 1989). Using a modified Likert 

scale, individuals are scored on 44 items indicating the frequency with which they 

practice the actions described in the items. The PALS score, indicating the teacher’s 

overall teaching style, can be broken down into seven factors: (1) learner-centered 

activities; (2) personalizing instruction; (3) relating to experience; (4) assessing student 

needs; (5) climate building; (6) participation in the learning process; and (7) flexibility 

for personal development.  

Conti (1989) noted that instruments like PALS can be useful in assessing  

teaching style as “teachers need to know their own personal teaching philosophy and  

the degree to which their actions reflect this set of beliefs” (p. 15). Insight gained  

from such analysis may suggest topics for an individual’s professional development and 

areas for personal reflection. 

 Grasha’s Model. Grasha (2002) defined style as “reflected in how faculty present 

themselves to students, convey information, interact with learners, manage tasks, 

supervise work in process, and socialize learners to the field” (Teaching Styles Section, 
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Paragraph 1). The researcher developed the One-on-One Teaching Style Inventory by 

which individuals could determine their preferred teaching styles. These are categorized 

as Expert, Formal Authority, Personal Model, Facilitator, and Delegator. Brief definitions 

of each of the five styles follow: 

• Expert – strives to maintain status as an expert by displaying detailed 

knowledge. Oversees, guides, and directs students with frequent references to 

information and facts. 

• Formal Authority – gains status among learners because of knowledge, 

position as a senior person in the field, and whatever formal organizations 

roles might be held. Oversees, guides, and directs by referencing the correct, 

acceptable and standard ways to do something. 

• Personal Model – believes in leading through personal example. Oversees, 

guides, and directs by showing learners how to do things, by encouraging 

them to observe, and then emulate the teacher’s approach. 

• Facilitator – incorporates a flexible approach to lesson delivery. Oversees, 

guides, and directs learners by asking questions, exploring options, suggesting 

alternatives, and helping them to develop criteria to make informed choices 

about courses of action. 

• Delegator – uses a student-centered approach to teaching by encouraging 

students to take responsibility and initiative while developing their capacity to 

function in an autonomous fashion. 

(Grasha, 2002, Appendix A Section) 

 29



 Grasha’s (2002) research has indicated that most faculty exhibit a dominate style 

or a blending of styles that become dominate in teaching. The researcher noted that those 

who gravitated toward a preferred style were not as flexible in using a variety of 

approaches to better meet the needs of learners. 

Dunn and Dunn Model. The Dunn and Dunn (1977) model was based on the 

theory that an individual’s teaching style directly impacted student learning.  The concept 

of individualized student-centered instruction rather than the traditional teacher-centered 

approach provided the impetus for the development of the model. The Teaching Style 

Inventory, an instrument designed to assist in assessing one’s preferred teaching style, 

was an outcome of the researchers’ original study. The instrument was developed with 

the assistance of teacher supervisors who observed and evaluated the teaching practices 

of participating elementary school teachers. This information, along with input from the 

participating teachers, and knowledge on existing teaching style instruments were used to 

determine the elements of teaching that were considered important in the teaching and 

learning process. Findings from this initial study led to the identification of eight major 

elements that contributed to effective teaching. According to the researchers, each of 

these elements combined over time “form a teacher’s particular style, which differentially 

affects students’ learning in different settings . . . . This concept of teaching style 

produces a profile of teacher characteristics ranging from favoring recitation and drill, to 

a whole class approach, to individualized instruction” (Dunn & Frazier, 1990b, p.2).  The 

researchers maintained that teaching styles were comprised of these eight major 

elements:  
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• Instructional planning – involves diagnosing learner needs, selecting learning 

objectives, and determining teaching methods and instructional strategies for 

delivering information.   

• Teaching methods – refers to the teacher’s behavior in the classroom which 

includes approaches used to deliver information, resources implemented to 

facilitate student learning, and choices of interacting with students. 

• Teaching environment – relates to room design, seating arrangements, 

learning/instructional stations, and provisions for mobility.  

• Evaluation techniques – include methods such as paper-and-pencil 

assessments, observational activities, performance-based testing, and self-

evaluation.  

• Teaching characteristics and classroom management – encompass the values 

and standards held by the teacher that may influence the degree of flexibility 

allowed in the teaching and learning process, the level of the perceived 

importance of the information, and the amount of direction provided for 

students in a learning activity. Additionally, teaching characteristics influence 

classroom management approaches through establishing provisions and 

procedures necessary to encourage effective learning environments. 

• Educational philosophy – an overall attitude toward the teaching and learning 

process. It is theorized that teachers approach instruction from the basis of 

their belief systems.  

(Dunn & Dunn, 1977) 
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While Dunn and Dunn (1977) included teaching methods as an element in their 

teaching style model, Heredia (1999) argued that teaching styles are separate from 

teaching methods (e.g., lecturing). “Teaching styles are supposed to define the behaviors 

that teachers exhibit as they interact with learners. In applying teaching style categories to 

their practice, teachers should strive to identify the categories that best characterize them 

regardless of the methods that they use” (Heredia, 1999, Cultural Learning Styles and 

Teaching Styles Section, Paragraph 3).  

 

Research Using the Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style Inventory 

 The Teaching Style Inventory, an outcome of Dunn and Dunn’s (1977) study, was 

developed to assist teachers and school administrators in determining individual teaching 

style. The instrument, developed as a self-assessment tool, was designed to encourage 

educators to reflect on their strengths and weaknesses in order to determine ways to 

improve their practices in better meeting student needs.  In addition to serving this 

purpose, the instrument has been used in a variety of studies in which individual teaching 

style served as a variable.  

A 1980 study (Bates) used an adapted version of the Teaching Style Inventory. 

The purpose of the study was to determine the extent of the relationships that existed 

between brain dominance, teaching style, and choice of teaching specialty. The 

researcher used the eight major components of the Teaching Style Inventory to determine 

the teaching style of 100 junior/middle high school teachers in four schools. Findings 

indicated no significant relationship between brain dominance and teaching style. 
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Smith (1988) used the Teaching Style Inventory in a study to determine whether 

public school teachers’ ethnicity affected perceived teaching style. Style of teaching was 

measured against sex, age at entering the teaching profession, student ethnic composition 

of the classroom, years of teaching experience, and grade level taught. Participants in the 

study totaled 450 teachers. There were three ethnic groups represented in the sample 

(African American, Hispanics, and Caucasians) with 150 participants in each group. 

Participants completed the survey and were grouped by types of teaching style 

(traditional to individualized) according to the scores on their self assessment. Results of 

the study found that teaching style was not affected by sex (male or female), age, years of 

teaching experience, student ethnic composition of the classroom, or grade level taught. 

However, evidence from the analysis of the data supported the conclusion that ethnicity 

affected teaching style. The researcher found that African Americans and Hispanics used 

a more individualized teaching style (student-centered approach), whereas Caucasians 

used a more traditional approach (teacher-centered) to teaching.  

Quantitative data was supplied via the Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style Inventory 

in a study that examined the effects of teaching style on student writing about field trips 

with concrete experiences (Osteyee, 1988). Thirteen teachers of grades two through four 

in seven public schools participated in the study. For the analysis, a correlation matrix 

was run for teaching style with three writing measures: 1) degree of 

abstractness/concreteness; 2) counting the number of acts, descriptions and examples 

appearing in the writing; and 3) the overall organization of the composition. No 

significant relationship was found between teaching style and any of the variables. The 
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researcher did evidence a weakness of the Teaching Style Inventory, however. According 

to the researcher, the degree of individualized instruction as reported by teachers on the 

questionnaire was generally not observed in the classroom. The concept of “teaching 

style” and the ability to measure it was questioned by the researcher who found that 

teachers “described themselves in ways that placed them on the individualized end of the 

continuum which extended from individualized through transitional to traditional” (p. 

139). Direct classroom observations of teachers revealed discrepancies between 

perceived teaching style and actual teaching practices.  

Winches (1995) used the inventory to collect data for research focused on the 

influence of teaching style on computer use in upper elementary classrooms. Participating 

elementary schools were chosen at random from all the elementary schools in the state 

where the study was conducted. Respondents included third, fourth, and fifth grade 

teachers in a participating school. Findings from the study were that instructors with 

“flexible, individualized approaches to learning” (p. 196) were more likely to view 

computer use as a vehicle for student productivity than were those instructors with a more 

traditional style of teaching.  

Another study that used Dunn and Dunn’s Teaching Style Inventory (Wheelis, 

1999) was designed to analyze ways in which teaching styles impacted elementary 

teachers’ computer use in classroom instruction. Participants included third, fourth, and 

fifth grade teachers in 91 schools, with a total of 382 respondents. Two of the major 

elements that, according to Dunn and Dunn, assist in identifying one’s preferred teaching 

style were used in this study: teaching methods and teaching environment, which 
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included room design, student grouping, and instructional environment (e.g., scheduling, 

learning activities). Results from the study indicated a significant relationship between 

teaching style and room design in regard to the instructional use of computers in the 

classroom. Further, the study showed evidence that teachers with a computer 

permanently located in the classroom had high levels of instructional computer use. 

Student grouping and instructional environment were not found to be significant 

indicators of a high level of integration of instructional computer use.  The researcher 

concluded that classroom instructional use was related to the physical location, i.e. 

accessibility, of computers and stressed that technology should be integrated into the 

teaching and learning process rather than being “an add-on, adjunct aspect of the 

curriculum” (p. 76). 

 

Teaching Style and Computer Use in the Classroom 

In the Dunn and Dunn teaching style model (1977), the researchers included 

teaching methods as one of the major elements used in determining one’s preferred 

teaching style. In this context, teaching method was defined as a teacher’s approach to 

information delivery and choices of interacting with students.  Media was one form of 

teaching method identified by the researchers. Therefore, computer use fits within this 

description as a teaching method utilized according to personal preferences as types of 

media include technology, such as computers, computer software packages, the Internet, 

and email (Chamberlain & Cummings, 2003). Grasha and Yangarber-Hicks (2000) have 

maintained that some teachers may be drawn to the use of technology because it allows 
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them to connect with students outside of class, or because it provides options such as 

presenting movies, instructional programs, and other visual materials. However, these 

experts warn against promoting the use of technology as a vehicle for delivering 

instruction rather than using it as a means of enhancing the learning experience for 

students.  

Lloyd (2002) conducted a study to determine college faculty teaching styles and 

attitudes towards the cognitive effects of computers in instruction. Data were gathered 

through a teaching style inventory, three computer attitude scales, a behavioral control 

and an instructional computer use scale. Participants were 158 full-time faculty at a 

College of Applied Arts and Technology. The study was based on the principle that a 

teacher’s classroom behavior (i.e., teaching style) is strongly influenced by attitudes held 

by the individual. Findings demonstrated that, although there was a weak relationship 

between teaching style and computer attitudes, faculty held positive attitudes toward 

using computer technology and there appeared to be a positive trend of more college 

faculty using technology in the classroom.   

In a study designed to explore the integration of teaching styles with instructional 

technology, Grasha & Yangarber-Hicks (2000) surveyed two groups of college faculty 

members – all individuals who had shown great interest in using technology in the 

classroom. One group consisted of 40 presenters from a regional conference on the uses 

of technology in higher education. The second group was a random sample of 200 

individuals chosen from 1,000 participants attending a national conference on the uses of 

technology in higher education. The research sought to determine whether the presence 
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of instructional technology in the classroom was associated with variations in teaching 

and learning styles when compared within both a technology-dominant and a traditional 

course taught by the same instructor. Although there were no statistically reliable 

differences between the two samples, the researchers concluded that teachers need to 

consider technology and how it fits into their educational philosophy – one must reflect 

on the practice and evaluate whether the choice provides “a theoretical justification for 

the method” (Connecting Technology Section, Paragraph 1). Accordingly, Hartshorne, 

Ferdig, and Dawson (2005) examined current models of integrating technology in teacher 

education and reported that, “The integration of technology requires that the teacher 

implement new pedagogical methods. Thus, teachers must develop these new methods of 

instruction” (p. 78). Florini (1989) noted that recognition of one’s teaching style is 

important as teachers may need to adjust their preferred teaching styles when using 

technology. 

 

Faculty Use of Computers in the Classroom 

 Technology was first introduced into the classroom in the 1960s through 

programmed instruction and educational television. In the early 1980s, microcomputers 

found their way into the classroom; and, during the 1990s, there were “state and federal 

initiatives to place more computer technology in the K-12 classrooms, in hope that 

technology . . .” (Morrison & Lowther, 2002, p. 1) would be the catalyst for improving 

and enhancing the teaching and learning process. However, the push to have technology 

available in the classroom preceded consideration of its implementation. 
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The majority of classrooms today are sufficiently equipped with computer 

hardware and software (International Society of Technology in Education, 1999; 

Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999). In fact, in 2002, the ratio of students to computers with 

Internet access was 4.8 to 1, having increased from 12.1 to 1 in 1998 (National Center for 

Education Statistics, as cited in Pappano, 2003). Unfortunately, in the majority of cases, 

the technology goes under utilized as most educators do not know how to integrate it into 

the curriculum. In fact, most current teacher preparation programs use standalone 

technology courses that too often focus on the tool and the learning of technology skills 

and not the curriculum (Hartshorne et al., 2005; Laffey, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 

1999; Wang, 2002; Wilson, 2003). According to Bauer (2002), “The result has been that 

students have neither been given the opportunity to engage in knowledge construction 

provided by technology nor become fully prepared for the digital age” (p. iv). Wang 

(2002) observed that the “successful use of technology in teaching practices . . . requires 

more than mastering computer skills” (p. 150). Research has shown that preservice 

educators experienced positive results when technology was seamlessly integrated with 

meaningful assignments and participants were provided access, ongoing support, and 

time to learn (Wilson, 2003).  

 Today, “it’s no longer enough to use computers for the sake of using computers. 

They must do something” (Pappano, 2003, Paragraph 5). In education, computers should 

be used to ensure that students are provided opportunities to develop the technical skills 

necessary to prepare them to live and work productively in the new millennium. Instead 

of asking why computers are not being fully utilized in education and instruction a better 
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question might be, “What kind of instructors use computers for instruction?” (Bullard, 

1998, p. 10). That very question has served as the foundation for numerous studies 

conducted to examine why some teachers use technology and others do not (Vannatta & 

Fordham, 2004).   

In a 2001 article, Burgess addressed the topic of technology in the classroom. The 

author noted that teachers reported little or no use of computers for instruction due to the 

lack of time “to develop new or different instructional materials using technology they 

either don’t have access to or don’t know” (p. 331).  It was suggested that through proper 

training teachers could become productive in the use of technology and utilize this 

method of delivery for meeting student’s individual needs. 

A study by Vannatta and Fordham (2004) was conducted to examine various 

teacher attributes as predictors for frequency of classroom technology use. The 

hypothesis was that teaching technology to preservice teachers does not result in 

“effective technology-using teachers” (p. 253). Participants in the study were 177 K-12 

teachers from six public schools in the northwest (four elementary and two high schools). 

The Faculty Technology Survey was used to measure inservice teachers’ frequency of 

using a variety of technology tools during the previous semester. Descriptive statistics 

indicated that classroom technology use was fairly low among inservice teachers and 

students in their classrooms. Findings from the study led the researchers to make the 

following recommendation:  
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Although past literature and research have recommended extensive training in 
technology skills and pedagogy as the primary components of teacher preparation, 
this study suggests that . . . the teacher attributes of time commitment to teaching 
and openness to change combine with the amount of technology training to best 
predict classroom technology use. (Vannatta & Fordham, 2004, p. 261, 263) 
 
In Bauer’s (2002) study of 30 teachers’ utilization of computers in the classroom, 

results were that perceptions of computer technology confidence and skill levels affected 

teachers’ use of technology. The teachers who volunteered to participate in the study 

taught at the K-5 elementary, middle school, and high school levels. Findings indicated 

that high self-efficacy with regard to computer use was a key factor in instructional use of 

technology. Similarly, Lloyd (2002) reported a direct positive relationship between 

college faculty members’ confidence in using computers and instructional computer use. 

University professors’ attitudes toward computer use in the classroom were the 

focus for Bullard’s study (1998). Acknowledging that keeping pace with the growth of 

technology can be difficult, Bullard stressed its importance “especially for university 

professors and preservice teachers who will need to demonstrate and model the use of 

technology to properly train students for the future” (p. 10). The researcher proposed that 

university professors should demonstrate and model the use of technology to their 

students throughout their university coursework. This is extremely important in teacher 

preparation programs where the desired outcome is to produce teachers comfortable with 

implementing technology into their daily routines (Laffey, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 

1999; Muffoletto & Knupfer, 1993, as cited in Bullard, 1998). Further, findings from a 

study designed to investigate preservice teachers’ perceptions of the teacher’s role in the 

classroom with computers (Wang, 2002) led the researcher to conclude that “Not only do 
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faculty need to learn technology skills, but they also need to update their knowledge of 

teaching methods” (p. 157). 

While studies have indicated that university professors’ attitudes toward using 

computers “to improve instruction and learning was very favorable” (Bullard, 1998, p. 

69), results revealed that university professors used computers more for producing 

materials for teaching rather than as a teaching and learning tool in the classroom. These 

findings held true in Wang’s (2002) study in which participating preservice teachers 

believed that classroom computers should be used both as teacher-centered and student-

centered tools; yet when tested on their classroom computer use, the preservice teachers 

were more likely to use the computers as a teacher-centered tool. Wang suggested this 

choice of computer use might “reflect the information technology (IT) training they have 

received in teacher education” (p. 154). Student-centered teaching and the integration of 

technology require different strategies in lesson delivery and classroom management, 

skills that preservice educators may not have developed in their IT courses and, therefore, 

are not comfortable using in the classroom. Burgess (2001) recommended that schools 

using and teaching technology should provide leadership by involving teachers in the 

development process and designing a teaching model that is more centered on how 

students learn, and less on hardware. 

 

Computer Use in Teacher Education Courses 

Although technology requirements in teacher education programs vary across 

universities, national studies have reported that the majority of college graduates rated 
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their technology preparation as insufficient. A survey conducted by the U.S. Department 

of Education (National Center for Education Statistics, 2000) found that, of the public 

school teachers who participated in the study, only 27% reported feeling very well 

prepared to “integrate educational technology into the grade or subject taught” (Teachers’ 

Feelings of Preparedness Section, Paragraph 3). Accordingly, teachers from 885 schools 

across all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and several U.S. Department of Defense 

schools overseas participated in an online study conducted by NetDay (as cited in 

Murray, 2004) which revealed the following results: 

• Thirty-seven percent of educators contend that preservice training did nothing 

at all to prepare them to use technology effectively in the classroom.  

• Forty-four percent said they were “somewhat prepared.”   

• Only 18 percent said the training they received in college left them “fully 

prepared” to use technology in their lessons.  

 Laffey (2004) found that current inservice teachers were not prepared to use 

technology, nor were the preservice teachers “being adequately prepared to enter the 

profession as technology-using teachers” (p. 361). While most universities require 

introductory courses to working with computers (i.e., learning about the technology), 

programs differ as to whether or not they require preservice teachers to demonstrate the 

use of technology in an educational setting. Beck & Wynn (1998) surveyed 466 

preservice teachers who were required “during the on-campus part of their program to 

design and deliver instruction incorporating various technologies” (Preservice Student 

Use Section, Paragraph 1). Participants reported that the use of technology dropped off 
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during their student teaching experiences. It was not determined whether this drop off 

was due to the fact that student teacher supervisors were not using technology in their 

classrooms or whether the technology was unavailable.  

Studies suggest that preservice and inservice teachers who receive formal training 

in the use of technology and classroom instruction use the medium more frequently and 

in a greater variety of ways than those who have not engaged in formal instruction 

(Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). A qualitative study (Elwood-Salinas, 2001) explored 

secondary level preservice teachers’ perceptions of values and expectancies regarding 

technology-integrated experiences (TIEs) in their education training. This investigation 

was conducted to assist preservice teachers in developing needed skills to effectively 

integrate technology in their own classrooms. Preservice teachers participating in the 

study recommended university/college programs to cultivate TIEs throughout preservice 

education.  

In a study of teacher educators’ use of computers in instruction, Wetzel (1993) 

reported that graduates from teacher preparation programs felt unprepared to integrate 

technology into their teaching when they entered the public schools. A survey of 

education faculty found “modeling of technology use lacking in the college of education. 

. . despite the interest of professors and availability of facilities” (p. 335). Further studies 

found that most teacher preparation programs were not properly preparing future 

educators to use technology in the classroom due to faculty’s lack of experience in using 

technology as a teaching and learning tool, and continued use of traditional teaching 

methods for instruction (Laffey, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; O’Bannon et al., 
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1998; Siemer-Matravers, 2000; Wang, 2002). To adequately prepare the next generation 

of teachers to integrate technology into the curriculum, Wetzel (1993) recommended 

“field experiences with supervising teachers whose students use computers/technology in 

their classrooms [and] professors who model uses of the computer in their courses” (p. 1).  

Further, Laffey (2004) recommended expanding field experiences to raise awareness for 

preservice teachers to successfully implement and manage technology in their future 

teaching careers. Suggestions included having preservice teachers spend time with 

computer teachers or media specialists in schools, take continuing education courses, and 

develop strategies for students to learn from one another.  

While school-based field experiences provide the most authentic way for 

preservice teachers to integrate technology in K-12 classrooms, teacher preparation 

methods courses might incorporate microteaching activities that include curriculum 

integration, content-specific uses of technology, alignment with state curriculum 

standards, and reflection. Some of the advantages to microteaching utilization are that 

students are encouraged to investigate the integration of technology with curriculum “in a 

safe, supportive environment that was free of many of the limitations and challenges 

presented in K-12 classrooms” (Dawson, Pringle, & Adams, 2003, p. 45). The students 

are provided feedback from knowledgeable professionals and they are able to observe the 

efforts of their peers. Microteaching experiences allow future teachers to explore, 

experiment, and gain some sense of comfort with technology and lesson delivery earlier 

than would be possible should they wait until they are placed in the student teaching 

environment. 
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Although there are few studies that focus on teachers modeling technology use in 

the classroom (Bauer, 2002; Wilson, 2003), Crowe (2004) reported a self-study that 

focused on the impact of integrating computer use in teacher education classes. This 

research described how a social studies teacher education faculty member incorporated 

and modeled technology to facilitate learning for preservice educators. In the first year of 

teaching, the author found that few prospective teachers were integrating technology into 

their teaching although students were required to create a PowerPoint presentation as part 

of the creation of a unit plan. To encourage preservice teachers to use technology as a 

teaching tool, students were required to evaluate the technology available to them at the 

sites where they were to engage in student teaching. The next stage involved preservice 

teachers’ working in groups to plan lessons and activities that used available technology 

to enhance student learning. This same technique was used in an earlier study (Wilson, 

2003) in which the researcher recommended that teacher educators demonstrate and 

coach preservice teachers to utilize the technology they have access to at their student 

teaching sites. Further, Wilson (2003) suggested that teacher educator programs support 

technology integration by providing equipment for student teachers to use in field 

experience classrooms.   

In addition to creating awareness, Crowe (2004) modeled the use of technology in 

teacher education classes. This was achieved through class discussion, modeling general 

teaching strategies that could be adopted or modified according to needs, and using 

technology in a variety of settings, such as a computer lab, a one-computer classroom, 

and a classroom with a mobile laptop cart. Results from the study were that:  
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90.48% of the students (19 of 21) felt to some degree that the instructor’s use of 

technology made them feel more comfortable that they could use technology in 

their teaching and that they had gotten ideas about how to use technology to 

enhance student learning from the activities in class. (p. 164)  

Further, the impact of the study was evidenced in the preservice teachers’ incorporation 

of technology into their microteaching and classroom teaching when technology was not 

required or suggested for assignments. 

 

Instructional Issues Related to Computer Use in the Classroom 

Technology can serve as a valuable resource for teachers by reducing paperwork, 

increasing communications between teacher and student, and making instruction more 

standardized. Thereby, one course taught by several teachers “can have the same thread 

of knowledge by using technology” (Burgess, 2001, p. 332). Additionally, technology 

can be used to present information in class (e.g., PowerPoint presentations, overhead 

projectors, television/VCRs), communicate with peers, and conduct research (Beck & 

Wynn, 1998; Murray, 2004). Siemer-Matravers (2000) surmised that, for the most part, 

the introduction of computers into the educational arena has been technologically driven. 

Not surprisingly then, studies have shown that computers are used more as a production 

tool (e.g., using word processing programs to create lesson plans and syllabi), and less as 

an instrument for instruction, by most faculty (Bullard, 1998). In fact, Vannatta and 

Fordham (2004) found the only applications used several times or more per semester 

were word processing software, e-mail for communication, and the Internet.  
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 On the majority of university campuses today, availability of computers is not 

problematic. University faculty have access to computers and the Internet through 

equipment supplied by the university/college, personal acquisition, or computer labs 

located in colleges, departments, student union buildings, and libraries. However, 

providing computers in classrooms and personal computers for faculty to use in the 

workplace does not facilitate the integration of technology into the teaching and learning 

environment (Riel, Schwarz, Peterson, & Henricks, 2000; Siemer-Matravers, 2000). 

Teachers require training both in computer skills and computer applications (Siemer-

Matravers, 2000; Wheelis, 1999), professional development in technology and its 

connection to classroom applications (Mann, 2004; Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999; 

Siemer-Matravers, 2000), and time for planning new or different instructional materials 

using technology (Burgess, 2001; Hartshorne et al., 2005; Johnson, 2001; Murray, 2004; 

Schrum, 1999).  

Providing workshops and inservice training for professional development, both in 

computer skills and computer applications, are needed to promote use in the classroom. 

Specifically, “teachers need to be taught how to use technology to deliver instruction” 

(Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). Traditional staff development programs designed as being  

“just in case” learning, unfortunately, have proven ineffective in promoting and 

encouraging faculty use of computers in instruction. In fact, elementary grade teachers 

participating in a study designed to analyze use of computers for classroom instruction 

reportedly did not take advantage of computer training workshops offered by their school 

districts (Guha, 2000). Results indicated that “whether training was offered within or 
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outside [the] school district, not all teachers took advantage of these training 

opportunities despite their indicated preference for more computer training” (p. 28-29). 

Furthermore, findings from a national analysis were that: (1) 99 percent of all teachers 

are exposed to “professional development, (2) only a third report that professional 

development is connected to classroom applications, and (3) more than a third of all 

teachers (35 percent) never get any peer-to-peer professional development help (Mann, 

2004, Paragraph 4). 

The most effective programs are those geared toward individual interests that 

meet “just in time” training needs and perceived goals (Cohen & Tally, 2004). 

Essentially, “teachers should have an opportunity to try the technology in the classroom 

where they know that it will work, or with a mentor present to provide support” (Schrum, 

1999, Professional Development for Technology Section, Paragraph 7). Administration 

must be getting the message according to a recent national survey (Murray, 2004) in 

which teachers gave the professional development provided by their school districts high 

marks in effectiveness: “Thirty-five percent said the training they’ve received since 

becoming a teacher has them ‘fully prepared’ to use technology” (Paragraph 29). 

Integrating technology into the curriculum, having the opportunity to routinely 

use technology in preservice teachers’ field experiences, and receiving guidance and 

support from knowledgeable experts all appear to be of greater importance to educators 

than does training in computer skills (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). NetDay, a nonprofit 

supporter of educational technology in schools, conducted an online survey of 11,132 

teachers that provided insight regarding the barriers that keep teachers from using 
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technology to its full potential (Murray, 2004). Missing from the list of obstacles was any 

reference to perceptions of inadequate technology skills. This may indicate that educators 

have “advanced well beyond the scope of such basic functions as word processing and 

printing” (2004, Paragraph 8). 

Another consideration is time. Time is a valuable commodity for educators. 

Finding extra time during the school day, or after hours, to experiment with technology is 

difficult if not impossible. “What time is not spent on lesson planning, is spent on 

grading, and that time not spent grading is administrative time” (Burgess, 2001, p. 331). 

Administrators can assist teachers by increasing on-site technology support to reduce 

time spent dealing with technical difficulties. Additionally, providing more professional 

educational programs that connect computer use to classroom learning would save time 

for teachers developing new or different instructional materials using technology. In a 

study of teachers’ utilization of computers in classroom instruction, Bauer (2002) 

reported that teachers are aware of the importance of integrating technology into 

instruction, but find there is not enough available time to explore the use of applications 

other than the familiar.  Other instructional issues targeted as impacting the use of 

technology in the classroom included out-dated hardware, unavailability of software, 

technical difficulties, and student skill levels (Bauer, 2002; O’Bannon et al, 1998; 

Wilson, 2003). 

 University faculty who participated in the Bullard (1998) study indicated that 

“technology was beneficial for effective teaching and should be used in instruction at the 

college level” (p. 74). Faculty members have indicated a desire to use computers more for 
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instruction and thought that universities should encourage the use of computers in 

teaching (O’Bannon et al, 1998). Although research participants reported using e-mail 

addresses on course syllabi, the Internet for “virtual” office hours, and the Internet and 

Web sites in course assignments, respondents “reportedly used computers less in the 

classroom” for instruction (p. 75). 

Serious barriers to significant, effective uses of technology for learning (as 

reported by participants) were highlighted by the Secretary’s Conference on Educational 

Technology (U. S. Department of Education, Evaluation of Programs, 2000). Among the 

listing were faculty attitudes and reluctance to change. Many instructors do not want to 

change their teaching methods as they are content with learning outcomes produced 

through interactive lectures, small group activities, or closed labs. Some faculty, 

according to Levy (2003), “have not yet adapted their lectures to the advances provided 

by technology such as PowerPoint presentations and multimedia demonstrations and do 

not want to change their teaching style” (Curriculum Section, Paragraph 2). Moving to 

computer-based or computer-enhanced curriculum is difficult for many instructors as it 

requires letting go of long-established practices. 

 

Summary 

The 2001 No Child Left Behind Act mandated that teachers “must be prepared to 

provide technology-supported learning opportunities for their students” (International 

Society of Technology in Education, 2002, p. 4). Although the majority of classrooms 

today are sufficiently equipped with computer hardware and software, in the majority of 
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instances the technology goes under utilized because most educators do not know how to 

integrate it into the curriculum.  

Technology requirements in teacher education programs vary across universities. 

Research has indicated that most teacher preparation programs are not properly preparing 

future educators to use technology in the classroom due to the fact that faculty continue 

to use traditional teaching methods of instruction. Recommendations are that university 

professors should demonstrate and model the use of technology to their students 

throughout their coursework. This is extremely important in teacher preparation programs 

where the desired outcome is to produce teachers comfortable with implementing 

technology into their daily routines (Muffoletto & Knupfer, 1993 as cited in Bullard, 

1998). 

  On the majority of university campuses today, availability of computers is not 

problematic. However, placing computers in classrooms and providing faculty with 

personal computers to use in the workplace does not facilitate the integration of 

technology into the classroom. University professors have indicated a desire to use 

computers more for classroom instruction, yet have cited barriers to use of computers, 

such as lack of training in computer skills and applications, professional development in 

technology and its connection to classroom applications, and time for planning new or 

different instructional materials using technology.  

This chapter provided a literature review relevant to the topic of teaching styles 

and computer use in the college classroom. Topics covered in the discussion included the 

use of surveys/questionnaires in research, an overview of teaching style, teaching style 
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and computer use in the classroom, faculty use of computers in the classroom, computer 

use in teacher education programs, and instructional issues related to computer use in the 

classroom. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 

 The fundamental purpose of educational research is to provide a guide to 

understanding educational processes, practices, and issues (Gay & Airasian, 2000). This 

study was designed to investigate the teaching styles of university faculty who teach 

courses that are part of Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs in 

Texas and to determine how individual teaching style might be related to computer use in 

the college classroom. Information found in Chapter 3 includes methods and procedures, 

population and sample selection, description of the study, data collection, and data 

analysis procedures. 

 

Methods and Procedures 

Exploring the relationship between teaching style and computer use has the 

potential to add information to theoretical and practical development for the successful 

integration of technology into teaching practice. The types of research employed in this 

study included both quantitative and qualitative methods. Taken together, these two 

methods represented a holistic approach to the inquiry.  

The quantitative method of correlational research was implemented to investigate 

the relationship between preferred teaching style and computer use in the classroom. 

Further, qualitative measures in the form of open response questions were included to 
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obtain understanding of participating faculty members’ use of technology in the college 

classroom.  

 

Population and Sample 

Description of the Population 

The population for the study was comprised of university faculty members who 

had taught or currently were teaching courses required in Family and Consumer Sciences 

teacher certification programs in universities and colleges located in Texas. For the 

purposes of this study, faculty were identified as professors (assistant, associate, and full), 

instructors, lecturers, teaching/graduate assistants, and adjunct faculty. Faculty included 

both full- and part-time employees at Texas colleges/universities. Also included were 

faculty outside the home colleges who taught courses that were part of the certification 

program, such as “Methods” taken in Colleges of Education.  

A listing of universities offering Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 

certification programs in Texas was obtained from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

website (http://www.tea.state.tx.us/Cate/fcs/fcscert.html). The most current listing was 

dated July, 2001. 

According to the TEA list, there were 12 universities in Texas identified as 

providing Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) teacher certification programs. 

However, upon investigation, it was discovered that three of the universities currently 

were not offering FCS teacher certification programs, and one university that had 

recently added teacher certification courses to its programs, was not included on the TEA 
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list. After making adjustments to the list, the number of universities that offered Family 

and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs in Texas totaled ten. Faculty 

members employed by these ten universities comprised the population for the survey. 

 

Selection of the Sample 

A copy of the introductory email message sent to the teacher educators, 

department chairs, and deans in the ten universities in Texas may be found in Appendix 

C. To determine the sample selection, it was necessary to contact the ten universities to 

obtain names and email addresses of faculty members who had taught or were teaching 

courses in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher preparation programs. The list of 

certification programs that was obtained from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

website also provided names and email addresses of teacher educators, department chairs, 

and deans for each of the ten universities. These professionals were contacted via email 

requesting names and email addresses of faculty members meeting the aforementioned 

requirements. Reminder follow-up email requests were sent to all non-respondents three 

weeks after the initial electronic mailing. Additionally, follow-up phone calls were made 

to encourage professionals to provide the needed information. Nine of the ten universities 

responded to the request for faculty names and email addresses. At one university, the 

contacted professional forwarded the request for participation via email to faculty 

members meeting the population requirements. Interested faculty members from this 

university were encouraged to contact the researcher for information regarding 
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participation. The list of faculty members provided by nine of the ten universities and the 

volunteers from the one university brought the total population to 186. 

Krejcie and Morgan (1970, as cited in Gay and Airasian, 2000) suggested that for 

a population of 180, the sample size should be 123 “assuming that one is going to survey 

a random sample” (p. 134). For this research, it was determined that all 186 faculty 

members should be surveyed. This decision was based on the probability that sampling 

all 186 university faculty would provide optimal opportunity for a resulting response of 

123 (66%). Human subjects approval procedures required by Texas Tech University were 

met. (See Appendix A.) 

 

Description of the Study

Development of the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey 

A copy of the instrument may be found in Appendix B. The Faculty Teaching 

Style and Computer Use Survey used in this study was adapted from two existing 

instruments: the Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style Inventory (1977), and the Computer 

Survey developed by Winches (1995). Permission to use a revised version of the 

Teaching Style Inventory was granted to the researcher by K. J. Dunn (personal 

communication, July 2, 2004). Additionally, B. Winches (personal communication April 

12, 2004) gave the researcher authorization to revise the Computer Survey and use it for 

data collection in the current study.  

The Teaching Style Inventory. In 1967, researchers Ken and Rita Dunn received a 

grant from the United States Office of Education to conduct a study on the relationship 
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between how students learn and the way teachers teach (Smith, 1988). The Teaching 

Style Inventory was a product of this study. Development of the instrument began with 

observations and evaluations of participating teachers by teacher supervisors who sought 

to determine the elements of teaching that were considered important in the teaching and 

learning process. With the information gleaned from the observations and evaluations, 

input from the participating teachers, and knowledge on existing teaching style 

instruments, the teacher supervisors developed an instrument to evaluate teaching styles. 

This initial instrument was then used by the teacher supervisors to assess the teaching 

styles of participating elementary school teachers. Following this assessment, the 

participating teachers then completed a self assessment using the same instrument to 

determine whether their perceptions of their personal teaching style corresponded with 

the findings of the teacher supervisors. A .84 correlation was obtained. Validation of the 

initial instrument was conducted via a pilot study. 

The Computer Survey. A revised version of the Dunn and Dunn Teaching Style 

Inventory was used by Winches (1995) to explore the relationship between teaching style 

and the instructional use of computers in upper (third, fourth, and fifth) elementary 

classrooms. Additionally, the researcher designed the Computer Survey to collect data 

pertaining to elementary teachers’ perceptions about computers, types of access to 

computers, and frequency of use of computer-based teaching strategies. Winches selected 

two categories from the Teaching Style Inventory to be used in the revised instrument for 

the 1995 study: Teaching characteristics and Classroom management, and Educational 

philosophy. The researcher deemed these two categories to be most pertinent to the issue 
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of computer use.  Validation of the initial instrument was established through a review 

conducted by four professionals: an assistant superintendent for curriculum and 

instruction, a curriculum support specialist for an elementary school, a technology 

coordinator, and three elementary school teachers. The instrument was pilot tested by 

fourteen teachers in a single elementary school. Internal reliability for the survey 

instrument was established using Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha. The reliability 

coefficient was .92.   

 

Validation of the Initial Instrument Used in the Current Study  

The initial instrument for the current study consisted of four sections: 

demographic information, computer survey, teaching style survey, and open response 

questions. This instrument was disseminated to three university faculty professionals who 

were asked to make comments and suggestions regarding the survey directions, to 

identify any items or topics found inappropriate or irrelevant to the study, and to add or 

delete any items so that the listing was comprehensive to the topic of the study.  Two of 

the three faculty members were teacher educators in Family and Consumer Sciences 

programs and one faculty member was an assistant professor teaching in the Educational 

Instructional Technology program. These individuals served as the panel of experts in the 

validation of the research instrument.  

The original instruments used in this study (i.e., Teaching Style Inventory and 

Computer Survey) had been developed for collecting information from instructors 

teaching at the elementary school level. However, as the current study was designed to 
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investigate the teaching style and computer use of university faculty, it was necessary to 

review and revise the original items to better address this audience.   

Changes to the Teaching Style Inventory. The original instrument consisted of 

eight major elements and items within each element that related directly to that concept. 

Following is a compilation of the items (lettered as per the Teaching Style Inventory) for 

each major element that were not used in the revised instrument as it was agreed that they 

did not address teaching at the post-secondary level: 

• Element 1, Instructional Planning: (a) Diagnosis and prescription for each 

student; (c) Contracts, learning activity packages, or instructional packages; 

and (h) Objectives. 

• Element 5, Instructional Environment: (b) Nutritional intake is available for 

all students as needed, and (e) Students are permitted to choose where they 

will sit and/or work. 

• Element 6, Evaluation Techniques: (g) Standardized achievement tests based 

on grade-level objectives. 

• Element 8, Educational Philosophy: (b) Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching, (c) 

Multiage groupings, (e) Alternative education, (h) Humanistic education, and 

(m) Grade-level standards. 

Wording was changed in the directions for Element 8, Educational Philosophy, from 

“your attitude toward each of the following . . .” to “your level of support for . . .” as the 

Likert scale used terms, such as “support” and “strongly support.” 
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Changes to the Computer Survey. From the original survey the following changes 

were made: 

• In the Computer Access Information section, the question that addressed 

whether the participant had computer access at school was deleted. The basis 

for this decision was that the majority of university faculty members do have 

some type of computer access on campus. 

• In the Types of Access section, selections for types of computers used at the 

school were deleted as this information was not used in the current study. 

Additionally, the questions pertaining to using a computer for record keeping 

purposes and to having a personal computer in the home were eliminated.  

• There were 18 Principles listed that were designed to measure participants’ 

attitudes toward computer-based instruction. One principle was eliminated: 

Use of the computer as a reward for finishing other work is a good way to 

integrate computers into the classroom. 

• The Computer-based Teaching Strategies section contained six statements to 

which the participant responded to how often the strategy was used. One item 

was eliminated: Reward (Students getting computer time after completion of 

other work). 

• Additions to the Computer-based Teaching Strategies included: Tutorial 

programs, Simulations (interactive software programs), Educational games, 

Data management, (e.g., files, spreadsheets), and Computerized testing. 
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Design of the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey 

Based on the input of the three university faculty members, the initial instrument 

was revised and prepared for pilot testing. The questionnaire consisted of four sections: 

teaching style, computer use, open response questions, and demographics. A discussion 

of the survey design follows. 

Section I: Teaching Style. The data from this section was used in the testing of the 

hypothesis and in the analysis of research questions 1-8. This section of the questionnaire 

was designed to collect data used to assess individual teaching style based on an 

instrument developed by researchers Dunn and Dunn (1977). In the original study, the 

researchers predicted individual teaching style based on eight major elements. The 

revised questionnaire consisted of the original eight major elements. These were: 

1. Instructional Planning 

2. Teaching Method  

3. Student Groupings 

4. Classroom Designs 

5. Instructional Environment 

6. Evaluation Techniques 

7. Teaching Characteristics and Classroom Management 

8. Educational Philosophy 

Each of the eight major elements contained descriptive items directly related to 

that concept. There were a total of 56 items. Participants were instructed to respond to 

each numbered item using a 5-point Likert scale. Elements 1 through 5 recorded item 
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responses on the following scale: (1) Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Occasionally, (4) Frequently, 

and (5) Always. Responses for items contained within Element 6 were recorded using  

(1) Not At All, (2) Not Very, (3) Somewhat, (4) Very, and (5) Extremely. Items 

contained within Element 7 categorized responses as (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, 

(3) Undecided, (4) Agree, and (5) Strongly Agree. Each of the 56 items scored in Section 

I of the questionnaire were weighted according to the relative importance of each item as 

to its level of individualized teaching (as determined by researchers Dunn and Dunn, 

1977). An individual’s composite scores from the self-assessment instrument produced a 

teaching style profile for each of the eight major elements. Teaching style was 

categorized as Individualized, Somewhat Individualized, Transitional, Somewhat 

Traditional, and Traditional.   

Section II:  Computer Use. There were four areas included in Section II. The first 

area was designed to collect data used in the analysis of research question 15, “Do years 

of experience using computers influence classroom computer use,” and research question 

16, “Do types and numbers of courses/workshops attended influence classroom computer 

use.”   

The second area dealt with types of computer access available for faculty teaching 

purposes. These data were used in the analysis of research question 17, “Does type of 

computer access influence classroom computer use.” There were a total of six items in 

this area: five items in which participants checked a box to indicate types of computer 

access from a predetermined list and one item where respondents could write in other 

types of access not found in the aforementioned list.  
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“Principles Related to Computer-based Instruction” made up the third area in 

Section II. These data were used in the analysis of research question 18, “Does attitude 

toward computer-based instruction influence computer use.” There were 17 items, 

lettered “a-q,” on the questionnaire designed to measure faculty members’ attitudes 

toward computer-based instruction. Individuals indicated their degree of agreement with 

each of the 17 principles using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree). Four of the 17 items were reverse coded (1 = strongly agree to 5 = 

strongly disagree); these items were lettered b, c, j, and o.  

Upon completion of this task, respondents were asked to indicate their perceived 

level of computer and technology skills. These data were used in the analysis of research 

question 19, “Does perceived level of computer and technology skills influence 

classroom computer use.”  Choices were novice, less-than-average, average, better-than-

average, or expert.  

The last area in Section II provided the data for the “computer use” variable. The 

items in this section were used in testing the hypothesis and in the statistical analysis of 

research questions 1-8. These 11 items explored the frequency of how often faculty 

members employed selected computer-based teaching strategies:  

• Practice/remedial 

• Project-based groups 

• Word processing 

• Self-directed activities 

• Demonstration – Instructor 
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• Demonstration – Student 

• Tutorials 

• Simulations 

• Educational games 

• Data management 

• Computerized testing  

Responses were recorded for the items in this area, lettered a-k, using a 5-point Likert 

scale (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 5 = always). The resulting composite scores 

reflected the degree of faculty members’ integration and computer use in the classroom. 

The higher the score, the more integrated the computer use pattern.  

Section III:  Qualitative Data. Six open response questions in Section III of the 

questionnaire were designed to elicit responses regarding faculty use of computers in the 

classroom. Specifically, the questions explored suggestions and ideas for modeling use of 

computers to prepare future teachers; preferences for types of professional development 

and/or computer training to increase computer use in the classroom; delivery methods 

preferred for receiving professional development and/or computer training; and specific 

types of computer programs/and or applications participants currently use and would like 

to use in their teaching. 

Section IV:  Demographics. Lastly, the questionnaire provided for demographic 

information. Participants were asked to respond to items related to gender, date of birth, 

current position/rank within the university, current program area of teaching 
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responsibilities, total years of teaching experience in current position, and total years of 

teaching experience overall.  

 

Development for Electronic Delivery of the Instrument 

A six-page computer-generated questionnaire, Faculty Teaching Style and 

Computer Use Survey, was developed from previous assessment instruments (Dunn & 

Dunn, 1977; Winches, 1995). The questionnaire was formatted for electronic delivery via 

the Internet using ClassApps.com © 2003 SelectSurveyASP Advanced 7.6.1, a software 

program made available through the Teaching, Learning, and Technology Center (TLTC) 

at Texas Tech University. Technical support, layout and design assistance, and 

deployment of the survey questionnaire were provided by TLTC staff members.  

 Access to the online survey was provided through a URL (Uniform Resource 

Locator) provided by the TLTC, which hosted space for the questionnaire. The access 

level for the survey allowed participants to respond anonymously without being assigned 

an individual password or required use of a global password. The downside to this type of 

access was that participants were not able to save responses and update them at a later 

time; however, participants were able to access the questionnaire as many times as was 

needed. Participants were instructed to submit only one completed survey.

Page numbering for the questionnaire was accomplished through the use of a 

“progress bar” located in the upper right corner of each page. The progress bar made it 

possible for participants to see the total number of pages that made up the study and 

assisted them in tracking their progress. Buttons located at the bottom of each page 
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allowed individuals to go back to the previous page, go forward to the next page, and to 

cancel (or opt out of) the survey. When selected, the “cancel” button redirected 

individuals to the Texas Tech University website home page.  

The first page of the survey was an introduction to the study. Information 

provided on this page included the title and purposes of the study, the estimated time 

required to complete the survey, privacy statements, and names of the researcher and 

committee chair. Survey instructions were found on page two of the online survey. 

Information included instructions for completing the questionnaire, the estimated time 

required for completion, and identification of the four sections that comprised the survey. 

Pages three through six of the survey contained Sections I through IV. The Section 

number and type of content were identified at the top of each page. For instance, “Section 

I: Teaching Style” was placed at the top of page three. Definitions for terms used within 

each of the sections, if applicable, followed the section numbers. Methods used for online 

data collection included: 

• radio buttons, where participants were instructed to click on the button that 

best described their response; 

• text boxes, in which participants were able to enter numbers or generate text 

responses; and 

• check boxes,  where responses were recorded when participants clicked inside 

the appropriate box. 
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All responses were automatically sent to a database that was accessed and managed by 

the survey administrator/researcher. When participants did not complete the survey, their 

responses were saved in the database and the survey was identified as “incomplete.” 

Upon completing the survey, participants clicked on a button labeled “Done.” 

This action directed participants to the “Drawing Registration Form” where interested 

individuals could enter their personal information for a chance to win one of two Barnes 

& Noble gift certificates. Participates used text boxes for entering their names, work 

numbers, and email addresses. When submitted, this information was sent to a database 

and participants were redirected to the TLTC website home page.  

 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted in late summer 2004. The purposes of the study were 

to: 1) design an online questionnaire that would be accessible via the Internet; 2) establish 

reliability for the instrument; 3) refine the questions used on the questionnaire; and  

4) estimate the amount of time necessary to complete the survey. The pilot test was 

administered via the Internet using ClassApps.com © 2003 SelectSurveyASP Advanced 

7.6.1, a software program made available through the Teaching, Learning, and 

Technology Center (TLTC) at Texas Tech University. Technical support, including 

design and deployment of the survey questionnaire, was provided by TLTC staff 

members. SPSS Version 11.0 for Windows was used in computing the alpha reliability 

coefficients for each of the two instruments: the revised Teaching Style Survey and the 

revised Computer Use Survey. The values for coefficient alphas were .92 and .80, 
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respectively. For the 85 non-demographic items that comprised the Teaching Style and 

Computer Use Survey used in the pilot study, the reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s 

Coefficient Alpha) was .92.  

A copy of the introductory email message sent to potential participants may be 

found in Appendix C. Participants in the pilot study were College of Education faculty 

teaching in the Curriculum and Instruction Department at Texas Tech University. Faculty 

names and campus email addresses were provided by the department. An introductory 

email message was generated that invited faculty members’ participation in the online 

pilot survey. Those who participated in the pilot test did not participate in the study. 

Thirteen faculty members completed the online pilot study. Participants were 

asked to complete the study and supply input and feedback regarding the survey. Using 

text boxes to enter responses, participants were asked to give the approximate length of 

time required to complete the questionnaire, and to provide comments and suggestions 

regarding the survey (such as instructions, recording procedures, and relevancy of survey 

categories and items).   

Results from the pilot study found that the average time to complete the survey 

questionnaire was 20 minutes. Minor revisions to the questionnaire were made based on 

participants’ responses. For example, the instructions for the element Educational 

Philosophy, located in Section I, were changed from “Place a check in the box that best 

describes your attitude . . .” to “Place a check in the box that best describes your level of 

support . . .” Deleted from the questionnaire was one major element from the Dunn and 

Dunn Teaching Style Inventory (1977), “Teaching Environment: Classroom Design.”  
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Respondents commented that the items contained within this element were redundant as 

many of the items were found within other major elements, such as in “Teaching 

Environment: Student Groupings.” Thereby, the final revised version of the Faculty 

Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey contained seven of the eight major teaching 

style elements and 50 of the 56 items found in the original Dunn and Dunn instrument.  

 

Data Collection 

The online survey was launched in the fall 2004 academic semester. Microsoft 

Internet Explorer and Microsoft Windows® Outlook Express, a basic email program 

available to Texas Tech University faculty, staff and students, were used to send 

information to the sampled members inviting their participation in the study. Mailing list 

databases were created for each university so that university-specific invitations could be 

sent.  

A copy of the introductory letter to university faculty at the ten universities in 

Texas may be found in Appendix C. The letter of introduction and explanation regarding 

the research was generated electronically and sent via email message to each of the 

faculty members. The introductory letter contained the following information:  

• Title and  purposes of the study.  

• URL (Uniform Resource Locator) where the online questionnaire could be 

accessed. 

• Beginning and ending dates of online availability for accessing the 

questionnaire. 
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• Announcement of an opportunity for participation in a prize drawing. 

• Statement of confidentiality. 

A total of 181 letters were sent electronically via email to the university faculty 

members. Five hard copies of the introductory letter were generated and hand delivered 

to faculty mailboxes at Texas Tech University for those with no current email addresses 

on file. Of the 186 delivered surveys, six electronic mailings were returned as 

“undeliverable,” meaning the email address on file was no longer active. Also, one 

individual reportedly had retired from teaching. After making these adjustments, the 

sample totaled 179. 

 

Methods Used to Increase the Response Rate 

Free Drawing. In an effort to increase the response rate, all respondents were 

offered the opportunity to enter a free drawing. The drawing registration form was 

accessed from the online survey following the completion of the questionnaire. 

Participants were entered to win one of two gift certificates from Barnes & Noble: one 

for $25 and another for $50. The deadline for completing the questionnaire and entering 

the drawing was set three weeks (21 days) from the date of the launching of the survey. 

Two weeks following the initial contact, reminder follow-up email messages were sent to 

all sampled members. A copy of the reminder follow-up email message may be found in 

Appendix C. 

  Extension of the Deadline Date. The last weekend prior to the deadline, the server 

went down and individuals were unable to access the questionnaire. Because this 
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weekend was lost and individuals had contacted the researcher and communicated 

interest in completing the survey, the deadline was extended an additional week. An 

email message was sent to all sampled members informing them of the extended deadline 

for completing the online survey and entering the free drawing. 

Personalized Invitations. At the deadline date, respondents to the online survey 

totaled 54 (30%). It was decided that personal email messages would be sent to all non-

respondents. A list of names entered for the drawing was compared against the master list 

data base. A total of 133 personalized email messages were sent. The new deadline date 

was set approximately three weeks (25 days) from the date of this mailing. The 

personalized emails increased the response rate by 14% (an additional 25 participants); 

therefore, a total of 79 of the 179 surveys were completed and returned for a 44% 

response rate. 

 

Data Analysis 

The data from the questionnaire were analyzed using the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS Version 11.0 for Windows) on an IBM compatible personal 

computer. Fifty descriptive items that comprised the seven major elements of the Faculty 

Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey were used to determine the respondent’s 

teaching style preferences. These major elements comprised the independent variables: 

instructional planning, teaching method, student groupings, instructional environment, 

evaluation techniques, teaching characteristics and classroom management, and 

educational philosophy. Eleven computer-based teaching strategies were used to 
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determine respondents’ classroom computer use patterns: practice/remedial, project-

based groups, word processing, self-directed activities, demonstration – teacher, 

demonstration – student, tutorials, simulations, educational games, data management, and 

computerized testing. The study sought to determine the relationship between the 

independent variables and the dependent variable, computer use.  

 

Statistical Procedures 

The following null hypothesis was tested: There is no significant relationship 

between university faculty members’ identified teaching style and computer use as 

classified by the subtest scores of the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey. 

A standard multiple regression analysis was used to determine the significance of the 

relationships between the independent and dependent variables. 

 One-way analyses of variance were conducted to evaluate the differences between 

university faculty members’ use of computers in the classroom using the following 

variables: faculty members’ years of experience using computers, number of computer 

related learning activities, type of computer access, and attitudes toward computer-based 

instruction. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether university 

faculty’s perceived level of computer and technology skills influenced classroom 

computer use. Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and percentages, were calculated 

to obtain descriptive data for the responding university faculty professors. This data 

included gender, year of birth, current position/rank (e.g., Associate Professor), current 
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program area of teaching responsibility (e.g., education, child development), total yeas of 

teaching experience in current position, and total years of overall teaching experience. 

 

Missing Data  

 Prior to analysis, data were examined through various SPSS programs for 

accuracy of input and missing values. The variables were examined for the 79 

participants. Five cases missing values on more than one variable within the seven major 

elements of teaching style were deleted, leaving 74 cases. To determine individual 

teaching style, it was necessary for participants to have responded to all the items 

contained in the seven elements of section one (i.e., teaching style) of the survey. Eleven 

cases were missing values for one item in one category. An analysis indicated that the 

missing values were scattered throughout the 11 cases and variables. As deletion of these 

11 cases would result in substantial loss of subjects, the SPSS mean substitution function 

was used to estimate missing values. In this process, “means are calculated from 

available data and used to replace missing values . . .” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001,  

p. 62).  This procedure is considered conservative in that the mean for the distribution as 

a whole does not change. However, using mean substitution may result in a loss of 

variance as “the mean is closer to itself than to the missing value it replaces, and the 

correlation the variable has with other variables is reduced because of the reduction in 

variance” (2001, p. 62) . 
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Summary 

 This chapter described the methods used to collect and analyze data for this study. 

Information presented in the chapter included research design; design, development, and 

implementation of the instrument; data collection; and data analysis. 

 Ten universities in Texas were identified as having Family and Consumer 

Sciences (FCS) teacher certification programs. A total of 179 university faculty employed 

to teach courses in the FCS programs comprised the sample for the survey. University 

faculty were identified as professors (assistant, associate, and full), instructors, lecturers, 

teaching/graduate assistants, and adjunct faculty. Faculty included both full- and part-

time employees. Of the 179 sampled members, a total of 79 surveys were completed and 

resulted in a 44% response rate. Five of the 79 surveys were eliminated from the study 

due to large amounts of missing data. The SPSS procedure of mean substitution was used 

to replace missing data in 11 cases.  

 Standard multiple regression analysis was used to determine the significance of 

the relationship between the independent variables (i.e., instructional planning, teaching 

method, student groupings, instructional environment, evaluation techniques, teaching 

characteristics and classroom management, educational philosophy) and the dependent 

variable (computer use). One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to 

evaluate the differences in university faculty members’ computer use when analyzed on 

four variables: faculty members’ years of experience using computers, number of 

computer related learning activities, type of computer access, and attitudes toward 

computer-based instruction. An independent-sample t-test was conducted to evaluate 
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whether university faculty’s perceived level of computer and technology skills influenced 

classroom computer use. Demographic data were collected and descriptive statistics, 

including frequencies and percentages, were calculated to obtain descriptive data for the 

responding university faculty members. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

 

 This research sought to determine whether a relationship existed between 

identified teaching styles of university faculty and computer use in the classroom. The 

quantitative data in this study were gathered through a self-report questionnaire designed 

to predict teaching style and computer use for participating faculty members who had 

taught or were teaching courses required in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 

certification programs in universities and colleges in Texas. Qualitative data were 

provided through open-ended questions that served to investigate university faculty 

members’ perceptions to use of computers in instructional delivery. This chapter provides 

a description of the subjects of the study and results of the data analysis. 

 

Demographics 

Frequency counts and percentages were calculated to obtain descriptive data for 

the responding university faculty members. Demographic data are found in Table 4.1.  

The population for the study was university faculty acknowledged as either 

currently teaching or having taught courses required in Family and Consumer Sciences 

(FCS) teacher certification programs in Texas. For the purposes of this study, university 

faculty were identified as professors (i.e., assistant, associate, and full), instructors/ 

lecturers, teaching/graduate assistants, and adjunct faculty. Faculty included both full- 

and part-time employees. The population for the study totaled 179. Seventy-nine of the 
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179 surveys were completed and returned for a 44% response rate. Five of the returned 

surveys had missing values and were eliminated from the study. Therefore, 74 

respondents comprised the sample for this research.  

Fifty-three of the 74 responding faculty provided information regarding their 

gender:  81% (43) female and 19% (10) male. In terms of ages, 69 respondents provided 

their years of birth. Approximately one-third (33%) of the 69 participants (23) were 

between 48-59 years of age, while  25% (17) were between the ages of 31-37 years and 

23% (16) claimed to be between 60-73 years age. The remaining 19% (13) of the 

respondents were between the ages of 38-47. 

Seventy of the 74 respondents provided information regarding their current 

position or rank within their college/university. Instructors/lecturers made up the largest 

group with 30% (21) of the respondents. Twenty-four percent (17) identified their current 

position as Assistant Professor, with about 19% (13) identified as Associate Professor, 

and 12% (8) as Full Professor. Fourteen percent of the respondents were divided evenly 

between the two remaining groups: Teaching/Graduate Assistants (5) and Adjunct faculty 

(5). One respondent (1%) was identified as “retired.”  

Respondents were instructed to provide their current program area of teaching 

responsibility. Written responses were categorized into seven program areas. Of the 

respondents, 39% (27 of 69 respondents), identified their current program area of 

teaching responsibility as Education/Family and Consumer Sciences Education. Almost 

one-quarter (23% or 16), listed their program areas as Family/Child Development and 

Studies while the third largest group (13% or 9) identified their program areas as 
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Nutrition/Foods/Food Science. Two program areas accounted for 14% of the 

respondents: Financial Planning/Consumer Economics (5) and Interior Design (5). The 

remaining two program areas, Fashion/Merchandising/Textiles and Hospitality 

Management, consisted of 6% (4) and 4% (3) of the respondents. 

In regard to years of teaching experience in their current position, 60% (42 of 70 

respondents) indicated that they had been teaching in their current position for five years 

or less. Seventeen percent (12) had been teaching in their current position 6-10 years, 

while almost 13% (9) indicated 16 or more years in their current position. Those who had 

11-15 total years of teaching experience in their current position accounted for 10% (7) of 

the respondents.  

University faculty members were asked to provide information as to their total 

years of teaching experience. Seventy of the 74 (95%) participants provided information 

in this category. Over one-half of the respondents (53%) indicated their overall teaching 

experience as spanning 11-30 years:  Twenty-seven percent (19) of the respondents noted 

having 11-20 years of teaching experience and approximately one-quarter (26% or 18) 

indicated having taught 21-30 years.  The largest single group, those who had 10 years or 

less of overall teaching experience, comprised 39% (27) of the total respondents; while 

the smallest group consisted of approximately 9% (6) which indicated having 31-42 years 

of teaching experience. 
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Analysis of Hypothesis and Research Questions  

The purpose of the study was to investigate the teaching styles of university 

faculty who currently teach or have taught courses in Family and Consumer Sciences 

teacher education programs and to determine how those teaching styles might be related 

to computer use in the college classroom. The following null hypothesis was tested:   

There is no significant relationship between university faculty members’  

preferred teaching style and computer use in the classroom as identified by  

the scores of the Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey.  

The independent variables consisted of major elements that, combined over time, form an 

individual’s preferred teaching style (Dunn & Frazier, 1990b). The seven major elements 

of teaching style were the independent variables: instructional planning, teaching method, 

student groupings, instructional environment, evaluation techniques, teaching 

characteristics and classroom management, and educational philosophy. The dependent 

variable, computer use, was defined as use of the computer in the teaching and learning 

environment for the preparation, use, and delivery of instructional materials. Eleven 

computer-based teaching strategies were used to determine classroom computer use: 

practice/remedial, project-based groups, word processing, self-directed activities, 

demonstration – teacher, demonstration – student, tutorials, simulations, educational 

games, data management, and computerized testing. The frequency of use of the listed 
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teaching strategies reflected respondents’ classroom computer use patterns. The 

following research questions1 guided this study: 

1. Do university faculty members’ preferences for instructional planning 

influence their computer use in the classroom? 

2. Do university faculty members’ preferences for teaching methods influence 

their computer use in the classroom? 

3. Do university faculty members’ preferences for student groupings (i.e., small 

groups, pairs, independent, one-on-one interaction with teacher, a combination 

of groupings, or entire class) influence their computer use in the classroom? 

4. Does the instructional environment influence university faculty members’ 

computer use in the classroom? 

5. Do university faculty members’ preferences for evaluation techniques 

influence their computer use in the classroom? 

6. Do university faculty members’ teaching characteristics and classroom 

management influence their computer use in the classroom? 

7. Does the educational philosophy of university faculty members influence their 

computer use in the classroom? 

The weight key for the seven major elements and the 50 items used to determine 

preferred teaching style are found in Figure 4.1. The 50 items scored in the questionnaire 

were weighted according to the relative importance of each item (as determined by 

                                                 
1 The research question examining teaching environment as it related to classroom design was eliminated 
from the research. This decision was based on feedback received from pilot study participants. For further 
information refer to Chapter Three. 
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researchers Dunn and Dunn, 1977). These levels of instruction were categorized on a 

continuum ranging from highly individualized to traditional. The teaching style profile 

was determined by the following weight key: 5 = Highly Individualized, 4 = Somewhat 

Individualized, 3 = Transitional, 2 = Somewhat Traditional, and 1 = Traditional. The 

higher the numerical score, the more individualized instruction was reflected. To 

determine the score for each of the 50 items, the weight assigned to the item was 

multiplied by the number selected for the frequency. The following equation was used: 

(item weight) x (frequency) = score. (See Example 4.1). 

Example 4.1: Scoring key for assessing teaching style. 

1 (a) Instructional Planning: Whole class lessons. Frequency = 3, Occasionally. 

Item Weight  Frequency  Score 

1 (a) 1 X 3 = 3 

Seven of the 50 items in the questionnaire were reversed scored. These were found in 

major element five (Teaching Characteristics and Classroom Management), items e-h; 

and major element eight (Educational Philosophy), items h-j.  

The range of scores for determining teaching style based on the seven major 

elements is found in Table 4.2. An individual’s preferred teaching style was attained for 

each of the seven major elements by adding together the scores of each item within that 

major element; thereby producing a total score. The individual’s teaching style profile for 

each of the major elements was predicted according to where the total score fell on the 

teaching style continuum (i.e., Individualized to Traditional). None of the 74 participants 
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identified their preferred teaching style as either Individualized or Traditional. The 

teaching style profiles included: Somewhat individualized (N = 17, 9%), Transitional  

(N = 45, 24%), and Somewhat traditional (N = 12, 17%). 

To determine faculty members’ computer use, eleven computer-based teaching 

strategies were listed for the respondents to indicate the frequency of use. A 4-point 

Likert scale was used to score the responses: 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = 

always. The resulting composite scores reflected the respondents’ degree of integration 

and classroom computer use. The higher the score, the more integrated the computer use 

pattern. 

Analysis of the variables in the standard multiple regression are found in Table 

4.3. Standard multiple regressions were used to analyze the data collected for the seven 

identified research questions. The eleven computer-based teaching strategies comprised 

the dependent variable, computer use, with the seven major teaching style elements 

serving as the independent variables. In the analysis, all independent variables were 

entered into the regression equation at once. The linear combination of the seven teaching 

style measures was significantly related to the computer use index, F (7, 66) = 2.67, p = 

.017. The adjusted sample multiple correlation coefficient (R²) was .14, indicating that 

approximately 22% of the variance of the computer use index in the sample could be 

accounted for by the combined teaching style elements. Based on the findings from the 

data analysis, the null hypothesis was rejected 

One variable, Evaluation Techniques, had a significant relationship at the .05 

level of significance upon the use of computers in the classroom. The remaining variables 
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were found not to be significant factors in predicting classroom computer use. These 

variables included: instructional planning, teaching methods, student groupings, 

instructional environment, teaching characteristics and classroom management, and 

educational philosophy.  

 

Analysis of Open Response Questions 

Qualitative measures in the form of open response questions were used in the 

study to obtain a deeper understanding of faculty members’ use of technology in the 

college classroom. The summary and discussion of findings related to the open response 

questions are included in this section. 

Research Question Eight. In regard to barriers that university faculty perceive as  

limiting professional use of computers in the classroom, what suggestions are offered that 

might serve to increase computer use in the teaching and learning process? 

Frequency distribution of the responses for increasing computer use in the 

classroom can be found in Table. 4.4. Fifty-nine of the 74 participants responded to this 

question. Forty-four participants offered suggestions for ways to increase computer use in 

the classroom, while 15 responses were specific to types of barriers that limit classroom 

computer use. Respondents’ comments to question nine can be found in Appendix D. 

Suggestions from the participants were categorized into five main areas: (1) availability 

of functional hardware, current software, and computers for faculty and students; (2) 

permanent equipment in classrooms; (3) professional development; (4) technical support; 

and (5) faculty support.  
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The greatest number of suggestions, 36 out of a possible 44 (88%), offered for 

increasing computer use in the classroom were in three of the five areas. Fifty-two 

percent (23) of the respondents suggested increasing the availability of functional 

hardware, current software, and computers for faculty and students as ways to increase 

computer use in the classroom. Two areas each received suggestions from eighteen 

percent (8 of 44 responses) of the participants: (1) permanent equipment in the classroom 

and (2) professional development. The area of technical support was targeted by 9% (4) 

of the respondents, while faculty support was suggested by one (2%) participant.  

One respondent specifically addressed the problem of availability of hardware, 

software, and computers in the classroom:  

More access, better access – there are still a limited number of computers 

available, we have to share computers sometimes. Our capacity for access is 

growing, but seems to always be a step behind where we really want it to be. I 

think all students and teachers should be issued (not have to purchase) laptops that 

are part of their tuition and part of their employment. For professors, the laptop 

should be provided as the telephone is . . . it should be updated and loaded with 

whatever programs are needed to carry out their work and research. 

Most of the respondents in this area were concerned with availability of computers for 

students; however, some did note the “old equipment . . . and old software that doesn’t 

always work.” These participants suggested more reliable equipment and loading 

software programs on “all computers across campus” to ensure availability and ease of 
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use. Additionally, participants indicated a need for permanent computers and other 

equipment located in classrooms:  

The biggest obstacle is the lack of equipment for use in the classroom. Most 

classrooms do not have computers or multimedia equipment. Labs are often 

booked for entire semesters and limited to specific classes. My use of computers 

for whole class instruction has been through cooperation with the library staff. 

Available technology for everyday use is limited to the overhead projector and the 

VCR. Most often a person needs his/her own laptop and data projector for any 

consistent use in the classroom. Students are assigned projects that require the use 

of the computer, but they must use the computer lab in the Education building or 

the library.  

Other suggestions were to “[f]urnish each classroom with permanent computer equipment 

including projection equipment” and have “computers in all classrooms so that faculty 

will have easy access to the Internet and can vary their teaching methods.” One 

respondent claimed, “If the computers were accessible in all classrooms, I would be more 

likely to use it consistently.” 

 Participants expressed that they required professional development and “time to 

learn the techniques” in order to increase computer use in the classroom. Another 

participant suggested, “Better support by campus IT [informational technology] with 

appropriate resources provided for teaching and research.” 
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Research Question Nine. What ideas or suggestions would you offer university 

faculty for modeling classroom computer use for preparing future teachers to teaching 

with technology? 

The frequency distribution of responses for modeling computer use in the 

classroom can be found in Table 4.5. Responses to question nine totaled 50 (67.6%).  

Forty-five (90%) of the 50 participants offered suggestions for modeling computer use in 

the classroom, while four (8%) of the responses were unrelated to the question. All 

respondents’ comments can be found in Appendix D. Suggestions from the participants 

were categorized into six main areas: (1) Demonstrations/Presentations; (2) Use of tools, 

such as PowerPoint, the Internet, and word processing; (3) Use of the technology; (4) 

Integration into lesson plans; (5) Availability of computers; and, (6) Access to software 

programs.  

 Demonstrations and presentations were suggested by approximately 27% (12) of 

the 45 respondents as a means for teaching with technology and preparing future 

teachers. Suggestions included demonstrating “new ways to use technology in the 

classroom in order to problem solve and gather information.” Respondents indicated that 

teacher preparation courses should include the modeling of important technologies that 

future teachers will use:  

I model computer use in our technology class. All that I do emphasizes the  

importance of the skills for future teachers. Assignments and file management and 

webpage design are all performance tasks required of my students. They must be 

‘electronically able’ to do all of these tasks. 
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Another respondent offered the following suggestion: 

 Beyond using computers merely as a presentation tool, one could demonstrate  

intentional searching strategies to bolster research methods and provide active 

learning experiences by using computer applications and operations as cognitive 

tools to bring about higher order, critical thinking skills. The use of cognitive 

tools can possibly bring about those “teachable moments,” especially when using 

the Internet and other technology applications to explore areas of content. 

Three of the six areas suggested for modeling computer use in teacher preparation 

were closely related and almost 58% (26) of the 45 comments received were categorized 

into one of these three areas. Twenty-two percent of the participants (10 of 45) suggested 

modeling computer use through the use of technology tools, twenty percent of the 

respondents (9 of 45) indicated that university faculty needed to use the available 

technology, and fifteen percent (7 of 45) proposed the integration of technology into 

lesson plans.  

In the use of technology and specific tools, the majority of respondents pointed to 

the use of PowerPoint: “I would say, that a great starting point is using PowerPoint for all 

lecture presentations – those of my colleagues who adopted this rather late, swear by it 

now!” Other suggestions included using the Internet for research and online activities 

such as creating Hotlists, scrapbooks, treasure hunts, and Webquests. Use of technology 

could be modeled through use of online assignments, online communications, and 

computer journals. Some participants stressed that teachers should:  

 

 87



• just get in and use them with your instruction.  

• use them! 

• just USE the available equipment! 

• just use your resources that are available. 

Respondents suggested modeling computer use by having students “develop lesson plans 

that use the computer in the classroom.” Also recommended was the need for faculty to 

“provide the steps for planning that one must go through to be able to implement 

technology in the classroom” and “integrate computer usage throughout the teacher 

training program.” 

 Availability of computers was mentioned by 13% (6) of the respondents for 

modeling computer use in the classroom. One participant proposed: “Require/provide 

laptops as well as a classroom conducive to such use. Instructors could provide sites and 

interactive lessons then. As well, students can prepare PowerPoint presentations with web 

links, etc. for classmates.” One participant commented on software accessibility and 

instructor/student use: 

Using the computer as a form of media that emphasizes and enhances the 

instructional material rather than replacing it. Providing students with 

opportunities to master their computer skills through group presentations, 

classroom assignments and cooperative learning opportunities. Requiring all 

students to have access to Blackboard (or similar platform) and as an instructor 

use it to manage students, promote independent learning, and provide supportive 

materials.  
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Research Question Ten. What types of professional development and/or training 

for increasing computer use in the classroom would university faculty prefer to receive? 

 The frequency distribution for the preferred types of professional development for 

increasing computer use in the classroom can be found in Table 4.6. Fifty-eight (78%) of 

the 74 participants responded to research question ten; however, only 21 (36%) of the 58 

provided input regarding the types of professional development or training they would 

prefer to receive for increasing computer use in the classroom. Forty-three percent (25 of 

58)) of the participants provided comments on ways in which they would prefer to 

receive professional development or training (e.g., workshops, small group, online 

courses), and 21 percent (12 of 58) of the respondents shared personal attitudes toward 

professional development activities. Comments not related directly to the research 

question are not reported here; however, all comments can be found in Appendix D. 

Respondents’ comments for research question ten were categorized into three 

areas: (1) training specific to individual need; (2) use of technology in the classroom; and 

(3) use of technology with large groups. Ninety-five percent of the total respondents (20 

of 21) were evenly split between two of the groups. Half of the participants (10) indicated 

a preference for specific training according to individual need, while the other half (10) 

identified a preference for training in effective use of computers in the classroom. One 

participant (5%) specifically noted a need for “workshops designed to promote the use of 

computer based opportunities with the large class (100+ students).” 

 Participants indicated a desire to learn the technology on a “as needs” basis 

because “too much [information] at once is overwhelming.” Specifically noted was 
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training focused on research methods, creating webpages, online discussion groups, 

updates on current software programs, and PowerPoint. Effective use of technology 

centered on how to create lessons using the Internet, different teaching methods for using 

the computer in the classroom, use of such programs as WebCT and Blackboard, and in-

class strategies for interactive computer use.  One respondent specified, “Pedagogical 

approaches to technology integration; instruction on different new technologies to 

enhance instruction; fostering virtual learning communities and cognitive apprenticeship 

using technology; telementoring; and, adding virtual, online elements to the traditional 

classroom (asynchronous communications).”  

Research Question Eleven. What modes of delivery for professional development 

and/or training in integrating computer use in the college classroom would university 

faculty prefer? 

Respondents to research question eleven totaled 43 (58%) of the 74 study 

participants. Eighty-one percent (35) of the respondents provided input as to instructional 

methods preferred for the delivery of professional development or computer training. 

Nineteen percent (8) of the 43 respondents did not answer the question accurately. 

Instead, these eight provided such information as types of professional development 

preferred (e.g., how to conduct research) and appropriate times for offering professional 

development (e.g., evening courses). All comments can be found in Appendix D.  

Thirty-five participants responded to research question eleven. Over one-third 

(34% or 12) of the respondents indicated a preference for hands-on training that would 

include a demonstration by an expert followed with assistance in practicing the 
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technique(s). Online delivery accounted for 23% (8 of the respondents) and 

individualized delivery accounted for 20% (7) of the respondents. Participants in these 

two groups stressed a preference for “computer-based training classes for self-paced, 

individual study opportunities.” One respondent commented, “To effectively learn 

computer usage, the method must be hands-on with supplementary written instruction 

that is user friendly.” Eleven percent (4) of the respondents preferred face-to-face 

instruction: “Perhaps College-wide rather than university-wide, with repeated sessions so 

that we could work around class schedules, and interactive workshops.” Another 11% (4 

of the respondents) indicated a preference for interactive workshops, such as “small 

groups in a computer lab setting with an opportunity for hands-on work.” 

Research Question Twelve. What specific types of computer programs and/or 

applications are university faculty currently using in their classrooms? 

 Frequency counts and percentages for the various computer programs university 

faculty indicated are currently being used in their classrooms are found in Table 4.7. 

Respondents to research question twelve totaled 62 (83.7%) of the 74 study participants. 

In providing information regarding types of computer programs or applications currently 

used by university faculty in the college classroom, most participants listed more than 

one program or application.  

 Results indicated that over three-quarters of the respondents (77% or 48) currently 

use PowerPoint as a teaching tool. One participant stated, “All my class notes are on 

PowerPoint. I give a CD to students on the first day with these notes. They print them up 

and bring them to class. When I project the PowerPoint, they can refer to it from their 
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printouts.” Over half the respondents (50% or 27) showed use of word processing 

software and 50% (24) of the participants claimed to use spreadsheet programs, such as 

Excel and SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). Over one-third (35% or 22) 

of the participants indicated Internet access and use of online applications, such as 

Outlook Express, WebQuest templates, and web searches. Twenty-six percent (16) of the 

respondents specified use of WebCT and Blackboard: “I use WebCT for all courses . . . 

all are web-enhanced and [I am] working on delivering a course completely online.” 

Other specific programs and applications listed by respondents were multimedia (22% or 

14), such as video and digital cameras; desktop publishing (14% or 9), for instance 

FrontPage and PageMaker; and databases (10% or 6), including Access and discipline-

specific software.  

Research Question Thirteen. What specific types of computer programs would 

university faculty like to use in teaching students? 

 Frequency counts and percentages for the various computer programs faculty 

indicated they would like to use in teaching students are found in Table 4.8. Respondents 

to research question thirteen totaled 49 (66%) of the 74 study participants. Twelve (24%) 

of the 49 participants did not offer specific types of computer programs stating that they 

have either “access to the tools I want” or “no idea since I do not know all that is 

currently available.” Thirty-eight participants (77%) did provide specific types of 

computer programs or applications they would like to use in teaching.  

Analysis of the data showed that over one-third of the respondents (37% or 14) 

would like programs or applications for web-based or web-enhanced teaching. 
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Respondents expressed they would like to “create discussion threads on course web 

pages,” learn web-based instruction, and “mount a web-based course.” Having access to 

PowerPoint and training on advanced PowerPoint was suggested by 24% (9) of the 

participants while 21% (8) wanted multimedia software availability. Specific multimedia 

applications mentioned included Flash, Photoshop, iMovie, and Dreamweaver. 

Additionally, respondents listed computer-generated simulations, movie making 

software, video capture, digital video files to edit and modify video, and real-time video 

programs. The computer programs suggested by the least number of respondents were 

spreadsheets (10% or 4) and word processing (8% or 3). Participants also suggested other 

types of computer programs they would like to use in their teaching. These included: 

• Classroom management programs, such as those that assist with attendance; 

• Industry-specific programs in financial planning; 

• Simulation packages to teach retail merchandising (the functions of the retail 

buyer); and 

• Programs for creating interior design/decorating and landscaping that is 

oriented toward the consumer. 

 

Analysis of Additional Research Questions 

 Additional research questions were analyzed using compared means statistical 

methods, including one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and independent-samples t 

tests. For ANOVA tests in which significance was found, post hoc comparisons were 

conducted to evaluate pair-wise differences among the means. 
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Research Question Fourteen. Do university faculty’s years of experience using 

computers influence the use of computers in the classroom? 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the differences between 

university faculty members’ years of experience using computers and computer use in the 

classroom. The ANOVA summary for faculty years of computer experience and 

classroom use is provided in Appendix E. The independent variable, years of experience 

using computers, included three levels: 10 years or less (N = 19, 26%), 11-20 years 

(N = 43, 58%), and 21 years or more (N = 12, 16%). The dependent variable was 

computer use. The ANOVA failed to reveal a significant effect for years of experience 

using computers, F (2, 71) = .026, p = .974.  A nonsignificant F indicated that the means 

of the three groups were not significantly different, suggesting that years of experience in 

computer use did not influence faculty member’s use of computers in the classroom. 

Research Question Fifteen. Does the number of computer related learning 

activities attended influence university faculty’s computer use in the classroom? 

A one-way ANOVA was used to evaluate the differences between the number of 

computer related learning activities attended and university faculty members’ use of 

computers in the classroom. The ANOVA summary for number of attended computer 

related learning activities and computer use in the classroom is provided in Appendix E. 

The independent variable (number of activities attended within the past three years) 

included four levels: 5 activities or less (N = 52, 70%), 6 -10 (N = 10, 14%), 11-15  

(N = 3, 4%), and 16 or more (N = 9, 12%). To conduct the ANOVA, the number of 

computer related learning activities attended in the past three years were totaled within 
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each of the four groups. The dependent variable was computer use. The ANOVA failed 

to reveal a significant difference for the number of computer related learning activities 

attended, F (3, 70) = 1.98, p = .125.  The nonsignificant F indicated that the means of the 

four groups were not significantly different, suggesting that computer use in the 

classroom is not influenced by the number of computer related learning activities 

attended by university faculty.  

Additionally, participants provided input as to the types and number of computer 

related learning activities they had attended within the past three years. The three types of 

learning activities included professional workshops, college or university courses, and 

continuing education courses. Descriptive data including number of respondents and 

percentages for types and number of computer related learning activities attended in the 

past three years are found in Table 4.9.  

Research Question Sixteen. Does the type of access (permanent location in the 

classroom versus some type of limited availability) influence university faculty’s use of 

computers in the classroom? 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the differences between types of 

computer access and university faculty members’ use of computers in the classroom. The 

ANOVA summary for type of computer access for university faculty members’ 

classroom use is found in Table 4.10. The independent variable, types of computer 

access, included five levels: permanent location in classroom, computer cart for checkout, 

media center or computer lab, sharing within the classroom, and computer lab in which 
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the participant is an active instructional participant. The dependent variable was computer 

use from the five identified groups. The ANOVA was significant, F (4, 66) = 4.39,  

p = .003.  

In Table 4.11 are provided the Tukey’s multiple comparison test results for 

differences among the five groups as determined by type of computer access and 

classroom computer use. Post hoc comparisons were conducted to evaluate pairwise 

differences among the means. The Tukey test was used for multiple comparisons because 

it allowed all pairwise comparisons of means yet controlled for overall type I error rate at 

the desired level. Results of the post hoc test indicated there were significant differences 

in the means between the group that had a computer for instructor’s use permanently 

located in the classroom where the majority of teaching was conducted (2.71 ± .99) and 

the group that had access to a computer lab in which the participant was an active 

instructional provider (3.88 ± .64). In comparing means with the group that had a 

computer for instructor’s use permanently located in the classroom (2.71 ± .99), there 

were no significant differences found between that group or any of the following groups: 

(1) the group that used a computer cart for checkout (3.26 ± .54); (2) the group that 

accessed computers permanently located in the college media center or computer lab 

(3.26 ± .56); and (3) the group that shared computers in the classroom in which the 

participant did the majority of teaching (3.57 ± .54).  

The group that accessed computers in a computer lab in which the participant was 

an active instructional provider showed a higher level of integration of computer use into 

classroom instruction, in comparison to the group that had a computer for instructor’s use 

 96



permanently located in the classroom where the majority of teaching was conducted. 

These results would indicate that faculty members who teach in computer labs in which 

each student has access to a computer is more apt to integrate technology into their lesson 

plans than are faculty who do not teach in such a setting. Immediate and permanent 

accessibility to computers by both faculty and students is determined to have a positive 

relationship with computer use in the classroom.  

Research Question Seventeen. Does one’s attitude toward computer-based 

instruction influence university faculty’s computer use in the classroom? 

An ANOVA was conducted to determine differences between university faculty 

members’ attitude toward computer-based instruction and classroom computer use. The 

summary is provided in Appendix E. Survey question 16, principles related to computer-

based instruction, provided the data for research question 17. Participants recorded 

responses for 17 items using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree). Four of the 17 items, lettered b, c, j, and o, were reverse coded (1 = strongly agree 

to 5 = strongly disagree). To determine an individual’s attitude toward computer-based 

instruction, recorded responses for each of the 17 items were summed producing an 

overall total score.  The highest score possible was 69 and the lowest score possible was 

17. The total score, which fell within a range of category attitude scores, determined the 

individual’s attitude toward computer-based instruction. Individuals were categorized 

into one of five groups: 1 = do not support (17 - 33 points); 2 = limited support (34 - 42 

points); 3 = uncertain (43 - 51 points); 4 = support (52 - 60 points); and 5 = strongly 

support (59 - 69 points). 
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   Using the university faculty member’s attitude toward computer-based instruction 

as the independent variable and computer use in the classroom as the dependent variable, 

a one-way ANOVA was conducted. Results of the analysis showed that none of the 

participants were categorized in the “do not support” or “limited support” categories. 

Ninety-seven percent of the 72 participants who responded to the question scored their 

attitudes toward computer-based instruction in one of three levels: uncertain (N = 16, 

22%), supportive (N = 39, 53%), or strongly supportive (N = 17, 23%).  

The ANOVA failed to reveal differences for faculty member’s attitude toward 

computer-based instruction and computer use in the classroom, F (2, 69) = .387, p = .681.  

The nonsignificant F indicated there were no differences between the three groups. As the 

results of the analysis showed, 78% (56) of the participants indicated they were 

supportive or strongly supportive of computer-based instruction with the remaining 22% 

(16) being uncertain as to their level of support.  

Research Question Eighteen. Does one’s perceived level of computer and 

technology skills influence university faculty’s computer use in the classroom? 

An independent-sample t-test was conducted to evaluate whether university 

faculty’s perceived level of computer and technology skills influenced classroom 

computer use. There were five levels of computer and technology skills. Seventy-four 

participants provided input as to their perceived level of skill. These were as follows:  

Novice = 1 (1%); Less than Average = 4 (6%); Average = 25 (34%); Better than  

Average = 40 (54%); and Expert = 4 (5%). Due to the small numbers in the novice and 

less than average groups, it was determined to create a new group to define those whose 
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skills ranged from novice to average. The same procedure was used to form the above 

average to expert group. These two groups served as the independent variables. The 

dependent variable was computer use. The test for unequal variances was significant,  

t (55.8) = -2.06, p = .044. Participants in the perceived above average to expert skills 

group (N = 44, M = 3.39, SD = .655) on average used the computer more in the 

classroom than did those in the perceived novice to average skills group (N = 30, M = 

3.03, SD = .765). The eta square index (η² = .06) indicated a medium effect size with 6% 

of the variance of the computer use variable accounted for by whether university faculty 

perceived their computer and technology skills as novice to average or as above average 

to expert. 

 

Summary 

 This chapter provided results for the analysis of the hypothesis and eight research 

questions, seven open response questions, and five additional research questions. 

Demographic data were presented.   

 Participants in this study were 74 university faculty members identified as having 

taught courses required in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs 

in Texas.  Teaching styles of the participants were considered in regard to instructional 

planning, teaching method, student groupings, instructional environment, evaluation 

techniques, teaching characteristics and classroom management, and educational 

philosophy. The dependent variable, computer use, was defined as use of the computer in 

the teaching and learning environment for the preparation, use, and delivery of 
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instructional materials. Eleven computer-based teaching strategies were used to 

determine classroom computer use: practice/remedial, project-based groups, word 

processing, self-directed activities, demonstration – teacher, demonstration – student, 

tutorials, simulations, educational games, data management, and computerized testing. 

The frequency of use of the listed teaching strategies reflected respondents’ classroom 

computer use patterns. Results of the study revealed a significant relationship between 

the teaching style variable, Evaluation Techniques, and computer use in the classroom.  

 The majority of university faculty indicated that to increase computer use in the 

teaching and learning process, institutions of higher learning should increase the 

availability of functional hardware, current software, and computers for both faculty and 

students. To better prepare future teachers to teach with technology, university faculty 

suggested modeling computer use through demonstrations and presentations that utilize 

technology tools and provide integration of technology into lesson plans. In regard to 

professional development and/or training for increasing computer use in the classroom, 

faculty indicated a preference for individualized training and delivery. Participants 

stressed a preference for learning technology on an “as needs” basis and receiving hands-

on training that would include a demonstration by an expert followed with assistance in 

further practicing the technique(s). The majority of faculty indicated they currently use 

PowerPoint as a teaching tool and demonstrated an interest in programs or applications 

for web-based or web-enhanced teaching. 

Further analyses revealed that university faculty members who taught courses in 

computer labs integrated computer use into classroom instruction at higher levels in 
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comparison to those faculty who had different types of computer access. Additionally, on 

average, university faculty who perceived their level of computer and technology skills as 

being above average used the computer more in the classroom than did those who 

perceived their skills to be average or less than average. No significant relationship to 

instructional computer use was found among university faculty members when compared 

on years of experience using computers, number of attended computer related learning 

activities, or attitude toward computer-based instruction.
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Data of University Faculty  
 
 
Descriptive Data  

 
N 

 
% 

 
 
Sex (N = 53) 

   

 Female 43 81.1 
 Male 10 18.9 
Year of Birth (N = 69)    
 1932 – 1945 (73-60 years ) 16 23.2 
 1944 – 1957 (59-48 years) 23 33.3 
 1958 – 1967 (47-38 years) 13 18.9 
 1968 – 1974 (37-31 years) 17 24.6 
Current Position/Rank (N = 70)    
 Assistant Professor 17 24.3 
 Associate Professor 13 18.6 
 Full Professor   8 11.5 
 Instructor/Lecturer 21 30.0 
 Teaching/Graduate Assistant   5   7.1 
 Adjunct faculty   5   7.1 
 Retired   1   1.4 
Current Program Area of Teaching Responsibility (N = 69) 
 

   

 Education/Family & Consumer Sciences Ed 27 39.1 
 Family/Child Development and Studies 16 23.2 
 Nutrition/Foods/Food Science 9 13.1 
 Financial Planning/Consumer Economics 5 7.2 
 Interior Design 5 7.2 
 Fashion/Merchandizing/Textiles 4 5.8 
 Hospitality Management 3 4.4 
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Table 4.1.  Continued 
 
 
Descriptive Data  

 
N 

 
% 

 
 
Total Years of Teaching Experience in Current Position 
(N = 70) 

   

 5 or less 42 60.0 
 6-10 12 17.1 
 11-15 7 10.0 
 16 or more 9 12.9 
Total Years of Teaching Experience Overall  
(N = 70) 

   

 10 or less 27 38.6 
 11-20  19 27.1 
 21-30 18 25.7 
 31-42 6 8.6 
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Table 4.2. Range of Scores for Determining Teaching Style Based on Seven Major Elements 
 
  

Teaching Style Profile 
 

  
Individualized 

 
Somewhat 

Individualized 

 
Transitional 

 
Somewhat 
Traditional 

 

 
Traditional 

 
Major Element 

 
Range of Scores 

 
 
1. Instructional Planning 

 
140-119 

 
118-96 

 
95-74 

 
73-51 

 
50-28 

 
2. Teaching Method 

 
80-68 

 
67-55 

 
54-43 

 
42-30 

 
29-16 

 
3. Student Groupings 

 
90-77 

 
76-62 

 
61-48 

 
47-33 

 
32-18 

 
4. Instructional 
    Environment 

 
105-89 

 
88-72 

 
71-56 

 
55-39 

 
38-21 

 
5. Evaluation Techniques 

 
125-106 

 
105-86 

 
85-66 

 
65-46 

 
45-25 

 
6. Teaching Characteristics/    
    Classroom Management 

 
 

100-85 

 
 

84-69 

 
 

68-53 

 
 

52-37 

 
 

36-20 
 
7. Educational Philosophy 

 
155-131 

 
130-106 

 
105-82 

 
81-57 

 
56-31 
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Table 4. 3. Standard Multiple Regression of Teaching Style Variables on Computer Use (N = 74)  
 
 
 
 
 
Variables 
 

 
 
Comp 
Use 
(DV) 
 

 
 
 
Instruct 
Plan 

 
 
 
Teach 
Method 

 
 
 
Student 
Group 

 
 
 
Instruct 
Environ 

 
 
 
Eval 
Tech 

 
 
 
Teach 
Char  

 
 
 
Ed 
Phil 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

B 

 
 
 
 
β 

 
Instruct Plan 

 
  .336 

 
 

        
.171 

 
.208 

 
Teach Method 

 
  .284 

 
.420 

        
.142 

 
.152 

 
Student Group 

 
  .190 

 
.446 

 
.482 

       
.123 

 
.134 

 
Instruct Environ 

 
  .263 

 
.421 

 
.566 

 
.356 

      
.021 

 
.032 

 
Eval Tech 

 
  .369 

 
.531 

 
.437 

 
.464 

 
.461 

     
.250 

 
.307 

 
Teach Char 

 
  .245 

 
.402 

 
.448 

 
.330 

 
.474 

 
.524 

    
.078 

 
.074 

 
Ed Phil 

 
  .198 

 
.020 

 
.114 

 
.220 

 
.271 

 
.006 

 
.281 

   
.278 

 
.234 

 
 
Mean 

 
  3.24 

 
  2.76 

 
 3.36 

 
3.07 

 
  2.39 

 
2.72 

 
3.85 

 
3.49 

  
Adjusted R² = .138 

 
Standard Deviation 

 
    .718 

 
    .873 

 
   .769 

 
  .782 

  
  1.083 

 
  .884 

 
  .676 

 
  .602 

  
 

 
p-values 
 

 
 

 
    .136 

 
   .303 

 
  .335 

 
    .826 

 
  .045* 

 
  .604 

 
  .060 
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Table 4.4. Distribution of Responses for Increasing Computer Use  
 in the Classroom (N = 44) 
 
 
Methods for Increasing Computer Use  
 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Availability of functional hardware, software, and 
computers for faculty and students 

 
 

23 

 
 

52 
 
Permanent placement of equipment in the 
classroom 

 
 

   8 

 
 

18 
 
Professional development/training 

 
   8 

 
18 

 
Increased technical support 

 
   4 

 
  9 

 
Support for faculty from administration 

 
   1 

 
  2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.5. Distribution of Responses for Modeling Computer Use  
 in the Classroom (N = 45) 
 
 
Methods for Modeling Computer Use  
 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Demonstrations and presentations 

 
12 

 
27 

 
Use of tools (PowerPoint, Internet, word 
processing) 

 
 

10 

 
 

22 
 
Use of the technology 

 
  9 

 
20 

 
Integration into lesson plans 

 
  7 

 
15 

 
Availability of computers 

 
  6 

 
 13 

 
Access to software programs 

 
  1 

 
   2 
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Table 4.6. Distribution of Responses for Preferred Types of  Professional  
 Development (N = 21) 
 
 
Type of Professional Development  
 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Training specific to individual need 

 
10 

 
48 

 
Use of technology in the classroom 

 
10 

 
48 

 
Use of technology with large groups 

 
  1 

 
  4 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.7. Descriptive Data of Computer Programs/Applications Currently  
 Used by University Faculty in the College Classroom (N= 62) 
 
 
Computer Program/Application  
 

 
Nª 

 
% 

 
PowerPoint  

 
48 

 
77.4 

 
Word Processing 

 
35 

 
56.4 

 
Spreadsheets (Excel, SPSS) 

 
31 

 
50.0 

 
Internet 

 
22 

 
35.4 

 
WebCT, Blackboard 

 
16 

 
25.8 

 
Multimedia (video, ipod, digital cameras) 

 
14 

 
22.5 

 
Desktop Publishing (FrontPage, Page Maker) 

 
   9 

 
14.5 

 
Databases (Access) 

 
   6 

 
 9.6 

 
Other 
 

 
12 

 
19.3 

 
ª Some participants listed more than one computer program/application.  
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Table 4.8. Distribution of Responses for Computer Programs/Applications  
 University Faculty Would Like to Use in Teaching Students 
 (N = 38) 
 
 
Computer Program/Application  
 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Web-based/Web-enhanced 

 
14 

 
36.8 

 
PowerPoint 

 
9 

 
23.6 

 
Multimedia (video, ipod, digital cameras) 

 
8 

 
21.0 

 
Spreadsheets (Excel, SPSS) 

 
4 

 
10.5 

 
Word Processing 

 
3 

 
  7.8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.9. Percentages for Types and Number of Computer Related  

Learning Activities Attended in the Past Three Years by  
University Faculty 

 
 
 
Type of Activity  
 

 
 

3 or less 

 
 

4-10 

 
10 or 
more 

 
 

N 

 
Professional Workshops  

 
64% 

 
27% 

 
9% 

 
58 

 
College or University Courses  
 

 
22% 

 
5% 

 
3% 

 

 
30 

Continuing Education Courses  
 

23% 2% 2% 
 

27 
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Table 4.10. ANOVA Summary Table for Type of Computer Access for University 
Faculty Members’ Classroom Use (N = 74) 

 
 

Source 
 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

 
df 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
Significance 

 
Type of Access 

 
  7.87 

 
4 

 
1.97 

 
4.39 

 
.003* 

 
Within Groups 

 
29.57 

 
66 

 
  .45 

  

 
Total 
 

 
37.44 

 
70 

 
 

  

 
*p< .05 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.11. Tukey’s Multiple Comparison Test Results Showing Significance for  

Differences Among Groups on Type of Computer Access and Classroom 
Computer Use 

 
   

Classroom Computer Use 

 
 
 

Type of Access Group 

 
 
 

N 

Permanent 
Location in 

the 
Classroom 

 

 
Computer 
Cart for 

Checkout 

Media 
Center/ 

Computer 
Lab 

 
 

Sharing in 
Classroom 

 
Permanent Location in the 
Classroom 

 
 

14 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Computer Cart for Checkout 

 
23 

 
.126 

 
 

 
 

 

Media Center/Computer Lab 19 .149      1.0   

Sharing in Classroom 7 .055 .819 .835  

Computer Lab where Active 
Teaching 

8 .002* .180 .204 .905 

 
*p<.05 
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TEACHING STYLE INVENTORY 
SCORING KEY FOR SEVEN MAJOR ELEMENTS AND 50 ITEMS 

 
MAJOR ELEMENT 

 
ITEM 

 
WEIGHT 

 
MAJOR ELEMENT 

 
ITEM 

 
WEIGHT 

 
1. Instructional Planning 

   
2. Teaching Methods 

  

 a 1  a 1 
 b 3  b 2 
 c 4  c 3 
 d 3  d 3 
 e 3  e 2 
 f 3  f 5 
 g 3    
 h 3    
 i 5    
      
3.Student Groupings   4. Instructional Environment   
 a 3  a 5 
 b 3  b 4 
 c 5  c 4 
 d 2  d 4 
 e 4  e 4 
 f 1    
      
5. Evaluation Techniques   6. Teaching Charateristics/ 

    Classroom Management  
  

 a 4  a 4 
 b 4  b 5 
 c 4  c 4 
 d 5  d 3 
 e 4  e 1 
 f 4  f 1 
    g 1 
    h 1 
7. Educational Philosophy      
 a 4    
 b 5    
 c 3    
 d 4    
 e 3    
 f 4    
 g 3    
 h 1    
 i 1    
 j 1 

 
   

 

Figure 4.1. Weight Key for Seven Major Elements and 56 Item 
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CHAPTER V 

 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This chapter provides a brief background of the problem, summary of the study, 

summary and discussion of the findings, and draws conclusions and implications relevant 

to the research. Additionally, this chapter offers recommendations for further research. 

 

Background of the Problem 

In 2001, the educational reform plan known as the No Child Left Behind Act was 

signed into law. In addition to its primary focus of raising student proficiencies in 

reading, writing, and mathematics, the plan stressed the importance of improving student 

achievement through the integration of technology into the learning process (International 

Society of Technology in Education, 2002; U.S. Department of Education, 2003).  

Most classrooms today are equipped sufficiently with computer hardware and 

software (Mourund & Bielefeldt, 1999); however, to effectively teach with technology, 

teachers need to be prepared to integrate technology into classroom instruction. 

Unfortunately, most teachers do not feel confident in their knowledge and skills so 

computer use remains fairly low among the majority of teachers at all educational levels 

(Beck & Wynn, 1998; Burgess, 2001; U. S. Department of Education, National Center 

for Educational Statistics, 2000; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004).  One explanation for low 

computer use among teachers is that most teach the way they were taught in their 

university classes (Felder, 1993; Stitt-Gohdes, 2001). It has been noted that in teacher 
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preparation courses, college professors may model one type of teaching style that is then 

reinforced in the preprofessional’s individual field experiences (Mawhinney, 2002; 

Wang, 2002).  

If teachers do teach the way they were taught, it becomes imperative that 

university faculty model computer use in lesson delivery. In fact, in teacher education 

programs, the integration of computer use in the teaching and learning environment 

should be visible in all required courses. Research has shown that preservice educators 

experienced positive results when technology was seamlessly integrated into the 

coursework with meaningful assignments, and participants were provided access, 

ongoing support, and time to learn (Wilson, 2003). 

 

Summary of the Study 

From the standpoint of this study, the question goes beyond asking why 

technology is not being fully utilized in educational settings to investigating the types of 

instructors who use computers for instruction. The study of teaching styles is one method 

of determining whether a relationship exists between personal traits of educators and 

classroom use of technology. However, teaching style and computer use most often is 

overlooked in research design (Wang, 2002).  

The ultimate goal of this study was to investigate the teaching styles of university 

faculty who teach courses in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher education programs 

in Texas and to determine how those teaching styles might be related to computer use in 

the college classroom. Related issues, such as university faculty’s perceived use of 
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computers in instructional delivery, years of computer experience, number of attended 

computer related learning activities, types of access for computer use, attitudes toward 

computer-based instruction, and perceived level of computer and technology skills were 

also explored with regard to classroom computer use at the university/college level. 

Data were gathered through a self-report questionnaire that was available via the 

Internet. Seventy-four faculty members at ten universities in Texas that were identified as 

providing Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs participated in 

the study. The resulting response rate was 44%. Data were analyzed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS version 11.0 for Windows).  

Multiple regression was used to predict faculty computer use in the classroom 

based on the following independent variables: instructional planning, teaching method, 

student groupings, instructional environment, evaluation techniques, teaching 

characteristics and classroom management, and educational philosophy. Faculty 

members’ classroom computer use, the dependent variable, was determined based on the 

frequency of use of computer-based teaching strategies: practice/remedial, project-based 

groups, word processing, self-directed activities, demonstration – teacher, demonstration 

– student, tutorials, simulations, educational games, data management, and computerized 

testing. Standard multiple regression analysis was used to determine the significance of 

the relationships between the independent variables and the dependent variable. An alpha 

level of .05 was used to test the hypothesis and the research questions.  

One-way analysis of variances were conducted to evaluate the differences in 

university faculty members’ computer use when analyzed on five variables: faculty’s 
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years of experience in using computers; number of attended computer related learning 

activities; type of access, such as permanent location in the classroom versus some type 

of limited availability; attitude toward computer-based instruction; and perceived level of 

computer technology skills.   Post hoc comparisons were conducted using Tukey’s Test 

for each significant F ratio. Descriptive statistics including frequencies and percentages 

were calculated to provide descriptive data for the responding university faculty. 

 

Summary and Discussion of the Findings 

Hypothesis Testing 

In this study, the following null hypothesis was tested:  There is no significant 

relationship between university faculty members’ preferred teaching style and computer 

use in the classroom as identified by the scores of the Faculty Teaching Style and 

Computer Use Survey. Preferred teaching style was determined from the self-report 

questionnaire by individual composite scores based on a 5-point Likert scale.  The seven 

major elements of teaching style were the independent variables. Individual teaching 

style profiles were predicted according to where the total score fell on a teaching style 

continuum with the following designations: Individualized, Somewhat Individualized, 

Transitional, Somewhat Traditional, and Traditional.  Survey question 18, computer-

based teaching strategies, provided the data for the dependent variable, computer use. 

Participants recorded responses for 11 items using a 4-point Likert scale (1 = never, 

2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, and 4 = always).  To determine an individual’s classroom 

computer use pattern, recorded responses for each of the 11 items were summed 
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producing an overall total score. The higher the resulting score, the more computer use 

was integrated into the teaching and learning environment.  

The majority of participants in this study identified their preferred teaching style 

as Transitional, meaning that these faculty members demonstrated some, but not all, of 

the basic characteristics of individualized instruction as defined by Dunn & Dunn (1975). 

In other words, university faculty members appear to be transitioning from using 

traditional teaching methods, such as lecture to deliver course material, to more 

individualized approaches, such as independent research where the student is a more 

active participant in the learning process. 

A standard multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether 

relationships existed between the dependent variable and the independent variables. Data 

analysis revealed a moderate relationship between teaching style and use of computers in 

the classroom. One teaching style variable, evaluation techniques, was found to be a 

significant factor in predicting university faculty members’ computer use in the 

classroom; thereby, the hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level.  

The findings of this study compared favorably with the Wheelis (1999) and 

Winches (1995) studies, both of which reported relationships between teaching style and 

classroom computer use. In a 1999 study, Wheelis concluded that teaching method and 

classroom design (a component of the major element, teaching environment) impacted 

computer use in the classroom. Contrary to Wheelis’ findings, the current study found the 

teaching method variable did not have statistical significance in determining classroom 

computer use. Unfortunately, the Wheelis (1999) study did not include the evaluation 
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techniques variable so support of the current study findings in that regard is inconclusive. 

Further, the current study did not test the classroom design variable (another significant 

variable in the Wheelis study). This decision was based on feedback from pilot study 

participants. It was determined that university teaching faculty have generally little to no 

control over classroom design. Of additional interest is the fact that the teaching style 

variable, educational philosophy, did not show significance in relationship to classroom 

computer use even though researchers have espoused that teachers must reflect on the 

practice and evaluate the use or misuse of this type of delivery (Grasha & Yangarber-

Hicks, 2000).  

According to the Dunn and Dunn model, evaluation techniques are driven by 

lesson plans and written objectives. In addition to traditional types of student testing, 

such as paper-and-pencil assessments, evaluation techniques can be accomplished 

through nontesting means. Types of appropriate evaluation include observational 

activities, performance-based testing, and self-evaluation. The university faculty 

members indicated their uses of technology that could be used as nontesting means of 

evaluation. Some of the computer uses provided by participants included the use of: 

PowerPoint for student presentations; the Internet in conducting research;  online tools to 

create Hotlists, treasure hunts, and scrapbooks; online communications, such as threaded 

discussions; word processing software for generating reports and other assignments; and 

computer-generated journals. The results of this study do not provide information as to 

the extent of computer use by faculty who teach courses in Family and Consumer 

Sciences teacher certification programs. However, it may be determined that university 
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faculty do require students to use forms of technology in their coursework – whether that 

use is inside or outside of the classroom. Further studies are needed to determine the 

extent of computer use in the college/university classroom to better understand the 

relationship between teaching style and classroom computer use. 

 

Summary and Discussion of Open Response Questions 

 Open response questions were included in the study to further investigate 

university faculty perceptions of computer use in teaching. This section offers a summary 

and discussion of the participants’ responses. 

 Faculty Suggestions for Increasing Computer Use in the Classroom. Responses 

from participants were categorized into five main areas with the greatest number  

suggesting increased availability of functional hardware, current software, and computers 

both for faculty and students; permanent placement of equipment in classrooms; and 

professional development. Other areas mentioned were technical and faculty support. 

Availability of up-to-date computer hardware and software affects teachers’ 

ability to successfully use technology in the classroom (Bauer, 2002; O’Bannon et al., 

1998). Support from administration is paramount to the availability of adequate 

resources. In fact, guidelines adopted by the National Council for Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) that presently govern the accreditation of colleges of 

education “underscore the importance of key technology resources for teaching and 

scholarship” (O’Bannon et al., 1998, p.8). In the interest of promoting teaching with 
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technology, administrations must support planning for hardware/software acquisition and 

maintenance through budgeting and ongoing funding.  

From their responses, participants indicated a need for computers and other 

equipment to be permanently located in the classrooms so that faculty would have easy 

access and could vary their teaching methods. One respondent noted the “biggest obstacle 

is the lack of equipment for use in the classroom . . . . Labs are often booked for entire 

semesters and limited to specific classes.” Another subject claimed that use of technology 

would increase if computers were accessible in all classrooms. Accordingly, studies have 

shown a high level of instructional computer use evident when computers were 

permanently located in the classroom (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002; Wheelis, 1999).    

Lack of continuing professional development for faculty was another key factor 

mentioned as limiting instructional technology use in the classroom. Traditional staff 

development programs designed as “just in case” learning and “one shot” training 

sessions prove to be ineffective and do not promote the integration of technology and 

curriculum (O’Bannon et al., 1998; Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002; Winches, 1995). The most 

effective programs are those geared toward individual interest that meet training needs 

and perceived goals (Cohen & Tally, 2004; Schrum, 1999).  

In teacher preparation programs, it is important that faculty have the 

understanding and the ability to perform basic computer functions. However, in preparing 

future teachers, faculty must model how to integrate technology into the classroom. 

Research has shown “that when teachers are learning to integrate technology into their 

classrooms the most important staff development features include opportunities to 
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explore, reflect, collaborate with peers, work on authentic learning tasks, and engage in 

hands-on, active learning” (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002, p. 15). Wetzel (1993) devised 

strategies to contribute both to faculty development and to help students feel prepared to 

teach with technology upon their graduation:  

Faculty who teach subject area courses will learn to use technology effectively  

as they collaborate with a technology expert in planning and modeling the use  

of computers and other media. They will practice what they have learned as  

they teach the preservice teachers, at the same time providing a model for  

the education majors being trained. (p. 350) 

It has been reported that formal training is the most significant factor both in 

teachers using technology more frequently in the classroom and in influencing the 

effective use of educational technology (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002). Formal training and 

professional development should identify and address current faculty interests, include 

hands-on learning with a mentor/educator to provide opportunity to try the technology in 

the classroom, and provide follow-up support with educators who are comfortable using 

technology (Schrum, 1999). 

 Faculty Suggestions for Modeling Computer Use in Preparing Future Teachers to  

Teach with Technology. Suggestions from participants to this item were categorized into 

six main areas. Approximately one-fourth of the respondents suggested that faculty 

model computer use through demonstrations and presentations. Three of the six areas 

were closely related and were identified by over half of the respondents (58%). These 

were to use the technology tools (e.g., PowerPoint, the Internet), use the technology  

 119



(e.g., online assignments and communications), and integrate the technology into lesson 

planning. In addition, the availability of computers and access to software programs both 

for faculty and students were mentioned as ways to utilize and integrate the technology.    

 Many of the suggestions provided by participants were interrelated. For instance, 

in ways to model computer use, faculty recommended the use of PowerPoint slides both 

to deliver lesson material to students and, then, for students to use in preparing and 

executing their classroom presentations. Some respondents mentioned specific types of 

activities, such as using the Internet for conducting research and creating Hotlists, 

scrapbooks, treasure hunts, and Webquests. Additionally, suggestions included having 

students involved in online assignments, online communications, and using computer-

generated journals.  

 Some participants were concerned with teaching students “the steps for planning 

that one must go through to be able to implement technology in the classroom” and 

preparing them for integrating technology in future teaching endeavors. However, a 

number of participants stressed that faculty should “just use the technology” and the 

resources that are available to them. While some faculty may be reluctant to change their 

teaching style (Levy, 2003; O’Bannon et al., 1998) – a kind of “if it’s not broke, don’t fix 

it” mentality – the results from this study substantiate findings from previous research 

that has shown, for the most part, faculty attitudes toward computer use are positive 

(Bullard, 1998). As mentioned previously in this document, faculty who do not model 

computer use generally have underlying issues involving its integration into the 

coursework, such as limited time to learn the technology and prepare integrated lessons.  
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Although the issues of technology, teacher preparation, and modeling computer 

use are not easily settled, research has found that integrating technology into preservice 

education courses provides modeling and support for the students (Wilson, 2003). 

Therefore, faculty should be encouraged to model and integrate technology across the 

disciplines. University and college administrators must increase emphasis on faculty 

professional development (Moursund & Bielefeldt, 1999) and “make faculty 

development for the integration of technology and curricula a priority” (O’Bannon et al., 

1998, p. 8). 

Preferred Modes of Delivery for Professional Development and Training in 

Integrating Computer Use in the Classroom. Participants indicated a preference for 

hands-on computer training followed with assistance from an expert in practicing the 

technique(s). This method of professional development is one suggested by experts in 

that it provides an encouraging environment that is essential in promoting change 

(Schrum, 1999). According to the majority of respondents, training was best delivered 

online in self-paced, independent studies. This may indicate that faculty, who typically do 

not have enough time on the job to learn the technology, might use home computers for 

self-study. Additionally, it could be deduced that faculty who are confident both in their 

technical skills and their understanding of software programs are comfortable working 

independently with available access to an expert or mentor. These findings confirm those 

from a previous study (Lloyd, 2002) in which it was reported that self-confidence in 

computer use was high among college faculty. Further, a recent study (Sugar & Wilson, 
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2005) of public school teachers found that the majority of respondents rated themselves 

as either confident or very confident in using technology. 

 Types of Computer Programs Currently Being Used and Those Identified for 

Future Use by University Faculty. The most popular programs identified by university 

faculty as currently being used in classroom instruction were PowerPoint, word 

processing, and spreadsheet programs. The Internet was used for online applications, 

such as Outlook Express, WebQuest templates, web searches, and course delivery 

systems (e.g., WebCT and Blackboard). Although one participant indicated use of a 

simulation software for classroom use and noted that “students are required to use 

PowerPoint for presentations and are required to use word processing for any 

submissions,” few respondents provided information that gave insight as to how the 

programs were used in the coursework. For instance, it would be advantageous to know 

whether instructors were modeling use of and integrating the technology into the 

curricular framework because these would serve to “enhance important skills . . . such as 

locating and accessing information, [and] organizing and displaying data” (Sandholtz, 

Ringstaff, & Dwyer, 1997, as cited in Ringstaff & Kelly, 2002). One faculty member did 

state that although Internet and word processing were used extensively, they were “not 

provided in a classroom setting.” 

 For future teaching, over two-thirds of the survey participants requested programs 

for web-based or web-enhanced teaching. The majority of respondents appeared to have 

above average computing skills and knowledge as they indicated interest in creating and 

managing web-based courses and online threaded discussion, advanced PowerPoint 
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training, and multimedia software. Specific multimedia programs mentioned were Flash, 

Photoshop, iMovie, and Dreamweaver. The programs least suggested for future use were 

spreadsheets and word processing. Apparently, faculty have become more confident and 

experienced with technology as they have expressed desires to learn more about specific 

technology resources. Sugar and Wilson (2005) found that “teachers who are confident in 

their technology use and have technology expertise view more sophisticated technology 

resources (i.e., creating Web pages, advanced multimedia training) as . . . beneficial” (p. 

96). 

 

Summary and Discussion of Additional Research Questions Analyses 

One-way analysis of variances and a independent-sample t-test were conducted to 

evaluate differences in computer use when determined by selected criteria: 1) faculty’s 

years of experience in using computers; 2) number of attended computer related learning 

activities; 3) type of access, such as permanent location in the classroom versus some 

type of limited availability; 4) attitude toward computer-based instruction; and 5) 

perceived level of computer technology skills.  Contrary to research results reported by 

Lloyd (2002), this study found that instructional computer use was not impacted by 

faculty’s years of experience using computers. Also, the data analysis failed to show a 

relationship between number of attended computer related learning activities and use of 

computers in the classroom. This finding conflicted with a study of teachers’ utilization 

of computers in classroom instruction (Bauer, 2002), in which the researcher reported 

that the surveyed teachers who used spreadsheets and databases were “among those with 
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the highest attendance at workshops and/or university courses” (p. 134). As previously 

mentioned, this could be attributed to the growing sophistication in faculty computer 

skills and software knowledge.  

Type of computer access was found to impact university faculty’s use in the 

classroom. Types of access included:  1) permanent location in the classroom; 2) 

computer cart for checkout; 3) media center or computer lab; 4) sharing computers within 

the classroom; and 5) a computer lab in which the survey participant was actively 

engaged in instruction. Significant differences were found between university faculty 

who taught in computer labs and those that had a computer permanently located in the 

classroom. Those who taught in the computer labs showed a higher level of integration of 

computer use into instruction in comparison to those with the permanently located 

classroom computer for instructor use. It may be concluded that when students are 

equipped with individual computers, faculty are more inclined to integrate technology 

into the curriculum. A study (Gillespie, 2001) that explored how teaching styles were 

affected by the influx of technology found that when teachers and students were issued 

laptop computers their teaching style changed. Change occurred in lesson delivery, 

instructional focus, and lesson planning. Additionally, the finding from this study 

supports claims from previous research in that technology and use of computers should 

be integrated into the curriculum rather than being an add-on, adjunct aspect of the 

instruction (Gillespie, 2001; Rinstaff & Kelley, 2002; Wheelis, 1999).  

 The majority of the faculty participants rated their attitudes toward computer-

based instruction as supportive or strongly supportive. Attitude has been found to be an 

 124



important factor in the rate of teachers’ integration of technology into curriculum (Bauer, 

2002; Gillespie, 2001; Lloyd, 2000). Lloyd (2000) reported a positive relationship 

between computer training and classroom computer usage in a study of teachers at 

elementary grade levels. It may be assumed that individuals who seek computer training 

would be supportive of computer-based instruction and have a favorable attitude toward 

learning more about appropriate use in the classroom.  In another study (Gillespie, 2001), 

it was discovered that those teachers who saw the most change in their use of computers 

in the curriculum were those most willing to embrace technology and change their 

individual teaching style. According to Gillespie (2001), “the use of technology did not 

drive the change in teaching [style] but supported it” (p. 122). 

Survey participants were asked to rate their levels of computer and technology 

skills to determine whether this variable influenced faculty’s computer use in the 

classroom. There were two defining groups: those who rated their skills as being novice 

to average and those that perceived their skills to range from above average to expert. 

Analysis of data found that participants who perceived their skills to be above average to 

expert integrated the computer more in the classroom than did those in the novice to 

average skills group. The self-rating system utilized in this study was subjective because 

there was no criterion attached to the scale, which made it difficult to interpret the 

findings.  

In a study focused on teachers’ utilization of computers in the classroom, Bauer 

(2002) noted that “it is difficult to be confident in using computer technology without a 

given skill level, and it is difficult to acquire a high computer technology skill level 
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without some degree of confidence” (p. 98).  This begs the question of whether self-

efficacy may have a greater impact on learning to teach with technology than do high 

levels of computer and technical skills. Lloyd’s (2002) research found evidence to 

support the hypothesis that “computer-confident faculty are more likely to be users of 

computers in instruction” (p. 118). In this study, participants who perceived their levels 

of computer skills as above average to expert may, in effect, have a greater sense of self-

efficacy that in turn translates to more computer use in the classroom. 

 

Conclusions and Implications 

The educational reform act, No Child Left Behind, stipulated that “teachers must 

be prepared to provide technology-supported learning opportunities for their students” 

(International Society of Technology in Education, 2002, p.4). However, studies on 

teachers’ integration of technology in the classroom have indicated that computer use is 

fairly low among the majority of teachers at all educational levels (Beck & Wynn, 1998; 

Burgess, 2001; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). One explanation for this situation is that 

teachers teach the way they were taught in their college classrooms (Felder, 1993; Stitt-

Gohdes, 2001). Assuming that teachers do replicate teaching methods modeled to them in 

their preservice courses, it becomes imperative that university faculty model computer 

use to better prepare future educators in the integration and practical use of technology. 

The study of teaching styles is one method of determining individual teaching 

preferences that could be related to classroom use of technology. Dunn and Dunn’s 
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Teaching Style Model provided the theoretical framework for this study as it is based on 

the theory that an educator’s preferred style of teaching directly impacts student learning. 

Results from the current study indicated a modest relationship between university 

faculty members’ preferred teaching style and the use of computers in the classroom. The 

majority of participants identified their preferred teaching style as Transitional and one 

teaching style variable, Evaluation techniques, was found to be significant in predicting 

classroom computer use. These findings suggest that university faculty members teaching 

courses in Family and Consumer Sciences teacher certification programs are moving 

from the use of the more traditional evaluation techniques (e.g., paper and pencil testing) 

to alternative forms of student evaluation. For example, respondents to the survey 

indicated utilizing technology in requiring students to use the Internet for research and 

then prepare classroom PowerPoint presentations. These activities, whether the students 

work independently, in pairs, or small groups, have a student-centered or more 

individualized approach to the learning process. 

Experts have suggested that knowing one’s preferred teaching style may lead to 

increased self-awareness that promotes flexibility in teaching (Dunn & Dunn, 1977; 

Felder, 1993; Fischer & Fischer, 1979). Further, knowing one’s teaching style could help 

educators better understand the teaching process, make informed choices among 

alternative teaching methods, and identify parts of their teaching style that are either 

effective or problematic. In view of the fact that, most often, teachers teach they way they 

were taught in their college classrooms, it is suggested that university faculty assess their 
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preferred teaching style and reflect on areas where they might incorporate technology 

into the curriculum in order to model its use to preservice teachers.  

While respondents to this study expressed interest in using technology in their 

classroom teaching, they indicated a lack of knowledge and skills necessary for the job. 

The challenge for teacher education programs is to provide faculty with ongoing 

professional development in technology and its connection to classroom applications. 

Additionally, institutions should increase the level of technology integration into their 

teacher education programs by engaging in technology planning that focuses not only on 

facilities and equipment, but also on the skills necessary for integrating technology into 

teaching and learning (International Society of Technology in Education, 1999). 

Many teacher preparation programs include introductory computer courses that 

teach technical skills; however, as the skills taught in these courses are not tied to other 

content, they are not transferable to teaching with technology. It is recommended that 

preservice teachers experience and observe effective uses of technology in their general 

education, major coursework, and field experiences (International Society of Technology 

in Education, 2002; O’Bannon, Matthew, & Thomas, 1998; Wetzel, 1993). Research has 

shown that preservice teachers experienced positive results when technology was 

seamlessly integrated into the coursework (Wilson, 2003).  

Here are a number of suggestions for integrating technology into teacher 

education programs based on the results of this research: 

• Faculty should model various types of technology and require preservice 

teachers to demonstrate the use of technology in an educational setting. 
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• As part of their on-campus coursework, preservice educators should design 

and deliver instruction that incorporate various technologies. This might 

involve microteaching activities that include curriculum integration, content-

specific uses of technology, alignment with state curriculum standards, and 

reflection (Dawson, Pringle, & Adams, 2003). 

• Teacher educators should seek out and participate in formal training in the 

effective use of educational technology. This might include hands-on learning 

with a mentor/educator who would provide opportunities for the faculty to try 

the technology and, then, offer follow-up support.  

• Future teachers should be encouraged to invest in continuing education and 

professional development. This could be accomplished by requiring them to 

attend teaching with technology workshops offered through the university, 

for-profit organizations, or community services. It is important for preservice 

educators to be aware that teaching and technology are constantly changing 

and evolving. Therefore, it is imperative that teachers continue to assess, 

update, and adjust their teaching methods and styles to better meet the needs 

of their learners. 

Access and availability of computers is another factor impacting the integration of 

technology in the classroom. This study showed a need for computers and other 

equipment to be permanently located in the classrooms. Participants indicated that easy 

access to technology would encourage greater use by allowing them to vary their 

teaching methods. Although most colleges have computer labs located on-site, according 
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to respondents these were “often booked for entire semesters and limited to specific 

classes.” Studies have shown a high level of instructional computer use evident when 

computers were permanently located in the classroom (Ringstaff & Kelley, 2002; 

Wheelis, 1999). Further studies have demonstrated success when laptop computers and 

support systems were provided for teachers and students (Laffey, 2004; Schrum, 1999). 

Implications for institutions offering teacher education programs are to: 

• place technology integration as a priority issue for the college and support this 

issue by allocating funds for equipment;  

• have clearly defined goals of how technology integration fits into the program 

mission and allocate funding on this basis;  

• plan acquisitions based on ongoing funding to keep equipment updated; and 

• support and encourage faculty to write technology grants. 

Along with accessibility to computers and hardware, institutions should offer 

ongoing professional development in the use of selected software programs. Respondents 

to this survey demonstrated sophistication in their understanding of software programs 

and a high-level of confidence in their technical skills. This was evident in their requests 

for training to be delivered online in self-paced, individual studies.  It would be prudent 

for institutions to consider offering online tutorials in addition to face-to-face workshops 

when designing training sessions for faculty.  

In conclusion, this study found a significant relationship between teaching style 

and university faculty members’ computer use in the classroom as assessed by the major 
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elements of teaching style defined by Dunn and Dunn (1997). However, it is possible that 

the small data base had a limiting effect on the findings.  

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 This study sought to explore the relationship between university faculty’s 

preferred teaching style and computer use in the classroom. It was limited to faculty 

teaching Family and Consumer Sciences teacher education courses in universities and 

colleges in Texas. Additionally, findings were limited to the small number of 

respondents. Thereby, the following recommendations are offered: 

1. Family and Consumer Sciences educators who are interested in, and concerned 

about, the future of the profession may wish to broaden this study by randomly 

selecting programs and teaching faculty at the national level. Random selection 

and larger sample numbers would increase the reliability of the data.   

2. Future studies might be conducted that include classroom observations of faculty 

teaching methods to determine teaching style and computer use. 

3. Future studies might be conducted to determine if there is a difference in the 

actual use of computers in instruction among disciplines, especially in teacher 

education programs. 

4. Additional studies might be conducted to determine effective methods for training 

faculty to utilize and implement more technology into the classroom setting. 
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5. Follow-up studies of the students of faculty who effectively modeled and 

integrated the use of technology might be conducted to determine if these students 

also model and integrate the use of technology within their classrooms. 

This study has shown that university faculty teaching in Family and Consumer 

Sciences teacher education programs in Texas are interested in using technology in the 

teaching and learning environment. However, lack of knowledge and skills in how to 

integrate technology into the curriculum and access to the technology continue to be 

barriers. It is important for teacher education programs to promote and advance computer 

use in preservice education courses to better prepare future teachers for the challenges 

that await them. 
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[Page One Electronic Survey] 
Faculty Teaching Style and Computer Use Survey 

 
Introduction 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this research, Teaching Style and Computer Use in Family 
and Consumer Sciences Teacher Education Programs:  A Survey of University Faculty in Texas. This 
questionnaire is designed to investigate the teaching styles of university faculty and to determine how those 
teaching styles might relate to computer use in the college classroom. 
 
Please complete all survey items. The average time required for completing the questionnaire is 
approximately 20 minutes. 
 
All responses are anonymous. In no way will any individual be identifiable in the study. 
 
This study has been reviewed by the Texas Tech University Human Subjects Protection Committee which 
ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations. 
 
I very much appreciate your professional assistance in helping to guide me toward the completion of this 
phase of my graduate studies. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
[Electronic Signature] 
 
Sonja D. Koukel 
Doctoral Candidate  
Family & Consumer Sciences Education 
Texas Tech University 
 
Dr. Ginny Felstehausen 
Professor and Committee Chair 
Family & Consumer Sciences Education 
Texas Tech University 
 
 
[Page Two Electronic Survey] 
Survey Instructions 
 
The approximate time required to complete the survey is 20 minutes. Once you start the survey, you must 
finish. If you leave the survey before completion, all responses will be lost. You may access the survey 
multiple times; however, please submit only one completed survey.  
 
This questionnaire is divided into four sections: 

• Section I – Teaching Style  
• Section II – Computer Use   
• Section III – Open Response 
• Section IV – Demographic Information 

 
Please follow the instructions provided for each of the four sections. 
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The Teaching Style Inventory (revised) was reprinted by permission of the authors, Rita Dunn and  
Kenneth Dunn. 
The Computer Survey (revised) was reprinted by permission of the author, Dr. Betty Winches. 
 
 
[Page Three Electronic Survey] 
Section I:  Teaching Style  
 
Definitions for terms used within this section: 
Items 6e, 6f, 6g – Criterion-Referenced Achievement Tests: The questions on these tests are based 
directly on the objectives assigned to or selected by the students. 
Item 8a – Open education instructional programs permit students to determine their curriculum, 
resources, schedule, and pacing. The teacher is responsible for providing an environment rich in 
multimedia resources and for encouraging student involvement with the materials. Objectives, if used, are 
determined by the learner and may vary from student to student and on a continuously changing basis. 
Item 8e – Humanistic education instructional programs center on and are designed around the interests 
of the learners. Students are permitted to select at least some of the lesson objectives incorporated into the 
lesson, advance at their own pace, and participate in additional learning opportunities.  
Item 8g – Individualized instruction requires the teacher to guide each student through the learning 
process. Through reaching objectives developed for the individual student, students are permitted to use 
personal preferences in continued independent work (e.g., activities, resources).  
 

 
1. Instructional Planning 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes how often you use each of the following planning 
techniques. 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always 
 
a) Whole class lessons 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Creative activities with student options 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Programmed materials or drill assignments 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Small-group assignments (3-8 students) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Games 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) Peer tutoring or team learning 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
g) Role playing or simulations 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
h) Brainstorming or circles of knowledge 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

  
i) Student self-designed studies 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 
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2. Teaching Methods 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes how often you use each of the following methods. 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always 
 
a) Lecture (whole class) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Instructor demonstration 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Small groups (3-8 students) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Media (films, tapes, transparencies, computer 
software packages, such as PowerPoint) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Class discussion 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) Individualized  

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
 

3. Teaching Environment: Student Groupings 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes how often you use each of the following types of student 
groupings. 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always 
 
a) Several small groups (3-8 students) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Pairs (2 students) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Independent study (student works alone) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) One to one interaction with instructor 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Two or more of the above groupings at one 
time 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) One large group (entire class) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 
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4. Teaching Environment: Instructional Environment 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes your present instructional environment. 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always 
 
a) Varied instructional areas are provided in the 
classroom for different, simultaneous activities 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Varied time schedules are in use for 
individuals (assignments, projects) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Instructional areas are designed for different 
groups that need to talk and interact 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Many multi-sensory resources are available in 
the classroom for use by individuals and groups 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Alternative arrangements are made for mobile, 
active, or overly talkative students 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
 

5. Evaluation Techniques 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes how often you use each of the following evaluation 
techniques. I use: 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Always 
 
a) Observation by moving from group to group 
and among individuals 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Student self-assessment tests 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Performance tests (projects, demonstrations 
rather than written responses) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Criterion-referenced achievement tests based 
on student self-selected, individual objectives 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Criterion-referenced achievement tests based 
on small-group objectives 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) Criterion-referenced achievement tests based 
on the individual student’s potential 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 
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6. Teaching Characteristics and Classroom Management 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes you as a teacher. I tend to be: 
 

 Not At All Not Very Somewhat Very  Extremely 
 
a) Concerned with how students learn  

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Prescriptive (use curriculum adapted to the 
requirement of each learner to promote self-
instruction) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Demanding (with high expectations based 
on individual ability) 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Evaluative of students as they work 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Concerned with how much students learn  

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) Concerned with what students learn 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
g) Lesson plan oriented  

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
h) Authoritative to reach group objectives 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
 

7. Educational Philosophy 
Instructions: Click the button that best describes your level of agreement with each of the following 
approaches and concepts. 
 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Undecided 

 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

 
a) Open education 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
b) Matched teaching and learning styles 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
c) Student-centered curriculum 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
d) Behavioral or performance objectives 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
e) Humanistic education 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
f) Independent study 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
g) Individualized instruction 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
h) Traditional education 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
i) Whole-group achievement 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
j) Teacher-centered instruction 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 

 
ο 
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[Page Four Electronic Survey] 
Section II:  Computer Use  
 
Instructions:  Please respond to all items in this section. Click the button next to the item that corresponds 
to the appropriate response option OR write your response in the space provided. Choose one answer only, 
unless instructed to do otherwise. 

 
8. Total years of experience using computers: The value must be between 0 and 100, inclusive.  
 

 
9. Number of professional workshops for computer related learning activities you have attended   
     within the past three (3) years: The value must be between 0 and 100, inclusive. 
 

 
10. Number of college or university courses for computer related learning activities you have attended  
      within the past three (3) years: The value must be between 0 and 100, inclusive. 
 
 

 
11. Number of continuing education courses for computer related learning activities you have  
     attended within the past three (3) years: The value must be between 0 and 100, inclusive. 
 

 
12. Please provide any other types of computer related learning activities you have attended within the past     
      three (3) years:  
 

 
13. Indicate the individuals that have provided on-site computer assistance for you: (Check all that apply)  
       Select at least 0 responses and no more than 5 responses. 
      □  College/department staff   
      □  University staff  
      □  Other faculty 
     □  Students (e.g., graduate assistants, teaching assistants) 
      □  Other, please specify 
 

 
14. Number of years you have used computers in instruction: 
      The value must be between 0 and 100, inclusive. 
 

 
15. Types of Access  
      Instructions: For the following items, indicate the types of computer access you have for teaching  
      purposes. Mark all that apply. Select at least 0 responses and no more than 6 responses. 
 □  a) A computer for instructor’s use permanently located in the classroom(s) in which you do the    
         majority of your teaching. 
       □  b) A computer cart available for checkout. 
       □  c) Computers permanently located in the college media center/computer lab  
       □  d) Sharing of computers within the classroom(s) in which you do the majority of your teaching. 
       □  e) Computer lab in which you are an active instructional participant. 
       □  f) Other, please specify:   
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16. Principles Related to Computer-based Instruction 
 Instructions: Click in the box that best indicates your level of agreement with the principle listed. 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Uncertain 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
a) Computer use should have a purpose 
related to curricular goals 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
b) Computer use does little to promote 
logical problem solving 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
c) Drill and practice for students in need of 
remediation should be the primary way in 
which a computer is used 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
d) Telecommunication through computer 
modem can be a highly effective 
instructional strategy 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
e) Students are generally more motivated 
to complete projects when computers are 
involved 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
f) The computer is an ideal tool to promote 
cooperative learning among students 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
g) In classes where computers are used in 
problem solving, students tend to develop a 
deeper understanding of concepts 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
h) The impact of computers in the 
classroom will be minimal unless every 
student has his/her own computer terminal 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
i) Computer use promotes interdisciplinary 
study 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
j) It is better to use computers in computer 
labs than in the classroom 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 
 

 
□ 

 
k) The quality of instruction will improve 
as more teachers make use of computers in 
their classrooms 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
l) The computer can be a catalyst for 
changing the instructional process to a 
more student-centered orientation 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
m) The use of pre-programmed software 
for drill should be limited 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Uncertain 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
n) Computers provide a better learning 
opportunity for students whose learning 
style is not well-suited for a traditional 
classroom 

 
□ 

 
□ 
 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
o) The use of computers limits 
opportunities for students to work 
collaboratively 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
p) Levelized, self-scoring skill programs 
provide the best opportunity to evaluate 
students through the use of computer 
technology 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
q) The computer is becoming an essential 
part of research and information gathering 
for students 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
 

17. Computer and Technology Skills  
 Instructions:  Mark the box that best describes your level of computer and technology skills. 

□  Novice  
□  Less-than-Average  
□  Average  
□  Better-than-Average  
□  Expert 

 
18. During your on-campus classes, how often do you employ each of the following computer-based  
 teaching strategies? 
 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Always 
 
a) Practice/Remedial (students using software for drill 
and skill) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
b) Project-based groups (groups of students using the 
computer as a tool for research to complete a project 
or solve a problem) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
c) Word-processing (creating, editing, or revising 
written products) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
d) Self-directed activities (individual students using 
the computer for problem solving, researching, or 
creating) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
e) Demonstration: instructor presenting an idea to 
small groups or entire class using computer 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 
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 Never Rarely Occasionally Always 
 
f) Demonstration: student presenting an idea to small 
groups or entire class using computer 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
g) Tutorial programs 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
h) Simulations (interactive software programs) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
i) Educational games 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
j) Data management (e.g., files, spreadsheets) 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
k) Computerized testing 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
□ 

 
 

 
[Page Five Electronic Survey] 
Section III:  Open Response 
 
Instructions: The open response questions are designed to gather further information regarding your use of 
computers in the classroom. Please provide your thoughts to the following: 
 

 
19.  Think about barriers you perceive as limiting your use of computers in the classroom. What 

suggestions would you offer that might serve to increase computer use in the teaching and learning 
process? 

 
 
 
 

 
20. One way to prepare future teachers to teach with technology is for professors to model use of 

computers in their courses.  What ideas or suggestions would you offer for modeling computer use in 
the college classroom? 

 
 
 
 

 
21. Studies have indicated that university faculty require on-going professional development and training 

for increasing computer use in the classroom. What types of professional development and/or training 
would you prefer to receive? 

 
 
 
 

 
22. What instructional methods would you prefer for the professional development/computer training 

delivery ? 
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23.  What specific types of computer programs and/or applications are you currently using in your 

teaching? 
 
 
  
 

 
24. What specific types of computer programs and/or applications would you like to use in your teaching? 
  
 
  
 
 
 
[Page Six Electronic Survey] 
Section IV:  Demographic Information  
 
Instructions:  Please take a moment to provide important feedback by responding to all items in this 
section.  

 
25.  Sex:  

□  Female  
□  Male 

 
26.  Year of Birth: The value must be between 1900 and 1999, inclusive. 
 
 

 
27. Current Position/Rank (e.g., Assoc. Prof., Instructor): 
 
 
 

 
28. Current Program Area of Teaching Responsibilities (e.g., education, child development, nutrition):      
             
 
 
 

 
29.  Total Years Teaching Experience in Current Position: The value must be between 0 and 99, inclusive. 
 
 

 
30.  Total Years of Teaching Experience (include all teaching experiences including K-12, post-secondary, 
etc.):  The value must be between 0 and 99, inclusive. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

LETTERS OF CORRESPONDENCE 
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Dear [Teacher Educator, Department Chair, or Dean] 
 
The purpose for this email is to ask your assistance. My name is Sonja Koukel and I am a 
doctoral candidate in the Family and Consumer Sciences Education program at Texas 
Tech University. Currently, I am in the process of gathering information for my 
dissertation research, Teaching Styles and Computer Use in Family and Consumer 
Sciences Teacher Education Programs:  A Survey of University Faculty in Texas. 
 
The population for this study will include all faculty (this includes part-time, graduate 
assistants, and adjunct faculty) who teach courses that are part of the FCS teacher 
preparation program. Additionally, faculty outside the home college who teach courses 
that are part of the certification program will be included in the study. This might include 
such courses as Methods taken in the College of Education, for example. 
 
Would you agree to send me a list of the faculty that meets these requirements so that I 
might contact them as possible participants for my study? The survey will be delivered 
electronically, so I will require both names and email addresses. 
 
If you have questions or concerns, please contact me at this email address. Or, you may 
contact my committee chair, Dr. Ginny Felstehausen at [email address]. 
 
Your consideration and assistance in this very important matter is greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sonja Koukel 
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Dear Curriculum and Instruction Faculty: 
 
My name is Sonja Koukel and I am a doctoral candidate in the College of Human 
Sciences at Texas Tech. The purpose for this email is to ask for your participation in a 
pilot study. Your assistance will provide the data for establishing validity and reliability 
for the research instrument designed to determine how faculty teaching styles might be 
related to computer use in the college classroom. 
 
Individual responses you make will in no way be identifiable in the study. All 
information will be used solely for the purpose of revising the questionnaire. 
 
You may access the online questionnaire any time between [Dates] at the following 
website: [URL] 
 
This study has been reviewed by the Texas Tech University Human Subjects Protection 
Committee which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal 
regulations. 
 
Thank you for your assistance, 
 
Sonja Koukel 
Doctoral Candidate 
Texas Tech University 
 
Ginny Felstehausen, Ph.D. 
Committee Chair 
Texas Tech University 
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Dear Professional Educator: 
  
My name is Sonja Koukel and I am a doctoral candidate in the Family and Consumer 
Sciences Education program at Texas Tech University. Presently, I am in the process of 
collecting data for my dissertation, Teaching Style and Computer Use in Family and 
Consumer Sciences Teacher Education Programs:  A Survey of University Faculty in 
Texas. 
 
The purpose of the survey is to investigate the teaching styles of university faculty and to 
determine how those teaching styles might be related to computer use in the college 
classroom. Your participation in this survey is vital as it has the potential to add 
information to theoretical and practical development for the successful integration of 
technology into teaching practice.  
  
This message is sent to request your professional assistance. You were chosen to 
participate in this study because you were identified as an educator who teaches a course 
or courses that are required for students in the Family and Consumer Sciences teacher 
education program at [Name of University].   
  
You may access the online questionnaire any time within [Date] at the following 
website:   
                                                                                                                                                 
For those wishing to participate, there will be a DRAWING held on [Date].  You may 
enter for a chance to win one of two Barnes and Noble gift certificates: one $50 
certificate and one $25 certificate. Winners will be contacted through email or work 
phone. 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation.
Sincerely,
 
Sonja Koukel
Doctoral Candidate
Texas Tech University
 
Ginny Felstehausen, Ph.D.
Committee Chair
Texas Tech University
[email address] 
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Dear Professional Educators: 
 
This message is sent as a reminder that data collection for my dissertation, Teaching Style 
and Computer Use in Family and Consumer Sciences Teacher Education Programs:  A 
Survey of University Faculty in Texas, is still underway. For those who have not yet 
responded, the survey is available online through Monday, December 6, 2004 at the 
following URL: [URL] 
 
To those who have completed the questionnaire, “Thank you!” Please know that your 
participation is greatly appreciated and vital as it has the potential to add information to 
theoretical and practical development for the successful integration of technology into 
teaching practice.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and support in this very important venture. 
Sincerely, 
 
Sonja Koukel 
Doctoral Candidate 
Texas Tech University 
 
Ginny Felstehausen, Ph.D. 
Committee Chair 
Texas Tech University 
[email address]
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 156



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

RESPONDENTS’ COMMENTS TO OPEN RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
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Question 19: Think about barriers you perceive as limiting your use of computers 
in the classroom. What suggestions would you offer that might serve to increase 
computer use in the teaching and learning process? 
 

• I believe the computer often becomes the default mode of teaching, and prevents 
student interaction. 

 
• Better support by campus IT with appropriate resources provided for teaching and 

research. 
 

• Campus equipment, network. 
 

• I am fortunate because we have 100% support for the use of technology in the 
classroom, including the software, hardware, and tech support. Perhaps having 
this level of support would increase computer use in the teaching and learning 
process for all faculty regardless of their discipline. 

 
• Furnish each classroom with permanent computer equipment including projection 

equipment. 
 

• Computers need to be readily available in the classroom. 
 

• If the computers were accessible in all classrooms, I would be more likely to use 
it consistently. 

 
• Permanent computers and other equipment located in classrooms. 

 
• Availability of up-to-date and functional hardware and current software. I guess it 

boils down to dollars and time. 
 

• Provide opportunities for student-centered, self-directed activities that allow for 
multiple intelligences and skill levels. Also to provide collaborative experiences 
using technology. 

 
• More software. More computers available to students. 

 
• Increase availability of computers for students. 

 
• Not every student has a computer and expense. 
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• It remains a challenge to incorporate small group interaction groups, especially 
those involving computer usage, when the class size is 100+ students. Adjunct 
faculty members have fewer opportunities, resources, and support for computer 
usage in their classrooms. 

 
• The time to learn the techniques. 

 
• Each student should be required to take basic computer courses. 

 
• Our situation relates to cash. Our buildings are old and unwired. Few faculty use 

CAI – thinking that means they don’t teach . . . is very sad. 
 

• I fear a student will not have affordable computer access. 
 

• Not enough room for computers. Not all rooms have the equipment. Portable 
computers are a pain. 

 
• Space and connections to the Internet. Access would help. 

 
• As much professional development as possible. 

 
• Old equipment that doesn’t always work. Old software that doesn’t always work, 

i.e., developing PowerPoint presentations at home that will not work on the 
classroom computer. Better/newer equipment. 

 
• Equipment and software do not always work right. Not consistent. 

 
• It depends on what course the instructors teach. It may be easy for the statistical 

class to teach students by using the computer program. 
 

• More access, better access – there are still a limited number of computers 
available, we have to share computers sometimes. Our capacity for access is 
growing, but seems to always be a step behind where we really want it to be. I 
think all students and teachers should be issued (not have to purchase) laptops that 
are part of their tuition and part of their employment. For professors, the laptop 
should be provided as the telephone is . . . it should be updated and loaded with 
whatever programs are needed to carry out their work and research. 

 
• Lack of computers in the college classrooms and lack of computers for faculty 

use. We push laptops to class and they sometimes don’t work. My suggestion is to 
have computers in all classrooms so that faculty will have easy access to the 
Internet and can vary their teaching methods. 
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• Have more computers available . . . resources limited. 
 

• Better tech help. 
 

• No formal instruction on how to create a PowerPoint or other presentations is 
given to graduate students. We have to learn from other students or on our own. 

 
• Computers are of some help, but much is process and education through hands-on 

with students. 
 

• Technology funding so that every teacher has computers for every student will 
greatly increase the use. It is hard to always get the lab and one computer is 
impossible. 

 
• Input and output can be costly. Color printers would  be needed. The ink alone 

will limit the use. Fees could be increased. Students could be asked to contribute 
to the printer cost instead of buying all the materials they now have to buy. 

 
• Computers not working; support from instructional offices. 

 
• More reliable equipment. 

 
• One small barrier is that sometimes the same programs are not set up on all the 

classroom computers. I need to check that beforehand, but if it’s not there right 
before class, sometimes I’m stuck. So to be sure that all computers across a 
campus have the same programs available. 

 
• Having the time to locate all of the available resources. Too much information 

and programs available, somewhat overwhelming. 
 

• Computers provide an opportunity to use PowerPoint and make presentations 
more user friendly. However, I rarely use computer programs as teaching tools. I 
haven’t gotten into web based instruction at this time.  

 
• Workshops with persons with real life; demonstrable computer learning/teaching 

ideas. 
 

• More faculty training and providing facilities with an in-class room computer 
system. 

 
• I am concerned about students’ attention and focus on the things I am trying to 

convey. With Instant Messenger and so many other activities, I am afraid their 
attention will be off of me and on the computer. 
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• Increase computer technical staff. 
 

• Internet access for all. Enough computers for each student. Projection capabilities 
for the instructor. 

 
• Much of what I teach is knowledge or hands-on (laboratory), and the computer is 

either not useful or the software is cost prohibitive. 
 

• The biggest obstacle is the lack of equipment for use in the classroom. Most 
classrooms do not have computers or multimedia equipment. Labs are often 
booked for entire semesters and limited to specific classes. My use of computers 
for whole class instruction has been through cooperation with the library staff. 
Available technology for everyday use is limited to the overhead projector and the 
VCR. Most often a person needs his/her own laptop and data projector for any 
consistent use in the classroom. Students are assigned projects that require the use 
of the computer, but they must use the computer lab in the Education building or 
the library. 

 
• Offer good training for teachers and providing computers in the classroom for 

each student. 
 

• Have data projectors installed in ceiling of most classrooms. We now have only 3 
classrooms with computers and data projectors for PowerPoint lectures. 

 
• I need time to learn additional with selected specialized programs. Time is the 

major barrier. 
 

• Cross referenced data base of computer software and its capabilities and 
suggestions of use/application. 

 
• I think all college students h\should be required to purchase a laptop by the end of 

their freshman year. Every classroom should have the same and easy to use 
teaching computers. 

 
• Smaller class size with each student having access to a computer. 

 
• Eliminate text books. Load the curriculum and learning resources on CD’s. 

 
• The number of computers. 
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• There are literally no barriers in my current job. In general, the issue is 
availability and resources – instructors need a high-quality computer at their desk 
and in the classroom with projection facilities. When every instructor and every 
classroom has it, computers use can be integrated across the curriculum. Of 
course, training and technical support is also needed. 

 
• Increase training and accountability for professors. 

 
• Wireless classrooms. 

 
• Amphitheater seating with anywhere from 70 to 130 students make it impossible 

to consider practical classroom use. There is and “ELMO” for instructional use 
and for student project presentations, but anything else is not feasible in such an 
environment. Students DO have a text that is interactive and can self-assess on 
their own as well as access online related subjects. Currently, I’m attempting to 
set up my own website with links to pertinent information and sites as well as 
provide advance materials for the class such as pre-reads/articles. 

 
• No or few available in classroom. Limited time. My class does not lend itself to 

using the computer in the classroom. It is a methods course and we do lots of off-
site observations and on-site speakers. We go to schools, TEA, etc. and visit with 
people and observe student-teacher interactions. 

 
• Computers available in every room with easy instructions to follow for use would 

enhance use of computers . . . but it should not replace class discussion. 
 

• I teach pre-service teachers. I see no limits. 
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Question 20: One way to prepare future teachers to teach with technology is for 
professors to model use of computers in their courses. What ideas or suggestions would 
you offer for modeling computer use in the college classroom? 
 

• Use PowerPoint, demonstrate use of search engines, illustrating writing 
requirements, e.g., APA style. 

 
• Teacher just needs to understand it and apply knowledge. 

 
• All of my students are required to use computers for word processing, 

spreadsheets, electronic transfers of information, the access to their grades 
electronically, for communication, and PowerPoint presentations to be successful 
in my courses. If more faculty required these types of computer usage, then future 
teachers would automatically feel comfortable in a technology rich classroom. 
Familiarity breeds use. 

 
• Use programs appropriately, not for entertainment value. 

 
• Through the use of PowerPoint and the Internet. 

 
• Have them available for use in all situations. 

 
• Beyond using computers merely as a presentation tool, one could demonstrate 

intentional searching strategies to bolster research methods and proved active 
learning experiences by using computer applications and operations as cognitive 
tools to bring about higher order, critical thinking skills. The use of cognitive 
tools can possibly bring about those “teachable moments,” especially when using 
the Internet and other technology applications to explore areas of content. 

 
• Presentation. Demonstration. 

 
• Demonstrate new ways to use technology in the classroom in order to problem 

solve and gather information. 
 

• Use in presentations; model how to use it when preparing them how to teach 
students. 

 
• Using the computer as a form of media that emphasizes and enhances the 

instructional material rather than replacing it. Providing students with 
opportunities to master their computer skills through group presentations, 
classroom assignments and cooperative learning opportunities. Requiring all 
students to have access to Blackboard (or similar platform) and as an instructor 
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use it to manage students, promote independent learning, and provide supportive 
materials. 

 
• The use of PowerPoint. 

 
• Network the computers and go. 

 
• Just get in and use them with your instruction. 

 
• Use them! 

 
• Teachers developing lesson plans that use the computer in the classroom. 

 
• Students seem to enjoy reviewing with “games.” I have used a Jeopardy-style 

competition by dividing up the class in groups of three and having them answer 
questions for a quiz grade. The students seem to enjoy it and seem to learn more. 
Demonstrating these activities will encourage others to use these techniques in the 
future. 

 
• Use PowerPoint presentations for lectures. 

 
• I am not at all sure that computers should be used so extensively in many types of 

classes. What I have noted in the quantitative classes I teach, is a notion on the 
part of the student that understanding the process is less important now that they 
have a computer to “do the work” for them. Compare to the junior high school 
student not knowing how to use common denominators as a result of a calculator 
with a fraction key. 

 
• Facilitate teachers meeting together to plan for technology integration. For some it 

is an easy, natural process. For others, it is a daunting process. Bring these groups 
together and let colleagues assist others in implementing technology in 
meaningful ways. Our university does a good job with this. 

 
• Use of PowerPoint, Internet activities, Webquests, Hotlists/Scrapbooks/Treasure 

hunts. Have students develop a technology project related to your field. 
 

• Use of on-line assignments, on-line communication, PowerPoint presentations, 
etc. 

 
• Computer journals, keypals. 

 
• That instructors actually use the computers to demonstrate how to teach using 

computer resources and how to develop PowerPoints, etc. 
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• Use of Blackboard and PowerPoint, etc. 

 
• Have students create presentations that use computers and have them work with 

the CD-based lessons available for many subjects. 
 

• I am teaching a lab for “Basic Design.” Using a computer for simple color theory, 
building models, the study of basic shape and negative space would be so much 
easier with a computer. Teachers would have to learn a few basic programs, 
vector based, graphic programs. Whole classes could be streamlined. Time wasted 
on cutting out material and pasting it on a board, would be redirected. 

 
• Do not always just use PowerPoint; I feel that it is getting more boring for the 

students. Need to use other types of techniques with the computer. 
 

• Just to use it in creative ways. I have tried to be creative in my own classroom use 
and when I have assigned students’ group presentations, I have had them ask me 
how to do the things I have done in the classroom. It’s not facy, but it provides 
ideas for students to recreate. 

 
• Use as much as possible. Demonstrate applications. Require assignments 

reflecting real-life needs in teaching, i.e., spreadsheets for data management, 
prepare and enhancing lessons, online course and/or assessment abilities. 

 
• Faculty are expected to do so much (course preps, research, grading, advising, 

mentoring, keep up with new technology, etc.) that there is little time for them to 
devote to learning complex computer systems. 

 
• I believe that as professors use computers more often to demonstrate ideas it will 

make students more capable to use computers. 
 

• I model computer use in our technology class. All that I do emphasizes the 
importance of the skills for future teachers. Assignments and file management and 
webpage design are all performance tasks required of my students. They must be 
“electronically able” to do all of these tasks. 

 
• Make the technology available to us. 

 
• The most common use of technology for the classroom has been PowerPoint 

presentations. This, of course, requires the equipment. Some labs have the 
SmartBoard, but this is not available to most faculty. For anysignificant use of 
technology, the classrooms must be equipped and the faculty provided training on 
a regular basis. One workshop will not accomplish much. 
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• Well just use your resources that are available. Use SmartBoards, computers for 

presenting PowerPoints, even search the Internet during class to show students 
where to go. 

 
• Using PowerPoint, using electronic research tools, requiring students attend 

university-provided computer seminars. Incorporate Blackboard as a permanent 
and frequent instructional strategy for accessing/submitting assignments, doing 
activity sign-ups, group collaboration, class/group discussions outside the 
classroom. 

 
• Just do it! If we provide the model and then create assignments for students to use 

technology, they will do it. I think we need to remember that technology is one 
type of teaching. Not everything needs to be technology related. Technology 
needs to be one of many teaching/learning tools for our students to use. 

 
• Provide the steps for planning that one must go through to be able to implement 

technology in the classroom. 
 

• Just USE the available equipment! 
 

• Integrate computer usage throughout the teacher training program. 
 

• Provide more resources. It is a matter of financial affordability for the institutions. 
 

• Model important technologies that teachers will use: PowerPoint, Excel. 
 

• As professors get more access and training, I find more of them using it. I would 
say, that a great starting point is using PowerPoint for all lecture presentations – 
those of my colleagues who adopted this rather late, swear by it now! It certainly 
beats writing on the board or using overheads. 

 
• Force professors to attend workshops to learn about how computers can be used. 

Have administrators attend classes to ensure computers are being “genuinely” 
used . . . 

 
• Workshops for professors to demonstrate ways to integrate software into their 

instruction/lectures. 
 

• Require/provide laptops as well as a classroom conducive to such use. Instructors 
could provide sites and interactive lessons, then. As well, students can prepare 
PowerPoint presentations with web links, etc. for classmates. Instructors need on-
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going staff development on web design, instructional strategies using technology, 
and use of such programs as Blackboard. 

 
• They need to be available and in working order. There is nothing that is a bigger 

waste of time then using teaching time to repair equipment, especially since we 
have so little time with students. Teachers should only use computers when they 
enhance the lesson, not just to get something using a computer in the class for the 
day. 

 
• Instructors should use computers on a selective basis for presentation of content 

information with PowerPoint, for example, or searching the Internet regarding a 
specific topic for research. 

 
• I use computers most days in my instructional delivery. Additionally, my students 

are required to use computers in their micro-teaching. 
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Question 21: Studies have indicated that university faculty members require on-
going professional development and training for increasing computer use in the 
classroom. What types of professional development and/or training would you prefer to 
receive? 

 
• As needed.  Too much at once is overwhelming.  I tend to learn what is available, 

and as I see a use for it in my classes, I learn how to do it and then incorporate 
that into my classroom. 

 
• Mini-lunch break type sessions. Training delivered individually or to whole 

department, specific to needs. 
 

• Research methods and instruction. 
 

• Each semester, I enroll in professional development courses that offer technology 
as a means for student engagement, alternative teaching methods, and assessment 
methods when teaching larger classroom enrollments, such as courses with 50 or 
more students. 

 
• Workshop format of topics that are of interest to me. 

 
• How to use technology effectively in the classroom. 

 
• Group courses based on a particular computer/technology related topic (e.g., 

creating webpages, discussion groups, etc.). 
 

• I would like hands-on types of programs rather than just a lecture. 
 

• I need one-on-one at point of need, and then the introduction of new techniques 
and approaches.  If I am going to be expected to do these things, then I need time, 
money and training. 

 
• Pedagogical approaches to technology integration. Instruction on different new 

technologies to enhance instruction. Fostering virtual learning communities and 
cognitive apprenticeship using technology. Telementoring. Adding virtual, online 
elements to the traditional classroom (asynchronous communications). 

 
• One-on-one training or small group. Software program training that is applicable 

to my discipline. 
 

• Online courses; Peer training; Departmental training. 
 

• How to create lessons using the Internet. 
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• Any workshops designed to promote the use of computer based opportunities with 
the large class (100+ students). 

 
• One on one. 

 
• TLTC [Teaching, Learning and Technology Center], short workshops on specific 

programs. 
 

• I hate professional development activities and prefer to do individual research to 
solve problems . . . 

 
• I really like the way the TLTC is set up on the Texas Tech Campus. 

 
• A quick inservice on any new program that comes out and the university plan on 

using. 
 

• Updates on software I already use in addition to other software programs that will 
help me add variety to my teaching. 

 
• Training that shows different methods of using the computer in the classroom. 

 
• Use of WebCT, Blackboard and other programs to facilitate professors using 

computer technology in the classroom and outside the classroom as well. 
 

• I should learn more about the current computer technologies available, such as 
WebCT and other presentation platforms. However, I see a trend toward the 
computer as the teacher with the teacher using the computer as a crutch, and I do 
not agree with this at all. 

 
• Training courses for the faculty. 

 
• Continuing education classes. 

 
• Open labs with knowledgeable workers. Peer-based professional development - 

created for the specific department and even specific courses. 
 

• Hands-on professional development in regard to Internet activities and how to 
utilize technology more into the classroom. New ideas. 

 
• On-campus workshops at multiple times to accommodate schedules. 

 
• None, individual tech help when needed. 
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• Powerpoint. 
 

• For most teachers it needs to begin with the basics and then work up to more uses 
and different programs. 

 
• Annually, I have my fill of professional development classes. 

 
• There are always "Photoshop" classes being given on weekends, or one week long 

periods. Some universities teach evening classes in computer graphics. 
 

• How to teach using the computer (incorporating various techniques). 
 

• I would like to receive training with individuals who are at the same level in terms 
of their knowledge about technology.  I have been in trainings where there is such 
a range of expertise that at times I feel I am spending too much of the time 
reviewing information that I already know. Similarly, I would not want to be in a 
training where I am slowing down others who may be more proficient than I am. 

 
• Casual, sometimes one-on-one training is best for me. 

 
• Small group classes that allow for practice of the skills being taught. 

 
• Workshops. 

 
• I would like more interactive presentations that show me how to make the 

classroom more interactive using computers. I currently use PowerPoint and 
lecture, but I know there must be a more effective learning style. 

 
• We are required to become certified. I did it. There were many modules to attend 

and many classes to participate in. I had to do many hours to get certified as a 
WebCT instructor. It was beneficial but very tedious. I think it was overkill, 
really. 

 
• I had one computer course 33 years ago.  I have used computers consistently since 

that time and they have changed a lot!!  I have picked up more through coworkers 
and peers than I have in training sessions -- even if you attended them frequently, 
the information is soon out of date. 

 
• Professional development must be provided on a continuous basis.  Initial 

offerings must be followed up with coaching and troubleshooting.  If the 
equipment is not available and reliable, the enthusiasm to use it wanes quickly. 
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• The basics on how to use the resources that are available.  Give us the opportunity 
to play around with these computers while the expert is present. Do not just show 
us something and then expect us to go back and remember how to do. Many of us 
are hands-on learners like our students. 

 
• Seminars provided frequently by university computer technology training staff. 

 
• Very short sessions with a few concepts that are introduced.  For me, well 

developed step-by-step directions would be the best so I could practice on my 
own and not have to sit though a class.  I would like to be able to practice on 
weekends at my leisure and not during the week when there are many other time 
demands. 

 
• Presentation of software types, then sessions to work with selected software 

programs. 
 

• Though I do not prefer online classes, these are the easiest to fit into my schedule.  
I would like to take a course in PowerPoint to better understand the capabilities. 

 
• User friendly/hands on/many opportunities to attend. 

 
• One-on-one assistance via phone or in person in my office. 

 
• Combination of continuing education classes, coupled with tutorial help on 

specific projects. 
 

• Training opportunities are just fine and ample. 
 

• I would prefer to receive "HOW" to incorporate computers into a college 
classroom. 

 
• Self training. 

 
• Intensive workshop. 

 
• Web design and practical in-class strategies pertaining to educational use and 

demonstration.  My particular text is ideal for interactive computer use. It would 
be nice to have specific staff development and demonstration by the publishers in 
order to understand and see how full text and technology integration looks like. 

 
• Short workshops. 
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• I prefer one-on-one or small group (2-4) for learning purposes. WebCT skills and 
use for instructor and students is important in my teaching. 

 
• Face-to-face training that includes follow up.  Any training in the use of 

computers that does not allow for practice and follow up is simply a waste of time 
for all. 
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Question 23:  What specific types of computer programs and/or applications are you 
currently using in your teaching? 

 
• Micro-test, Micro-grade, Word , PowerPoint, Excel, Blackboard, PsycInfo. 
 
• Blackboard web-based system; PowerPoint; WP; SS; DB; graphics; SPSS; 

Nudist. 
 

• Microsoft Office: PP, Word, Excel. 
 

• Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, SPSS, Explorer Internet access, Adobe 
Illustrator, Photoshop, iTunes, iPhoto. 

 
• PowerPoint. 

 
• Word, PowerPoint, SPSS, blackboard. 

 
• FrontPage, Excel, various web pages with information about topics covered in the 

course. 
 

• Some Internet and PowerPoint. 
 

• CADA, PowerPoint, Internet, iPod, etc. 
 

• Word processing; PowerPoint; Concept Maps; Webquests. 
 

• PowerPoint; Word Processing; Spreadsheets; Simulations. 
 

• Word processing; PowerPoint. 
 

• Microsoft Office; Blackboard; Live Text. 
 

• PowerPoint, Blackboard, Hot Potatoes, Word, Excel, Publishing, Internet access. 
 

• Word, PowerPoint, Excel, nutrition analysis software. 
 

• PowerPoint and Excel. 
 

• PowerPoint, food processor, Excel, Word. 
 

• PowerPoint, Publisher, and Word. 
 

• Word, Excel, PowerPoint. 
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• Blackboard, PowerPoint. 
 
• Excel, Word. 

 
• Microsoft Word, Excel, and PowerPoint. The Internet. WebCT. 

 
• Excel add-ons for quantitative analysis, SPSS, decision support systems, and 

other quantitative number-crunching programs. 
 

• PowerPoint; Excel; Microsoft Word. 
 

• PowerPoint; Excel; Word; PowerPay; Internet Explorer. 
 

• Microsoft Office Suite (including PowerPoint, Access, Excel, and Word); 
Inspiration; Blackboard environment for teaching and managing student 
information. 

 
• PowerPoint; Internet; Filamentality.com; Microsoft Word; Microsoft Publisher. 

 
• Primarily PowerPoint and online assignments. 

 
• Email, word processing, PowerPoint. 

 
• PowerPoint and the Internet. 

 
• PowerPoint and Excel. 

 
• PowerPoint, Excel, Word. 

 
• Many types. 

 
• QuarkXpress, PageMaker for layout.  Photoshop for artwork.  Freehand for logos; 

Word for text development.  Excel for spreadsheets, student grades, etc. 
 

• Assignments, grades, lectures, tests, etc. 
 

• PowerPoint. 
 

• PowerPoint, Internet, video files, word. 
 

• PowerPoint, Blackboard, and/or WebCT, Internet. 
 

• PowerPoint; Excel; Word. 
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• WebCT. 
 
• Blackboard and PowerPoint. 

 
• PowerPoint, Word, the Internet, .pdf files. 

 
• PowerPoint, streaming media, Internet access to particular websites. 

 
• PowerPoint, hypercam, WebCT (and tools that go with it), Netscape Composer, 

Excel, Access, SPSS, Word, etc. 
 

• Word processing programs, spreadsheets, tutorial programs. 
 

• Students are provided PowerPoint instruction through the library or a project.  
The use of the Internet and word processing are used most extensively.  These, 
however, are not provided in a classroom setting. 

 
• I use the Internet, word processing, PowerPoint. 

 
• Blackboard and PowerPoint extensively for class work. Micrograde, Microtest for 

administrative work. Digital camera and computer photo management software. 
Photoshop. 

 
• Word processing, email, spreadsheets, PowerPoint, use of the web for finding 

information. 
 

• Microsoft Word, Microsoft PowerPoint, Microsoft Publishing. 
 

• AutoCad, PowerPoint, Photoshop, Corel, Excel, Word and Outlook. 
 

• diet analysis programs, streaming video, use of WebCT for online notes . . . use of 
classroom computer to project lecture notes and streaming video. 

 
• Word, Excel, Access. 

 
• Mostly PowerPoint. 

 
• All my class notes are on PowerPoint. I give a CD to students on the first day with 

these notes. They print them up and bring them to class. When I project the 
PowerPoint, they can refer to it from their printouts. I use SPSS in the graduate 
research applications class. I use EXCEL in the Hotel and Restaurant 
Management Systems Class. I also use Simulation software in the class called 
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HOTS. All students are required to use PowerPoint for presentations and are 
required to use word processing for any submissions. 

 
• PowerPoint, web resources, video. 

 
• PowerPoint, Excel. 

 
• Blackboard. 

 
• In the educational field, web searches/ PowerPoint/ Word processing. 

 
• Only use for individual research. 

 
• I use WebCT for all courses – all are web-enhanced, and working on delivering a 

course completely online. I use Word, Composer, Windows, Netscape, Internet, 
Explorer, to name a few. 

 
• PowerPoint is primary. 
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Question 25:  What specific types of computer programs and/or applications would 
you like to use in your teaching? 

 
• Unknown. 
 
• I would prefer a more dynamic type of web-based teaching structure that allows 

for more collaboration between students and groups. 
 

• Anything new which would help me reach course objectives. 
 

• Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, SPSS, Explorer Internet access, Adobe 
Illustrator, Photoshop, iTunes, iPhoto. 

 
• SmartBoard. 

 
• Word, PowerPoint, SPSS, Blackboard. 

 
• Create discussion threads on course webpage. 

 
• If equipment were permanently located in each classroom, there would be no limit 

on what might be used. 
 

• More on classroom management and interactive activities. 
 

• Flash Games; Computer generated simulations. 
 

• Educational games. 
 

• Microsoft Office; Blackboard; Live Text. 
 

• I know there are some applications designed for the larger class, especially ones 
that involve attendance, etc.  I would like to know more about those. 

 
• Photoshop. 

 
• None. 

 
• No idea. 

 
• Blackboard, PowerPoint. 

 
• Industry specific programs in financial planning. 
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• I am not sure since I do not know all that is currently available. 
 

• PowerPoint program is good enough for my class. 
 

• Movie making software (like iMovie); video capture. 
 

• More Webquests, Hotlists, scrapbooks, etc. 
 

• Additional PowerPoint and online discussions/assignments, etc. 
 

• Don't know. 
 

• Not familiar so cannot answer. 
 

• Photoshop for color theory.  Freehand for design elements.  Freehand could also 
be used later on for architectural drawings. 

 
• More variety in presenting information. 

 
• More video files, using Quicktime to edit and modify video, digital video, etc. 

 
• Not sure. 

 
• I would like to learn web-based instruction. 

 
• More parts of Blackboard and PowerPoint. 

 
• Anything that makes the classroom more interactive and less lecture. 

 
• I'd like a simulation package to teach retail merchandising (the functions of the 

retail buyer). 
 

• Computer with projection panel and Internet access, SmartBoard, and PowerPoint 
are the most desirable. 

 
• SmartBoard. 

 
• Program for creating interior design/decorating and landscaping that is oriented 

toward the consumer. I had one, but the computer upgrades will no longer handle 
the software package. 

 
• Learning how to mount a web-based course would be my next goal. 
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• Flash, Dreamweaver, Photoshop. 
 

• PowerPoint is the easiest program for lecture courses. 
 

• I currently have access to the tools I want. 
 

• Stat packages and PowerPoint. 
 

• Nothing on my wish list - I am fortunate that all my wishes in this area have been 
granted! 

 
• Interactive teaching.  A program that would allow me to give the students a sense 

of how it really is in the classroom. 
 

• Just Windows. 
 

• Realtime video program. 
 

• Excel and advanced PowerPoint. Nothing else comes to mind at the moment. 
 

• It's hard to say.  I would have to study what is available. 
 

• I use WebCT for all courses . . . all are web-enhanced, and working on delivering 
a course completely online. I use Word, Composer, Windows, Netscape, Internet 
Explorer, to name a few. 

 
• Would like more training on the use of White Boards. 
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APPENDIX E 
 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLES 
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Table E.1. ANOVA Summary Table for Years of Computer Experience and  

Classroom Computer Use (N = 74) 
 

 
Source 

 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

 
df 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
Significance 

 
Years of Experienceª 

 
     .028 

 
2 

 
.014 

 
.026 

 
.974 

 
Within Groups 

 
37.59 

 
71 

 
.529 

  

 
Total 
 

 
37.62 

 
73 

 
 

  

 
ªGroups for years of computer experience included: 10 years or less, 11-20 years, 
and 21 years or more 
 
 

 

 
 
Table E.2. ANOVA Summary Table for Number of Attended Computer Related  

Learning Activities and Classroom Computer Use (N = 74) 
 

 
 

Source 
 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

 
 

df 

 
 

MS 

 
 

F 

 
 

Significance 

 
Number of Learning 
Activitiesª 

 
      

2.94 

 
 

  3 

 
 

.98 

 
 

1.98 

 
 

.125 
 
Within Groups 

 
34.68 

 
70 

 
.49 

  

 
Total 
 

 
37.62 

 
73 

 
 

  

  
ªGroups for number of attended computer related learning activities included:  
5 or less, 6-10, 11-15, and 16 or more. 
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Table E.3. ANOVA Summary Table for Attitude Toward  

Computer-based Instruction and Classroom Computer Use  
(N = 74) 

 
 
 

Source 
 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

 
 

df 

 
 

MS 

 
 

F 

 
 

Significance 

 
Attitudeª 

 
     .40 

 
 2 

 
.20 

 
.39 

 
.68 

 
Between 
Groups 

 
 

35.59 

 
 

69 

 
 

.52 

  

 
Total 
 

 
35.99 

 
72 

 
 

  

 
ªAttitude toward computer-based instruction included three groups:  
uncertain of support, support use, and strongly support use. 
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