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ABSTRACT
There are a number of factors that influence technology implementation in the classroom
including teachers’ concerns; barriers; and intrinsic incentives. These factors give
classroom teachers a chance to make a shift in their thinking and practice to help them
properly integrate technology across the curriculum. This study was designed to assess:
1. Teachers’ concerns toward technology integration into curriculum,
2. If there are significant differences in stages of concern among teachers with

different gender and school programs,

3. Barriers that teachers face when integrating technology into curriculum, and
4. Whether teachers are internally motivated to integrate technology into their
teaching.

A total of 274 classroom teachers were selected from 15 public schools of varying
programs, gender, and grade levels across one School District located at Medina, Saudi
Arabia. This study was descriptive in nature and its data were collected using the Stages
of Concern Questionnaire along with an addendum questionnaire. Both were
administered manually. The data were quantitatively analyzed using the SPSS and
FTN95 computer software applications.

The study found that classroom teachers are highly motivated to the potential that
technology brings into the teaching and learning process. Despite their motivations, the
study found that these teachers are burdened with eight significant barriers to technology
integration. These barriers were descendingly ranked according to percentages of
teachers who were in accord with the barriers as follows: (a) insufficient in-service

training, (b) large number of students in the computer lab and learning resources center,



(c) poor in-service training, (d) insufficient pre-service training, (e) broken-down
technology equipment, (f) lack of teacher time, (g) lack of technology equipment, and (h)
old technology equipment. Interpretation of the Stages of Concern profiles for the total
sample, gender, and school program showed that teachers’ concerns were most intense in
the areas of awareness, informational, and personal concerns. According to the
multivariate analysis of variance results, female self concerns were found to be
significantly more intense than the male ones, and higher awareness concerns were found
to be significant for Tatweer program teachers relative to other colleagues employed in

the Alraeda and Regular programs.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Saudi Arabia has a public educational system providing free education from
elementary through university to all residents except higher education for aliens. The
system also provides students from elementary through secondary level with free
textbooks. The management of the education system in Saudi Arabia is mainly
undertaken by three authorities: (a) the Ministry of Education, which supervises all types
of schools such as public, private, adult, and international schools for boys and girls from
preschool through the secondary level; (b) the Ministry of Higher Education, which is
responsible for universities; and (c) the General Organization for Technical Education
and Vocational Training, which is accountable for technical and vocational colleges.
Also, there are authorities such as the Ministry of Defense and Aviation, the Presidency
of the National Guard, the Ministry of the Interior, and other organizations and
corporations in the private sector, which provide their affiliates and children with
education from preschool through secondary, and adult education as well, and follow the
same educational ladder, study plans, and curricula formulated by the Ministry of
Education. The study of Islamic religion and Arabic language are central parts of the
Saudi educational system. Saudi education is segregated by gender and has an academic
year consisting of two terms.

A rapid major change in the 21st century economy, and its reliance entirely on
technology, makes the use of technology in the field of education momentous. The recent
period of time has seen an explosion of technology in the workplace, bringing about new

theoretical procedures and technical skills in the world of learning that can be enhanced if



educational institution staff and students address the demands of technology and exploit
its benefits in an efficient manner. Technology should be grasped and mastered by school
staff and students in order to have a positive outcome on teaching and learning processes
(Al-Batainah, Anderson, Toledo, & Wellinski, 2008). Teachers must be ready for future
events enriched with cutting-edge technology and be aware of up-to-date techniques, so
they can infuse their instruction with suitable technological resources and practices
(Valdez, 2005). Dockstader (1999) stated that “the teacher of the future must be not only
accomplished in instructional techniques and technology, but also in the integration of
technology into the curriculum” (p. 73).

There is no sufficient definition which can thoroughly describe the term
“technology integration.” However, in a few words, the integration of technology refers
to incorporating technology resources and practices effectively within the existing
curriculum (Jackson, 2002). The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES, 2002)
defined technology integration as “the incorporation of technology resources and
technology-based practices into the daily routines, work, and management of schools” (p.
75). Technology has a variety of valuable practices inside the school environment. It can
be utilized in the preparation of a study session, teaching material, assessment of
students, management of classrooms, online testing, extensive investigation of subject
matter, collaborative work and communication, distance learning, and other practices. A
recent study, led by the Northwest Educational Technology Consortium (NETC, 2005),
surveyed a sample of school principals to determine the extent of successful technology
integration into school curricula. Results of the research produced a successful definition

for technology integration that is based on three main dependencies: (a) teachers are



proficient in utilizing technology in classrooms, (b) teachers and students routinely
employ technology to support learning activities, and (c) educational administration
supports teachers and students both when they implement technology in the educational
settings and when technology breaks down. Effective technology integration is also
described by how, why, and for what teachers use technology, not by the amount or type
of technology they use (Dockstader, 1999).

Integrating technology into the school curriculum is important for several reasons.
When technology is properly implemented in classrooms, it contributes to the belief of
building “lifelong skills such as problem solving, creative thinking, and self directed
learning” (Kirkwood, 2000, para. 38). When technology is used effectively, it can
promote critical thinking by allowing students to be occupied with real-world problems
that cannot be answered immediately. It can also develop students’ ability to look for
information and use it in meaningful ways. Technology can be used as an incentive to
excite students' interest in a specific topic by providing a concrete example of its use,
thus increasing academic involvement time.

Technology integration is currently taking a critical place in the nationwide public
education system in Saudi Arabia. It is a fundamental component in three kinds of
educational projects called Tatweer, Alraeda, and Computer Integration into Elementary
and Intermediate Education. Tatweer is the ongoing educational project aimed at
developing general education in terms of developing teachers’ skills, developing
curricula, enhancing school activities, and improving the school environment in a high-
tech style. The project was proposed by the Monarch of Saudi Arabia, King Abdullah, in

2006. The Saudi government allocated 9 billion Saudi Real (around $2.5 billion) for the



Tatweer project will be implemented over a period of six years to create high schools in a
high-tech style and guarantee the availability of a highly skilled and motivated work
force in the future. Currently, there are 50 high schools under the Tatweer project,
divided equally by gender and distributed equally over 25 different school districts across
Saudi Arabia. The aim of the Tatweer Project is to improve the general education by
accomplishing four main goals:
1. Improving the quality of school curricula on the basis of the nature of the learner,
social conditions and ideals, and the selection and organization of subject matter;
2. Enhancing classrooms with the forefront technology resources;
3. Qualifying teachers to use technology and integrate it into their curricula; and
4. Focusing on extra- and co-curricular activities to enhance practical experience,
extreme creativity, higher-order cognitive skills, inquiry skills, and self-confidence
of students, as well as to boost their educational, social, and attitudinal development.
Alraeda is also an ongoing educational project intended to create elementary,
intermediate, and secondary schools in a high-tech style. The schools will be based on a
charter between the schools’ principals and teachers in order to achieve certain positive
goals, which are set up ahead of time in the school’s charter. Alraeda schools receive
public money, but are not subject to same rules and regulations that apply to other,
regular public schools. Instead, Alraeda schools are accountable for producing positive
academic results and adhering to the school’s contract. Alraeda schools, open to all
residents who choose to attend one, are not allowed to charge tuition. Alreada schools’
personnel are in search of improved education through better curriculum, the right kind of

pedagogy, creative teachers, and technology-enhanced classrooms.



Alraeda and Tatweer schools offer “Smart Classrooms” to supplement the
traditional learning models in all kinds of subject areas. A smart classroom is, basically,
an electronic classroom enhanced with cutting-edge technological resources and network
linking, so teachers can manage their classrooms and infuse their instruction with suitable
technological practices. There are three kinds of Smart Classrooms: (a) Cooperative
Electronic Classroom, which usually offers six computers, one for each group of
students, and the classroom might contain other peripherals as well; (b) Electronic
Classroom, which basically offers one computer for each student and might contain other
peripherals as well; and (c) Show Hall, which fundamentally offers one computer and one
projector and might contain other peripherals if it is used as a classroom or belongs to a
specific teacher or subject matter.

Technology Integration into Elementary and Intermediate Education is an
ongoing educational project that aims to incorporate computer technology into school
curricula within the elementary and intermediate levels of the educational ladder in Saudi
Arabia. The major goal of the project is to eliminate computer technology illiteracy
among both teachers and students by preparing them to integrate computers properly into
teaching and learning. An additional goal is to develop teaching techniques infused with
computer technology in order to create an effective educational environment inside of the
schools. The schools under this project usually offer regular classrooms which do not
contain any kind of technological supplies but the schools are furnished with a computer
laboratory and Learning Resources Center (LRC). Typically, the computer laboratory is a
room which consists of many networked computers for educational use. Printers,

scanners, projectors, and other add-on equipment may augment the lab setup. The



Learning Resources Center was defined by the Management of Educational Technology
in the Ministry of Education as a place that contains various educational tools for teachers
to use in aligning classroom instruction and assessment with the objectives of each
subject area. The LRC is also the place which facilitates individual and cooperative
learning for students by having them engage in scientific activities among different
learning situations: talking, listening, working, and watching, which provoke students’
thinking and encourage them to employ all five senses to make the learning process most
valuable to them. The LRC is usually supervised by a trained teacher.

The aim of many educational systems is to prepare teachers for integrating
technological resources and practices effectively into the school curriculum. However,
many classroom teachers are unwilling or are underprepared to employ technology in
their instruction. A lot of money is spent on coaching school staff and purchasing
hardware and software, but some teachers are still unprepared to utilize these
technological resources productively in the educational setting. There are many factors
which restrict teachers’ use of technology in their daily lesson planning, such as (a) the
ongoing advancements in technology resources, (b) lack of experience of both teachers
and students in the educational use of technology; (c) crowded classrooms; (d) more
pressure on teachers, from authority, to succeed; (e) more daily responsibilities; (f)
discipline issues; (g) meeting the needs of special and talented students; (h) technology
availability; (i) the lack of financial resources; (j) the lack of technical support; and
(K)other demands (Al-Batainah et al., 2008). According to Gahala (2001), in spite of the
availability of technology and in-service training, not all teachers feel comfortable and

familiar using it in their instruction. In fact, without sufficient hands-on training, practice



with feedback, and follow-up support for how technology can appropriately be integrated
into the daily routines, work, and management of classrooms, the teachers will have
limited implementation of technology in the educational process. Implementation in the
educational environment refers to the actual placement of the innovation in the
instructional process, but it is different from adoption, since many innovations are
adopted but never implemented (Bond, 1988). The term “innovation” refers to
introducing something new or improving something previously established by
introducing new methods, practices, ideas, or products. It is easy to adopt an innovation,
but it needs much effort and skill to be implemented properly in an educational setting
due to the variety of curricular programs, computer platforms, and the educational
population.

The process of effectively integrating technology into the school curriculum
requires a highly skilled and motivated work force handling classes in the high-tech style,
which, in turn, requires allocating a lot of money. One goal of the new millennium
research agenda proposed by Roblyer and Kneze (2003) was to call on educators and
decision makers, in terms of funds allocated for technology foundation and low
technology usage by teachers, to support effective uses of technology in teaching and
learning. Strudler (2003) supported Roblyer and Kneze’s idea with one significant
caution, saying that effective technology implementation in classrooms depends on
identifying “essential conditions,” which generate consistent benefits in response to
certain sorts of real educational problems. Strudler (2003) argued that researchers must
identify these factors to realize the consistent advantage of technology usage in the

classroom.



Statement of Problem

Schools in Saudi Arabia are currently experiencing a process of educational
change resulting from technology integration into the curriculum. These schools cannot
expect to obtain student achievement gains from technology if teachers do not implement
it in an effective manner (Mills, 1999). Technology should be well mastered by
classroom teachers in order to have a positive outcome in the teaching and learning
process (Al-Batainah et al., 2008). Regardless of the increased teacher training,
technology infrastructure, and access to technology resources, many classroom teachers
are still uncomfortable in employing technology in their instruction. At this time, school
districts are offering a variety of technology-based training programs and workshops in
order to augment teachers’ ability to incorporate computer technology into their teaching
practices. However, the content of these programs and workshops are commonly
arranged around a vast amount of conceptual and procedural knowledge about
technology, with much less attention being paid to the affective needs of the classroom
teachers. According to Mills (1999), the role of a teacher in the innovation is very
important since “much of decision making” about its success or failure is individually
undertaken by the teacher. Likewise, Liu and Huang (2005) stated that “teachers’
attitudes, one of several important human factors, have a significant influence on their
computer adoption or implementation behavior in the classroom” (p. 37). Therefore, the
theoretical framework of the present study was mainly established on the Stages of
Concern, a dimension of the Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM), to measure and
describe the current affective needs of teachers seeking knowledge and skills with respect

to effective technology usage in the classroom. The attempt was made, in the study, to



take advantage of teachers’ attitudes to identify the factors that teachers believe are
important in creating barriers that work against the adoption of instructional technology
and to identify proposed solutions that redress many of these problems. One aim in the
study was to examine factors that explain teachers’ acceptance of technology and their
awareness of the potential benefits that technology brings to education.
Purpose of the Study
The study had a fourfold purpose: (a) to describe the current trend of teachers’
concerns with respect to their knowledge and skills in technology implementation
according to the total sample, gender groups, and types of school programs; (b) to
determine if there are significant differences in stages of concern among teachers with
different personal and professional characteristics, such as gender and type of school
program; (c) to examine factors that classroom teachers perceive as critical in producing
barriers that stand against the effective use of technology in teaching; and (d) to
determine whether classroom teachers are self-motivated to teach with technology and
what keeps them engaged with this demanding process.
Significance of the Study
The results of this study have significance for in-service planners who design in-
service, technology-based training programs for teachers with concern patterns similar to
those found in this study. The results of this study provide in-service planners with
significant ideas for considering both the content and teachers’ needs in planning
professional development programs. This study contributes to closing the gap between
the level of technology implementation expected of classroom teachers and the actual

level of its implementation.
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Research Questions

The study sought to answer the following questions:

RQ1. At what stages of concern do Saudi teachers perceive their technology
implementation to be?

RQ2. Are there significant differences in Stages of Concern among Saudi
teachers with different personal and professional characteristics, such as
gender and type of school program?

RQ3. Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when they use technology in their
teaching? If so, what are the factors that stand opposite the use of
technology?

RQ4. Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for incorporating technology into their
teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this challenging task?

Limitations of the Study

The following limitations are applicable to this study:

1. Qualitative data, allowing participants to elaborate on the quantitative results
of this study, were not collected due to several circumstances: (a) face-to-face
interviews could not have been conducted because of the considerable travel
distance between the researcher’s residence and the research study site; (b) in
spite of good financial status, the researcher was not able to be in Saudi
Arabia during the data collection period because of constraining family
conditions, and (c) online and telephone-based interviews were also
impossible to conduct due to the considerable difference in time zones

between the researcher’s residence and the site of the research study.
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Since education in Saudi Arabia is segregated by gender because of the
Islamic Law that prevents the interaction between men and women, the
majority of teachers who participated in this study were male.

A convenience sampling technique was employed for an easy selection of
participants; as a result, the study was subject to the sampling bias which
occurs when participants are not representative of the entire population.

. The study also was under the influence of systematic bias coming from the
sampling bias. This sort of bias might lead the study to produce results which
are systematically too high or too low (positively or negatively skewed),
compared with a given actual result if the sample were representative of the
entire population.

. As a consequence of the sampling and systematic sampling mentioned above,
the study results cannot be generalized to other school districts that were left
out during the selection process, which, in turn, causes a decrease in the
external validity of the study.

. The study took place at a particular point in time, which does not represent all
points of coming time, so care must be taken into consideration when any
generalization is made.

. The study was limited to the public schools within the urban area. No teacher
who taught in private schools or in the rural area was asked to participate.
Therefore, no generalization to these settings may be taken into account.
Further investigation of this topic is required in other school districts in Saudi

Arabia.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Factors Affecting Technology Implementation in the Classroom
Even though tremendous support given to classroom teachers, the huge
investment made in providing public schools with new technology resources, and the vast
body of research showing how an educational setting enriched with technology provides
benefits to teachers and students (Fabry & Higgs, 1997), Marcinkiewicz (1993) pointed
out that there remains a disparity between the level of technology integration expected of
teachers and the actual integration of technology into the existing curriculum. To state the
matter differently, technology is still underutilized inside of the school environment. As
Peck and Dorricott (1994) asked, why do “schools rumble along virtually unchanged by
the presence of computers” (p. 11)? There are major issues accountable for producing a
gap between the actual and expected use of technology in the classroom that have to be
addressed. These issues are as follows: (a) teachers’ concerns about the use of technology
in teaching, (b) the barriers that preclude the effective use of technology, and (c) the
variables of intrinsic motivation that help explain teachers’ behavior about using
technology in their teaching.
Teachers’ Concerns
While one teacher might infuse his or her instruction with the most advanced
technologies and up-to-date techniques, another might be scared to touch a computer.
Therefore, the issue of technology implementation in the classroom is individual.
Educational leaders have to acknowledge that teachers, like their students, are at different

levels of preparedness and have different needs and interests. To meet these varied needs
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and make real changes in teachers’ practice, the professional development has to act in
response to a diversified spectrum of teachers’ needs in terms of knowledge and skills. In
order for staff developers to be able to recognize such needs, grasp the meaning of them,
and develop activities that meet them, they must refer to a model like the Concerns-Based

Adoption Model (CBAM). The next section describes the model in some detail.

The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM)

The CBAM model can help school principals, school district administrators, and
staff developers identify the teachers' concerns about an innovation and design
appropriate professional development workshops on the basis of the teachers’ needs. The
CBAM is a conceptual framework that educational leaders employ to evaluate an
innovation; it demonstrates to them how individuals affected by the change process react
to the implementation of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 1987). The CBAM was developed
gradually out of the work of Fuller who proposed the concept of concerns and the
development of concerns theory that emerged in the late 1960s (George, Hall, &
Stiegelbauer, 2006). Concerns can be described as the feelings, preoccupations, thoughts,
and reactions individuals develop in regard to a new program or innovation that pertains
to their daily work (Hall & Hord, 1987). Concerns refer to “a state of mental arousal
resulting from the need to cope with new conditions in one’s work environment"
(Christou, Eliophotou-Menon, & Philippou, 2004, p. 160). Fuller’s (1969) study
concluded by stating that teachers’ concerns shift from the preteaching phase
(nonconcern) to the early teaching phase (concern with self), and finally, to the late
teaching phase (concern with pupils). Fuller (1969) proposed a developmental sequence

of teachers' concerns that consists of four main phases, namely, unrelated concerns, self
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concerns, task concerns, and impact concerns, which, in turn, correspond to their career

phases: pre-teaching, early teaching, and late teaching.

Key concerns in the CBAM are defined as follows:

1.

Unrelated Concerns: This phase is described as a period of low
involvement in teaching, during which pre-service teachers in education
programs have no specific concerns regarding the innovation.

Self Concerns: This phase is described as the early teaching phase, during
which both pre-service teachers’ and beginning teachers' concerns are
related to their teaching, but are self-centered. These concerns reflect their
"feelings of potential inadequacy, self-doubts about the knowledge
required, or uncertainty about the situation they are about to face" (Hall &
Hord, 1987, p. 57).

Task Concerns: This is a period of more involvement in teaching, when
teachers' concerns are much more relevant to their teaching. They are
focused on issues such as "logistics, preparation of material, coordination,
and scheduling” (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 57).

Impact Concerns: This is a late teaching phase when veteran teachers'
concerns concentrate on how their teaching affects students’ learning and

how their profession can improve.

During 1969-1970, researchers found concerns coming from teachers who

engaged in innovations. These concerns were similar to those Fuller (1969) had proposed.

The researchers identified seven Stages of Concern (SoC) about an innovation through

which teachers progressed until they executed it and were capable of using it (George et



15

al., 2006). These seven Stages of Concern are as follows: awareness, informational,
personal, management, consequence, collaboration, and refocusing concerns. Table 1
offers typical expressions of the seven Stages of Concern about an innovation.

Table 1

Typical Expressions of Concern about an Innovation

Fuller's stages Stages of Concern Expressions of Concern

I have some ideas about something that
would work even better.

Impact Stage 5: Collaboration | am concerned about relating what | am
doing with what my co-workers are doing.

Stage 6: Refocusing

Stage 4: Consequence  How is my use affecting students?

| seem to be spending all of my time getting

Task Stage 3: Management materials ready.
Stage 2: Personal How will using an innovation affect me?
Self Stage 1: Informational I would like to know more about the
' innovation.
Unrelated Stage 0: Awareness | am not concerned about the innovation

Source: George et al., 2006, p. 4.

According to Table 1, the stage of awareness parallels the unrelated level. The
two subsequent stages of informational and personal constitute self-concerns. The third
stage relates to task concerns. Stages four through six represent impact concerns. In
accord with the Stages of Concern, initially the awareness stage of concern indicates that
individuals have little knowledge of the innovation. Later on, in the informational stage
of concern, individuals demonstrate their willingness to learn more about the reform and,
in the personal stage of concern, they have concerns with respect to their ability to
respond to the requirements of the innovation. Self-concerns gradually diminish and

individuals concentrate on organizing and scheduling the reform in the management stage
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of concern. Finally, individuals overcome task concerns and concentrate on the
influences, and the consequences, of the innovation on students. The individuals also
look for cooperation and coordination (collaboration) with others to improve their use of
the innovation, and they also make suggestions and recommendations regarding
improving the reform (refocusing). Table 2 shows, in detail, the characteristics of each of

the Stages of Concern about an innovation.

Factors Associated with Teachers’ Concerns

On the basis of CBAM’s hypotheses, teachers’ concerns evolve through seven
developmental stages (awareness, informational, personal, management, consequence,
collaboration, and refocusing) as they accept an innovation. In addition, teachers engaged
in any innovation would not move through the seven stages similarly or have similar
intensity of concern among several levels or groups. CBAM founders believed in some
factors that are related to promoting teachers’ concerns across the seven stages. These
factors are as follows: (a) teaching experience, (b) the years of involvement with the
innovation, (c) perceptions of technology integration levels, (d) the pre- and in-service
training, and (e) involvement with another innovation other than the recent one.

Based upon the CBAM’s hypotheses mentioned above, it is not surprising that
individuals who are in the beginning stages of the innovation are going to show concerns
at the lower Stages of Concern (self concerns) and those who are advanced in dealing
with the innovation are going to show primarily concerns at the higher Stages of Concern
(task or impact). It is also expected that individuals who have longer involvement with

the innovation will be seen to support it more than those who considered themselves
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The Stages of Concern about an Innovation

Fuller’s
Stages of
Concern

CBAM’s
Stages of
Concern

Main Characteristics of each Stage of Concern about
an Innovation

Impact 5

S

Task 3

Self

Unrelated 0

Refocusing

Collaboration

Consequence

Management

Personal

Informational

Unconcerned

Teachers evaluate the innovation and make
suggestions for continued improvements, or consider
alternate ideas that would work even better.

Teachers are interested in relating what they are
doing to what their colleagues are doing.

Teacher concerns now center upon effects on student
learning. If positive effects are observed, teachers are
likely to continue to work for the implementation.

Concerns begin to concentrate on methods for
managing the innovation within the classroom.
Teachers now express concern over the organization
and details of implementation, and the overcoming of
difficulties. Time requirements are among the prime
management factors, which create skepticism on the
part of teachers in relation to the adoption of
innovations.

Teachers focus on the impact the innovation will
have on them. At this point, they exhibit concerns
about how the use of the innovation will affect them
on a personal level. They may be concerned about
their own time limitations and the changes they will
be expected to make.

Teachers express concerns regarding the nature of the
innovation and the requirements for its
implementation. At this stage, teachers usually show
their willingness to learn more about the specific
innovation or reform.

Teachers have little knowledge of the innovation and
have no interest in taking any action.

Source: Christou, Eliophotou-Menon, & Philippou, 2004, pp.160-161.

newcomers to the innovation. The former are expected to express concerns toward the

innovation at higher stages in comparison to the latter. Liu and Huang (2005) found that
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teachers with different perceptions of their technology implementation (beginner,
intermediate, and advanced) displayed different concern profiles for each group. In the
first four stages of concern (awareness, informational, personal, and management)
beginners had the highest intensity, intermediates had moderate intensity, and advanced
had the least intensity of concern. While in the last three stages (consequence,
collaboration and refocusing) beginners had the least intensity, intermediates had
moderate intensity, and advanced had the highest intensity of concern. The researchers
confirmed that the concern profile for each group of teachers supports George et al.’s
hypothesis concerning the developmental stages of concern for the different users
(inexperienced, experienced, and renewing).

In terms of experience, teachers during the pre- and early teaching phases are
probably going to have concerns related to self, while those who are in the late teaching
phase are likely focused on advanced issues such as management of the innovation in the
classroom, the effect of the innovation on student learning, and collaboration with others
for raising the value of the innovation.

In terms of the effects of training on teachers’ concerns toward an innovation,
CBAM developers believed that individuals who receive any form of training, either
formal coursework done within teacher education programs, or in-service training
received as a group from staff development programs, or attained independently from
well-designed instructional materials (audio; video; multimedia; or simply a good
textbook), are seemingly going to support the innovation more than those who do not
obtain the required knowledge and skills related to the innovation. Thus, it is no surprise

to find significant differences in the Stages of Concern between those who receive
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training and those who do not. Hope (1997) found that, due to training, teachers’
concerns about the use of a technology workstation (innovation) transferred from the self
stage toward the task and impact stages. Therefore, training is considered an influential
intervention which could be used to resolve teachers’ concerns at the lower stages and
elevate the change process. Gershner and Snider (2001) found a significant reduction in
teachers’ awareness concerns as a result of training sessions they received over one
semester. This indicates an increase in teachers’ awareness of the use of the Internet as an
instructional tool.

Furthermore, CBAM was designed under the premise that individuals, who are
preoccupied with programs or projects other than the recent innovation, are going to
disregard it and tend to express concerns toward it with high intensity in the lower Stages
of Concern. Thus, any interference that keeps individuals away from handling the
innovation on a daily basis had to be taken into consideration when examining
individuals’ concerns toward the innovation.

For this study, it was expected that the development of Stages of Concern would
be different among Saudi teachers in terms of the three types of school programs
(Tatweer, Alraeda, and Regular) in which they were engaged. It was also expected that
the development of Stages of Concern would be different among Saudi teachers in terms
of gender. In the Middle East educational environment, the expressed Stages of Concern
scores for male and female teachers were found to be significantly different
(Alshammari, 2000). The study reported, for example, that females’ concerns were more
intense on the task stage but less intense on the impact stages in comparison to males’

concerns. Building on the recent literature review, the gender factor was found to have an
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influence on the use of technology in the classroom (Hermans, Tondeur, van Braak, &
Valcke, 2008; van Braak, Tondeur, & Valcke, 2004). Shapka and Ferrari (2003) found no
gender differences among pre-service teachers for any of the computer attitudes or for
outcomes coming from performing a specific computer task. However, the researchers
expected that gender differences may be present if pre-service teachers experience
computer applications that are less familiar.
Barriers to Technology Integration

A barrier refers to “any condition that makes it difficult to make progress or to
achieve an objective” (WordNet, 1997). Teachers who are involved in technology
integration in the classroom might find the process challenging to them because of the
barriers that exist. Research on educational technology categorizes barriers to technology
use in the classroom into first- and second-order barriers (Brickner, 1995). The term first-
order barriers refers to those obstacles that are external to teachers. Typically, these
obstacles are portrayed in the sense of types of resources including time, access, cost,
support, training, and plans that are either absent or insufficient in the educational
environment (Ertmer, 1999). Second-order barriers refer to those obstacles that are
internal to teachers. Typically, these barriers are described in terms of teachers’
perceptions of technology as being opposed to the student-directed classroom practices
including: teaching methods, learning styles, management strategies, and assessment
procedures (Ertmer, Addison, Lane, Ross, & Woods, 1999). Add to this other teachers’
concerns of personal resistance such as irrational fear of technology, uncertainty about

the value of technology in education, a sense of laggard, illogical belief that technology is
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improper for students’ learning, and contradictory needs between educational system and
teachers with respect to technology (Lee, 2001).

Snoeyink and Ertmer (2001) addressed the relationship between first- and second-
order barriers and explored the idea that the overall trend of first-order barriers is inclined
to hide second-order barriers, meaning that problems associated with the internal barriers
are attributed to the problems dealing with the external barriers. For instance,
inappropriate training could limit teachers’ knowledge of technology, and limited access
to appropriate technology could also account for limited skills, which lead to
unsuccessful experiences, which, in turn, bring about a lack of comfort, which, finally,
keeps teachers from using technology in the classroom more often. Ertmer et al., (1999)
found that even though first-order barriers are removed, second-order barriers might still
exist. The researchers observed that the second order barriers are diminished as teachers
move forward through levels of technology use ranging from low to the higher as
follows: supplemental, supporting, and stretchable use. For example, for those who use
technology as a supplement (low level of use), second order barriers are mostly observed,
while those who envision a higher level of use (stretchable use), second order barriers go
out of sight. Therefore, it is important for educational leaders initially to look at first
order barriers and then recognize the effective interventions needed to address that
category of barriers. Afterwards, second order barriers are precisely addressed so that
educational leaders can thoroughly understand the reasons that make the teachers struggle
to use technology effectively in the classroom.

Marcinkiewicz (1993) cited a clear disparity between the expected and actual use

of technology in the classroom by K-12 teachers. Guhlin (1996) stated that this disparity
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occurs due to the fact that technology is underutilized. Research on technology found that
this underutilization is associated with intrinsic and extrinsic factors which mainly hinder
the effective use of technology in the learning environment that places technology
equipment and software in the hands of teachers. Keengwe et al. (2008) asserted that the
actual challenges of technology use in teaching are contingent upon the “behavior,
investments, and commitment of individual teachers” (p. 562). In a condensed form, the
researchers presented the most common barriers, which were identified by classroom
teachers as follows: (a) lack of functioning equipment and useful software, (b) outdated
equipment and software, (c) insufficient released time, (d) insufficient funding, (e) lack
of technical and administrative support, (f) negative attitudes of teachers toward
technology, (g) lack of teacher confidence, (h) lack of openness to change, (i) lack of pre-
and in-service training, and (j) lack of clear vision showing the effective integration of

technology into the school curriculum.

The Influence of Intrinsic Factors on Technology Integration

These kinds of factors are less perceptible than extrinsic factors, have the highest
extent of personality, and are more deep-rooted in the individual’s attitudes. Teachers
might possess attitudes which conflict with the educational change process without being
conscious of the conflicts; as a result, teachers might oppose the change process. When it
comes to technology integration, “an innate dislike for change (especially change
mandated from above) is the most basic and significant barrier” for classroom teachers
(Fabry & Higgs, 1997, p. 388). As stated by Dias (1999) one often overlooked barrier to
integration of instructional technologies in the classroom is resistance to change. The

researcher pointed out that, as teachers are asked to integrate technology into the existing
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curriculum, they are not being asked to just adopt new technology such as computers and
the Internet. Rather, they are actually being asked to for change “the way they teach their
students, which may include changing the role they play in the classroom and the way
their classrooms are physically arranged” (p. 12). In brief, the teachers who experience
technology integration in their teaching are increasingly asked to approach to a learner-
centered classroom and stay away from a teacher-centered classroom (Corcoran, 1995).
This radical change is not an easy or short task that can be fulfilled in a few days, but
needs a lot of time and energy from teachers to reach the intended outcomes. It requires
teachers to make a 180-degree shift in thinking regarding their classroom practices.
Traditional teachers believe that students need to complete a classroom activity
independently, prefer to be in control of students’ learning, are comfortable with their
traditional approach to classroom management, believe that lectured-based instruction
works better for students to learn, and believe that students’ learning will not improve
without testing. These teachers should make the transition by attracting students to
technology-based activities and projects requiring higher-order thinking skills such as
creative problem solving, critical thinking, decision making, discovery learning, self-
regulated learning, and cooperative learning. The tremendous educational potential the
technology holds will not be fully realized if educational leaders cannot establish a new
vision of (a) how technology will change the way they define teaching and determine (b)
how meaningful learning using technology can take place (Harris & Sullivan, 2000), (c)
how technology resources and classroom activities can be effectively managed (U.S.
Congress, 1995), and (d) how the curricular objectives accomplished by technology use

can be assessed (Carey, 1993).
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In addition to a resistance to change, teachers avoid using technology in the
classroom because they are uncertain about technology for achieving certain curricular
objectives (Schoepp, 2004). This uncertainty results from their unawareness of the
important contribution which technology can make towards the educational process.
Thus, teachers who experience this sort of concern might still be unaware of the fact that
technology can be used inside and outside of school for students who need more time to
master a particular topic and that technology can also be exploited to expand and apply
what has been taught inside the classroom. If these teachers are not persuaded about the
value of technology in education during the earlier stages of its implementation in
schools, then they may never embrace it in their instruction.

Since the introduction of technology into educational settings, there has been a
feeling of fear of computers which has been expressed by classroom teachers in several
forms. Fear of losing status (Marcinkiewicz, 1993) occurs when teachers are concerned
about how using technology in the classroom will negatively influence their profession.
For example, teachers in the Saudi school context are under pressure to cover all the
prescribed subject matter. Accordingly, most teachers are reluctant to engage their
students collaboratively in solving authentic and complex problems with technology
beyond a particular topic. These activities need more time to be conducted during the
class time, and sometimes require teachers to skip a few parts of the subject matter. If
teachers skip some subject matter and students fail to answer relevant questions on an
examination, their parents are going to call a school principal to complain about teachers.
Other teachers reject technology use in their instruction because they are afraid that these

new machines might take their positions and roles in the schools. Still others are
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concerned about losing control of classroom discipline (Hodas, 1993; Scheffler & Logan,
1999).

Teachers are also worried about how using technology in the classroom will
negatively affect students’ learning and achievement (Chen, 2008). They fear that their
students may fail to retain possession of hard-earned skills. For instance, with the
availability of the automatic checker in the word processor, which fixes spelling and
grammar mistakes in a document more quickly while typing, students will not learn the
construction of the spoken language. In the case of using electronic calculators, students
will never learn how to multiply quantities together to find a product or how many times
a number contains another. Some teachers are strongly in agreement with the objection
that technology is improper for students’ learning. That is evident when teachers refuse to
install technology equipment in their classroom to avoid the risk that some students
cannot stand against the temptation of playing games, chatting with others, watching
video clips and photographs, reading electronic newspapers, and composing electronic
messages via email during a teaching session. Student can easily reach these materials
through Internet access, which is able to penetrate the borders of any restricted
technology system. In reality, it is too hard to monitor irrelevant materials which students
browse on the Internet during the class time. Such materials divert students’ attention
from a targeted lesson, thereby interrupting their learning, which, in turn, negatively
affects their performance in taking high-stakes exams.

Fear of embarrassment appears when teachers are apparently less informed about
technology than their students (Hodas, 1993; Scheffler & Logan, 1999). This sort of fear

is the most intrinsic barrier which hinders teachers from acquiring skills and knowledge
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required for effective use of technology. Technology can embarrass teachers when they
are faced with an unknown or unfamiliar situation, such as when something goes wrong
with computers during the class and as something new is introduced to schools because
of the rapid advancement of technology.

Some teachers, especially those who have been in the teaching profession for a
long period of time and have a poor background in the area of technology, express
persevering feelings of being far behind in using technology (Lee, 2001). This group
usually moves very slowly through the change process and still has self-centered
concerns, trying to discover the value of technology in education, to look for more
information about the effective use of technology, and to know how the use of
technology in teaching will affect their professional career.

Administrators should take into consideration the “psychological risks and
pressure” (Bennett, 1995, p. 22) that might disturb teachers when they attend an
unfamiliar technology training session because many teachers, especially those who teach
natural and formal subject areas, are seen by others as the ones who should have all the
required knowledge and skills in that area of technology. The teachers might feel
uncomfortable or apprehensive about engaging in a new learning environment because of
their feeling of incompetence and others’ derision which, in turn, have unfavorable
effects on the cognitive and affective development of students. Consequently,
encouragement and extra personal support have to be provided by each person, for
example, school principal, technology coordinator, staff developer, who have influential

roles in the professional development of teachers.
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The Influence of External Factors on Technology Integration

The following sections describe a number of the most common extrinsic barriers
to the use of technology in the classroom, identified by K-12 teachers.

Teacher Time. Various studies (Beggs, 2000; Cavucci, 2009; Chen, 2008;
Corbin, 2003; Schechter, 2000) reported lack of teacher time as a barrier to technology
use in the classroom. The amount of time required to learn new knowledge and skills in
using educational technologies is often underestimated (Kearsley & Lynch, 1992). In
reality, most teachers require hands-on practice in order to learn how to use new
technologies in their curricular areas properly; this kind of practice usually takes time for
the teachers to learn and master, and, in turn, to transfer that knowledge to the classroom
in an effective manner (Brand, 1997). Successful integration of technology into the
curriculum almost always takes more time than initially anticipated. However, teachers in
K-12 settings have little time left over due to the fact that they spend most of their
working day teaching students in the classrooms, meeting with parents, supervising
students during lunch, recess, and dismissal times and attending staff and committee
meetings (Fabry & Higgs, 1997). It is unreasonable to expect teachers to spend their own
time and employ their own resources to learn new educational technologies which change
constantly (Lei and Morrow, 2009). Teachers need released time to:

1. Attend technology training sessions to learn how to plan new lessons employing
new instructional materials or methods that effectively integrate technologies

(U.S. Congress, 1995),

2. Join in a collaborative community situated in the school environment, where

teachers can learn to design technology-rich lessons from technology-experienced
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peers through modeling, collaboration, and coaching (Browne & Ritchie,

1991;Glazer et al., 2005; Inan & Lowther, 2010; Mierzejewski, 2010),

3. Observe peers, mentors, and models in a specific subject area or grade level
implementing technology virtually in the classroom (Ertmer, et al., 1999),

4. Reach a level of independence and confidence in using the technology materials
with students, which could be facilitated by the four processes of fading,
articulation, reflection, and exploration (Browne & Ritchie, 1991).

In-service Training. Insufficiency of knowledge and skills about how to use
technology in the classroom is a very common problem at all levels of education
(Kearsley & Lynch, 1992). Within the technology-rich environment in a Middle Eastern
university, Schoepp (2004) found that faculty were unsure about how to use technology
in the classroom properly, and this uncertainty is attributed to insufficient in-service
training. Within a seminary setting, Lee (2001) found that faculty members are not
inclined to adopt an information technology innovation during the preliminary phases of
implementation for several reasons, including fear of the unknown and lack of knowledge
and skills required to implement it. Within the public school context, Kazu (2011) and
Alhazmi, Najat-Aldeen, Almowaraay, and Jonaid (2010) cited inadequacy of in-service
training in technology as one of the key factors in weak implementation. Failure to
support teachers with intensive in-service training is the usual reason that produces
concerns about the unknown and lack of knowledge and skills in technology. Therefore,
it is important to provide classroom teachers with on-going, long-term in-service training,
not just a one-shot workshop, the former of which has to take place after or before the

school day and during the summer vacation or on weekends (Guhlin, 1996).
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Many in-service training efforts are being made to augment teachers’ ability to
integrate technology into their teaching process; however, many of today’s technology
training programs pay attention to the mechanical goal or, for example, how to operate
equipment and software, with little or no focus on the instructional and organizational
goals (U.S. Congress, 1995). School district administrators, superintendents, principals,
and other change facilitators expect that teachers who have easy access to technology and
complete initial in-service training will be able to make an effective connection between
technology and the existing curriculum. In reality however, teachers oftentimes do not
know how to properly design and implement classroom activities that make meaningful
use of technology. They often employ technology for isolated classroom activities which
are unrelated to a targeted concept or topic (Moersch, 1995).

So, how can teachers incorporate technology effectively into their already packed
curriculum? The answer to this question depends on the quality of technology training
programs teachers attend (Corcoran, 1995). Based on recent research, classroom teachers
indicated that training presented to them in the area of technology integration is weak
(Alhazmi et al., 2010), meaning that training efforts ignore pedagogical and
organizational issues. Ertmer et al. (1999) recommended “incorporating a dual focus on
technological and pedagogical issues within the training efforts” (p. 70). That means that
training needs to identify specific topics in the curriculum where technology can work
and where proper software can be selected to teach it. It is also better to recognize topics
that previously could be taught effectively with technology, such as problem-solving
skills, decision-making strategies, discovery learning approach, and cooperative learning

approaches (Guhlin, 1996).
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To achieve successful technology integration, staff developers have to provide
teachers with the right kind of training which meets their current and varying needs (Boe,
1989; Browne & Ritchie, 1991; Shelton & Jones, 1996; Wedman & Heller, 1984,). The
literature review shows the importance of involving teachers, who are the ones
responsible for the actual integration, in some aspects of curricular and instructional
planning in order to make the technology integration process meaningful to them (Lei &
Morrow, 2009; Wedman & Heller, 1984). Educational research on professional
development recommended staff planners take in-service teachers’ concerns into account
when designing the training programs. That is because those teachers are “adult learners”
who will be accountable for bringing a great deal of knowledge and skills needed for in-
service training sessions (Orlich, 1983). These concerns include teachers’ affective needs
to the meaningful uses of technology in classroom practices, including teaching methods,
organizational and management strategies, and assessment procedures.

Pre-service Training. The Office of Technology Assessment (U.S. Congress,
1995) reported that most teacher education programs do not focus on technology
instruction in preparation of new teachers. Even if pre-service teachers receive instruction
in technology, it would be given as a “separate subject,” ignoring educational objectives
of a theme, concept, or topic. If teacher education programs tend to produce future
teachers who have the ability to use technology in the classroom, these programs have to
prepare them to achieve that task effectively (Fisher, 1997). Thus, a prospective teacher
should be acquainted with the use of technology in a learner-centered environment,
which focuses on the following dimensions of practice: personal, organizational, and

pedagogical.



31

The literature on technology indicates the importance of pre-service training
within teacher education programs. The U.S. Office of Technology Assessment (U.S.
Congress, 1995) considers pre-service training as one of the key requirements for
effective use of technology in the classroom. Miccolis (2007) found that technology
training provided to prospective teachers during their credentialing education program
portends the future use of technology in the classroom. Knowing teachers’ concerns
about microcomputer technology was a key to Hope (1997) in revealing the fact that pre-
service training allows teachers who are recent graduates some opportunities to
experience the innovation in the early phase of its introduction. Corbin (2003) examined
factors associated with technology integration into middle and high school science
curricula and found that the small amount of training given to teachers within their pre-
service education does not sufficiently prepare them properly to use technology in the
curriculum.

The previous findings affirm the effect of pre-service technology training on the
future use of technology in the classroom. Accordingly, teacher education programs have
to prepare prospective teachers to work effectively within the learner-centered
environment or, in other words, work as a “facilitator” in the classroom and not as a
container and dispenser of all knowledge, as in the teacher-centered classroom
(Henriquez & Riconscente, 1998). Carey (1993) declared that this goal implies the
following modifications in order to support the “Teacher As Facilitator” model within the
teacher education program: (a) a change in existing coursework, (b) a revised program of
observation and student teaching experience, (c) the use of a variety of instructional

strategies by teacher educators, and (d) appointment of cooperating teachers, or perfect
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users of technology, who are skilled as a “Teacher As Facilitator” in order to facilitate

teacher educators’ attempts to integrate technology into the classroom.

Assessment System. Scheffler and Logan (1999) stated that classroom teachers
are concerned about the difficulty of assessing student learning outcomes stemming from
technology-based activities through current assessment instruments. Most teachers have
not been instructed to use the kind of assessment strategies that are often required in the
learner-centered environment utilizing technology resources. There are several strategies
for measuring students’ learning and products made by technology, including the use of
rubrics, the use of electronic portfolios, and performance assessment which needs
students working in a group and solving an authentic problem by using technology.
Teachers should be required to use strategies that can be used to assess results coming
from technology use and regular classroom activities. In-service training must also
provide teachers with the required skills and knowledge to use properly the electronic
assessment tools that help them track student progress, identify their weaknesses, and
assess the educational objectives achieved by technology that involve high-order thinking
skills, including problem solving, decision making, discovery learning, and cooperative
learning (Carey, 1993).

Classroom Management. Managing technology resources and classroom
activities in the student-centered environment is not an easy task for teachers who have
never been prepared to deal with it. Such a task includes rotating students through
classroom activities with a small number of computers and helping students on computers

with technical and logistical problems. Management and organization problems can
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produce both intrinsic and extrinsic barriers for classroom teachers (Ertmer, 1999). First-
order barriers might need to be overcome when management problems emerge from
issues such as lack of equipment, large number of students, and teachers’ lack of
knowledge and skills of effective management strategies (Alhazmi et al., 2010). Second-
order barriers relating to management issues emerge in cases where teachers prefer to
control the classroom, are comfortable with the teacher-centered approach, or support
independent learning (Scheffler & Logan, 1999). Currently, there are several kinds of
technology-based settings where teachers can meaningfully integrate technology into
school curriculum, including: (a) regular computer labs, (b) learning resources center, (c)
a single-computer-based classroom for teacher demonstration and students’ presentations,
(d) a cooperative computer-based classroom which contains a few computers (one
computer on the teacher’s desktop and the others for students to work in small groups, (e)
to one-to-one-computer-based classroom with one computer per student and one on the
teacher’s desktop (U.S. Congress, 1995). It is not surprising that teachers become
confused and frustrated about utilizing the available resources among different kinds of
classrooms. However, it falls on staff planners to help teachers become fully acquainted
with effective management strategies and other class rules to manage the resources within
each type of technology-based environment effectively.

Support. The literature review captured: (a) how teachers’ behaviors change
within gradual levels of use, from nonuser to experienced user, as they become
increasingly skilled in technology integration (Panyan, Mcpherson, Steeves, & Hummel,
1994); (b) how teachers’ behaviors characterize different computing styles, including

avoidance, integration, and technical specialization (Evans-Andris, 1995); (c) how
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teachers’ categorize the roles of technology to different kinds of classroom use:
supplemental, supporting, and stretchable (Ertmer et al., 1999); and (d) how teachers’
concerns toward technology integration change through developmental stages ranging
from early concerns about “self” to “task™ and end with “impact” (Hope, 1997; Wedman,
1986). As teachers venture through these levels of use, kinds of use, or stages of concern,
they are faced with a variety of extrinsic and intrinsic barriers, each of which, to be
overcome, needs a particular kind and level of support (Dias, 1999). Since teachers arrive
at a training session with a massive range of abilities in technology and those
advancements and breakthroughs in the area of technology change constantly, access to
various kinds of support might be required. The literature review revealed that teachers
might require access to “any or all” of the following kinds of support, including
emotional, administrative, professional, instructional, and technical (Ertmer & Hruskocy,
1999). A great deal of emphasis was placed on using effective kinds of support that met
teachers’ needs toward the implementation process. In their study, Wedman and Heller
(1984) stressed that if support is to be effective, it must correspond to both cognitive and
affective needs of teachers, which, in turn, augment potential implementation (Bradshaw,
1997).

Technical Support. On-site support is critical. Unfortunately, the Office of
Technology Assessment (U.S. Congress, 1995) reported that regular on-site support for
technology implementation into the classroom is very limited. Educational research on
technology integration cited lack of support of different kinds, for example, technical,
administrative, and financial, as key barriers to teachers who integrate technology into

school curricula (Corbin, 2003; Dias, 1999; Schechter, 2000). Alhazmi et al. (2010)
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found that there is a lot of broken-down technology equipment that needs to be fixed
inside of the school context in Medina, Saudi Arabia. This finding has an important
implication for school district administrators, which suggests the importance of providing
each school with permanent, full time, school-level technical support responsible for
training, helping teachers use technology, handling technical problems, maintaining and
repairing software and equipment, and upgrading systems. Research showed a very small
number of American schools which have full-time school-level technology coordinators.
Even those teachers who are experienced in technology and are appointed as part-time
coordinators, allocate little of their time directly to coordinating technology activities
because they are very preoccupied with classroom and other school responsibilities (U.S.
Congress, 1995). For part-time technology coordinators, education leaders who are in
authority must make good choices regarding allotting appropriate portions of workload
between technology duties and classroom efforts.

Administrative Support. The word support means any assistance, encouragement,
or approval to improve a new practice within the school domain given to teachers by a
person in authority. Research on the adoption of innovations in schools found that school
or district administration has a key role in successful integration of technology into the
classroom (Inan & Lowther, 2010). While superintendents contribute to the educational
change process at the district-level, school principals have responsibilities to it within the
school context. The Office of Technology Assessment (U.S. Congress, 1995) found “that
when administrators are informed about and comfortable with technology, they become
key players in leading and supporting technology integration activities in their schools”

(p. 153). As school administrators are acquainted with the knowledge and skills needed
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for successful technology integration, they become aware of difficulties associated with
technology implementation, as well as the importance of support for teachers (Bennett,
1995; Meltzer & Sherman, 1997).

A school principal is an authoritative person who plays a critical role in making a
decision about promoting or preventing an innovation or an education change process
within the school environment (Orlich, 1983). The school principal is also a supportive
person who can make a significant investment in the professional development of
teachers by encouraging them to think of, and try, new ways to use the innovation and
practice it and to pursue unique training sessions, workshops, and conferences that
contribute to the successful change process (Kazu, 2011; Meltzer & Sherman, 1997). The
school principal also works as a change facilitator who can resolve teachers’ concerns
towards the innovation by encouraging them to practice it and providing them with
particular types of effective interventions, also called incentives or reinforcers, targeted to
their needs, including: (a) a well-designed technology plan with clear objectives; (b) easy
access to equipment and software; (c) adequate funding for hardware and software
acquisition; (d) maintenance and repair; (e) systems upgrades and replacement; (f)
released time for self-exploration; (g) collaborative work and modeling; (h) extensive
ongoing, long-term, hands-on training focused on learner-centered classroom practices;
and (i) in-order and on-time technical support (Hope, 1997).

Technology Plan. The literature review on technology showed that schools have
made considerable investments in purchasing hardware and software (Fabry & Higgs,
1997). However, technology is still underused by classroom teachers (Guhlin, 1996).

These two indicators point to a noticeable gap between obtaining technology and utilizing
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it effectively in schools (U.S. Congress, 1995). To close this gap, Chopra (1994) stressed
the need for a technology use plan so that its introduction into schools could achieve
more. Conlon (2000) stated that

the introduction of new technology will change our schools. But technology

without philosophy is blind. Unless it is harnessed to a clear vision of change,

then, chip by chip, the technology could take us into future that we would never

willingly have chosen for ourselves. (p. 116)

For technology to be a “lever” for educational reform, Venezky (2004), said that
individuals must primarily have a vision for that reform and then begin to work to
promote it. A technology planner has to be engaged in deep thought to determine the
effective integration of technology with classroom practices, in the sense of teaching,
learning, assessment, and management, in ways that deepen students’ understanding of
instructional content and expand their learning of the world around them (Barnett, 2001).
Research revealed that developing a thoughtful plan for technology use is the most
important step in achieving successful implementation in the classroom (Ertmer, 1999). It
is also “a major determinant of what is taught, how it is taught, and which technology
will be used” (Gulbahar, 2007, p. 945) and, moreover, the most important strategy that
overcomes barriers at each level of use (Ertmer et al., 1999). Classroom teachers will not
be inclined to address barriers, even though they could, if they do not have a clear
understanding of curricular uses of technology. As indicated by Means et al. (1993),
“Most teachers will find little incentive to tackle the technical and scheduling problems
associated with technology, unless they have a clear vision of how the technology can
improve teaching and learning” (para. 4).

Due to the rapid change of technology advancement (Gulbahar, 2007) and

changing thoughts towards the best use of technology in terms of pedagogical and
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organizational issues (U.S. Congress, 1995), developing a long-term “work-in-progress”
technology planning document is crucial (Czubaj, 2002, p. 20). However, before writing
a technology plan, it is important to begin with creating a “shared vision of the future” by
having an opportunity for all the stakeholders to take part in the process (Dwyer, 1995).
Among these stakeholders are classroom teachers, students, school principals, school
district administrators, library media specialists, computer lab teachers, parents,
community leaders, business partners, and decision makers. In spite of the importance of
involving all these people in the technology plan, teachers, school principals, and
students are still considered the key because they are the ones who are very central to the
implementation process (Alhazmi et al., 2010; Gulbahar, 2007). A shared vision provides
the stakeholders with a starting point to make the first move and goals to reach for as a
guide along the way. It presents a picture of how, in the long run, technology is going to
have an impact on teaching and learning processes, classroom management, and school
administration.

To address a successful change, a technology plan must begin with a needs
assessment of all stakeholders dealing with technology integration to determine where
they are at the time and what kinds of support they need to reach their vision in the future
(Fabry & Higgs, 1997). The next step, before writing a technology plan, is to check what
technology is available in schools and districts at the time in order to determine what
technology will be needed to provide for effective implementation (Barnett, 2001). A list
of current technology resources including network status, Internet access, the age and
condition of computers, the software applications, and the auxiliary equipment has to be

assessed. One important thing to be taken into account is that all hardware and software
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have to be the same within all schools and be compatible with the hardware and software
in the training centers in order to ensure no interruption through the process of
technology implementation (Chopra, 1994). Reviewing the literature on the use of
educational technology is also one of the most important steps for developing a smart
technology plan which directs current and future efforts (Barnett, 2001). Technology
planners must be acquainted with factors that both hinder and contribute to the use of
technology in the school environment among students, teachers, and administrators.

Once stakeholders’ needs for technology implementation have been recognized,
the inventory of the current status of technology in the schools has been taken, and the
literature on technology use in education has been reviewed; the next step is to write a
mission statement (technology plan) which seeks to fill the empty space between having
technology and using it effectively. This mission statement must be a collaborative,
promising, long-term, and “work-in-progress” technology plan (Czubaj, 2002, p. 20). It
must be in accordance with the district or school’s budget and distributed wisely to
multiple portions, each of which achieves a particular goal, including professional
development, technical support, hardware, software applications, upgrades, and
additional needs as teachers’ experiences move forward in the future.

Access and Cost. Access is not merely about the availability of hardware,
software, Internet connections, and so forth in a school context. Effective access requires
the placement of the proper quantity, condition, and kinds of technology where both
teachers and students can use them effectively at any time and in any place (Fabry &
Higgs, 1997). However, there are some issues that impact the effective access to

computing technology in and out the school context. Most school technologies are
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usually located either in centralized computer laboratories or in learning resources
centers. If technologies are only assembled in these two locations, some teachers and
students are hobbled by the rules that control their access to computers within the school
surroundings (Venezky, 2004). For instance, computer science and business teachers
often take highest precedence in setting up appointments for a computer lab over other
teachers. So, those who are language, religion, and social studies oriented are going to be
unwilling to assign tasks that require students to spend ample time on computers during
the school day.

Norris et al. (2003) found a significant correlation between technology use and
access as a strong predictor of teachers’ use of technology based on multiple predictors of
access ranging from the most to the least in significance, as follows: (a) the number of
classroom computers, (b) the availability of Internet at school, and (c) the availability of
curricular-based software applications. This mutual relationship between technology use
and access indicates that if technology is not virtually integrated in the classroom,
teachers never take advantage of it in their teaching (Guhlin, 1996). Norris, Sullivan,
Poirot, and Soloway (2003) indicated that having one computer in the classroom is not
considered appropriate access and has a limited influence on student learning. Therefore,
they suggested a classroom have six computers for both teachers and students to use
when they need to, not when the computer laboratory is scheduled for them. Inan and
Lowther (2010) found that the availability of classroom computers has a direct and
indirect positive influence on the number of occasions teachers use technology in their
classroom instruction. The authors explored the indirect influence of computer

availability on teachers’ use of technology as mediated by their perceptions of
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technology’s impact on teaching and learning and perceptions of their knowledge and
skills required to integrate technology into their classroom instruction effectively.

In spite of the fact that computing technologies have found their way into
educational settings, teachers are still concerned about the digital divide phenomenon
(Marri, 2005; Venezky, 2004) which makes them reluctant to make homework
assignments that require students to use a computer outside of the school context. If
students have no computing technology available in their homes or no access to the
Internet, these homework assignments are never going to be made. The term “digital
divide” also directs attention to the gap between teachers who have access to technology
and those who do not (Marshall, 2001). This often occurs among groups who are from
different areas (urban, rural), racial groups (majority, minority), socioeconomic status
(rich, poor), or gender. For example, teachers who live in rural areas or poor
neighborhoods suffer more from the inequity and often have difficulties and obstacles
getting access to information technology or using advanced technology in their teaching.
This phenomenon also causes tremendous variability in computer-to-student ratios from
school to school, both within and among school districts (Fabry & Higgs, 1997).
Computer-to-student ratios conventionally shift from no computers for students in the
classroom; to one computer per classroom; to a few computers for students, to one
computer per student.

Another issue affecting access involves old-fashioned technology resources
within school contexts (Czubaj, 2002). Classroom teachers are also concerned about the
old computers, which are usually in bad condition and do not work properly due to their

inability to run contemporary software applications or be networked. The reason why
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these outdated machines are still in existence is because schools or districts fail to
allocate adequate funds to keep up with the costs of rapid advancement in technology.
Therefore, technology planners must ensure that appropriate financial resources are in
place for upgrading and for ongoing updates in terms of both hardware and software
resources.

Any educational institution should be equipped with up-to-date hardware and
software resources, which are key features to diffusion of technology (Gulbahar, 2007);
but just having them does not lead to effective integration if they are frequently out of
order (Feng & Whittier, 2005). This problem points to the unavailability of on-site
technical support personnel within the school environment. When classroom or
laboratory computers are broken-down and teachers have no idea how to get them fixed,
if technical support is not readily available this causes extended and major disruptions in
teachers’ ability to take advantage of technology in their teaching. Those whose personal
teaching styles rely more on the teacher-centered approach will easily stop using
technology in their teaching if technology equipment gets broken frequently and is not
handled immediately. On-site technical support must be available at the school setting so
that teachers have confidence that the time they spend in learning about software and
preparing technology-enriched lesson plans is not going to be lost when hardware and
networks fail to work (Barnett, 2001). It is very important to provide each school with at
least one troubleshooter, technical supporter, or technology coordinator who is
responsible for maintenance and repair, technical staffing, and replacement and system
upgrades. Providing classroom teachers with high-tech support personnel who are readily

available, highly skilled, and very highly supportive is one of the critical factors which
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contribute to successful technology implementation in the classroom (Inan & Lowther,
2010). However, research on educational technology provides more insight about the
amount of technical support classroom teachers need during the educational change
process (Venezky, 2003). Technology planners and administrators should balance
between teacher competence and technical support, meaning that the availability of a
critical level of technical support is important for teachers who are still in the initial
phases of technology use. However, as teachers move forward to advanced phases of use,
their pedagogical skills for technology use are enhanced and their technical skills become
better and reach the saturation level.
The Potential Benefits of Technology in Education

Teachers generally agree that technology has become integral to the teaching and
learning process, and many of them wish to use technology better to provide high-quality
schooling for students (Marshall, 2001). Teachers who use technology in their teaching
are usually considered to be self-motivated because they invest their own time and effort
in learning to use technology in the classroom in multiple ways (Hadley & Sheingold,
1993). Also, they are in agreement with the point that technology is proper for learning
subject matter and are persuaded about the potential benefits of technology in education
(Snoeyink & Ertmer, 2001). Thus, it was necessary to identify factors that help confirm
teachers’ enthusiasm or interest in using technology in their teaching as well as ensuring
the absence of some deep-rooted attitudes that express teachers’ refusal to accept
technology in their teaching.

In reality, most teachers require a specific kind of practice that involves their

active participation in order to learn how to use new technologies properly in their
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teaching. This kind of practice usually takes time to be delivered to the teachers and more
time to be mastered by them and, in turn, be transferred to the classroom in an effective
manner (Brand, 1997). Effective integration of technology into the curriculum almost
always takes much more time than initially expected. However, teachers in K-12 settings
have little time left over due to the fact that they spend most of their working day
teaching students in the classrooms, meeting with parents, supervising students during
lunch, recess, and dismissal times and attending staff and committee meetings (Fabry &
Higgs, 1997). In spite of their long and busy working day, what makes these teachers
invest their limited time in the effort to in learn technology? The use of technology in the
teaching and learning process is considered a challenging task by the classroom teachers,
particularly the inexperienced newcomers. Regardless of being a demanding role, what
keeps the teachers engaged in teaching with technology and why do they overburden
themselves with an excessive load?

Of the potential intrinsic incentives for incorporating technology into their
teaching, the most important for classroom teachers is that technology improves the
learning process for students (Alhazmi et al., 2010). Advanced technologies, such as
computers and the Internet, become indispensable components in the schooling
environment since they profit students across multiple aspects of learning, such as: (a)
reading and writing skills (Ash, 2011; Bao, 2006; Dubert & Laster, 2011; Lamb &
Johnson, 2011); (b) critical thinking associated with data analysis or problem solving
(Marri, 2005); (c) collaborative learning (Huang, 2006); (d) concepts of power and
culture (Sernak & Wolfe, 1998); (e) learning through simulation associated with

authentic tasks (Means, 1993); and (f) individualized learning for students (U.S.
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Congress, 1995). Technology also contributes to increasing engagement of students
(Brown, 2004; Carle et al., 2008) and their academic achievement (Carle et al., 2008),
which are the most motivating things for the classroom teachers (Hadley & Sheingold,
1993).

Classroom teachers can teach more effectively to the extent that technology
makes the subject matter more interesting to students (Alhazmi et al., 2010; U.S.
Congress, 1995). In the inquiry-based setting, for example, where students work in
different groups, learn at different speeds, use different materials, solve different
problems, and join in different activities; teachers can take advantage of technology
resources appropriately to create instructional materials and develop instruction that
better meets students’ needs (Davis, 2000; Means, 1993). Teachers can also develop
authentic activities which are defined by Brown, Collins, and Duguid, (1989) as “the
ordinary practices of the culture” (para. 21), and by Newmann and Wehlage (1993) as
“real-world public problems” (para. 13) that meet five main standards: “(1) higher-order
thinking, (2) depth of knowledge, (3) connectedness to the world beyond the classroom,
(4) substantive conversation, (5) social support for student Achievement” (para. 6). These
activities are also defined by Perreault (1999) as “real-world tasks” (p. 35) that students
can expect to face in future jobs, in the home, or in other social contexts. Technology can
benefit the educational process since it has the power to make classroom activities clearly
connected to students’ personal experiences and contemporary public issues. Such
authentic classroom activities provide the opportunity for students (a) to make a direct
connection between the new topic and the one taught previously (Woo, Herrington,

Agostinho, & Reeves, 2011), (b) to apply what has been currently taught in a concrete
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manner (Hadley & Sheingold, 1993; Perreault, 1999), and (c) to acquire advanced skills
and knowledge due to their involvement in actual problems (Hadley & Sheingold, 1993;
Means, 1993). In addition to teachable and learnable moments made possible by
technology, it also helps classroom teachers save time and effort in the teaching process
(Alhazmi et al., 2010). In an email correspondence project where both pre-service
teachers and middle school students participated, Schoorman (2002, pp. 360-364)
discussed benefits that pre-service teachers got when technology was incorporated into a
multicultural course. The researcher stated that technology allowed teachers easy access
to a non-local class that contained children from diverse cultural backgrounds, without
spending money, time, and energy in travel. Technology has the power to create real-
world environments for experimentation and exploration and helps students to be
“producers of information rather than just consumers” (Bransford et al., 1986). Therefore,
students can perform experiments, carry out real-world activities, explore features of a
tract of land, examine tasks from different perspectives, and use a variety of resources to
gather information and solve problems when the classroom is linked to the Internet and
furnished with advanced technologies.

Classroom teachers have an interest in adopting technology in their daily work
because it provides a means of expanding their subject matter (Brown, 2004; Means,
1993, U.S. Congress, 1995) and applying it in ways that clearly satisfy them (Gaudelli,
2006; McShay, 2005). One of the most disappointing things for teachers who work in the
traditional schools is the scarcity of interaction with other colleagues and professionals
situated in distant sites for the purpose of strengthening teachers’ knowledge of the

subject matter they teach. Even though classroom teachers are well prepared, they still
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cannot be fully acquainted with all things in their subject area. Moreover, awareness
about improvements is only available in a tiny sample of people. However, with the
availability of technology in the educational environment, teachers can get increasing
access to knowledgeable people in order to deepen their knowledge of their subject area
and to have a clearer picture of critical teaching and learning approaches.

The use of technology in education enables both teachers and students to acquire
the basic computer skills they will need to be computer-literate adults (Hadley &
Sheingold, 1993). Ash (2011) asserted:

Being literate has always meant the capacity to use a culture's most powerful tools

to create and communicate meanings. If you are not teaching with technology,

you are not preparing the kids for the future, you are not preparing them for the

present moment. (p. 24)

Summary

The literature revealed a disparity between the level of technology integration
expected of teachers and their actual integration of technology into the existing
curriculum. There are several major issues responsible for producing this disparity, which
have to be addressed. One issue often overlooked in educational reforms resulting from
technology implementation is to identify individuals’ concerns toward it. Since
technology implementation in the classroom is individual, educational leaders must
recognize that classroom teachers are at different levels of preparedness and have
different affective needs. To meet these varied needs and make a real change in teachers’
practice, the current study utilized the CBAM model, which was found to be an

appropriate tool to recognize such needs, grasp the meaning of them, and develop

activities that meet them.
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Another issue in the change process resulting from technology implementation is
to identify barriers that preclude individuals from making progress or achieving an
intended objective. Teachers engaged in technology implementation in the classroom
may find the processes challenging them due to barriers that exist. Research on
educational technology divides the barriers into two main categories: external barriers,
and internal barriers. External barriers are portrayed in terms of types of resources, such
as time, access, cost, support, training, and plans that are either absent or inadequate in
the educational setting. Internal barriers are portrayed in two ways. The first portrayal is
in terms of teachers’ perceptions of technology as being opposed to the student-centered
classroom practices, which include teaching methods, learning styles, classroom
management strategies, and assessment procedures. The second portrayal is in terms of
teachers’ personal resistance, for example, irrational fear, skepticism about the value of
technology in education, a sense of laggard, and illogical beliefs that technology is
improper for students’ learning. The literature showed that the overall trend of external
barriers is inclined to hide internal ones, meaning that problems associated with the
internal barriers are attributed to the problems of dealing with the external barriers.
Therefore, this study sought to identify major external barriers and to identify effective
interventions needed to meet these barriers.

Teachers who use technology in their teaching are usually considered to be self-
motivated because they invest their own time and effort in learning to use technology in
the classroom. Also, they are in accord with the point that technology is proper for
learning the subject matter they teach and are convinced about the potential benefits that

technology brings to education. Thus, it was necessary for this researcher to determine



whether classroom teachers accept technology in education through examining factors
that would help confirm teachers’ enthusiasm or interest in using technology in their
teaching as well as ensure the absence of some deep-rooted attitudes that express their

refusal to accept technology in their teaching.

49
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The nationwide educational system in Saudi Arabia is experiencing a major
transition from its traditional classroom methods to constructivist methods that require
students to complete technology-based classroom activities and projects that employ
high-order thinking skills such as creative problem solving, critical thinking, decision
making, discovery learning, self-regulated learning, and cooperative learning. The Saudi
educational system has mandated the adoption of technology in curricula in all public
schools through three different school programs: (a) Tatweer, (b) Alraeda, and (c)
Computer Integration into Elementary and Intermediate Education. Tatweer and Alraeda
schools offer multiple kinds of Smart Classrooms furnished with the most advanced
technology equipment. In comparison with other schools, which are under the Computer
Integration into Elementary and Intermediate Education program, technology supplies are
officially found in two different places, learning resource centers and computer
laboratories. The Ministry of Education has recruited specialized technology staff to
teach classroom teachers the effective use of technology. All school districts across the
country offer classroom teachers various kinds of brief, intensive educational programs
relating to technology integration into curricula. New textbooks, teacher guides,
classroom materials, and technology supplies have been adopted for each grade level to
accommodate the new style of teaching and learning.

For a better understanding of the change process resulting from technology
implementation, teachers’ concerns had to be taken into account and scrutinized.

According to CBAM, classroom teachers experience concerns during the process of
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adopting technology in their teaching, so identification of their concerns can help identify
appropriate interventions to resolve problems and keep the process of implementation
going smoothly. The present study basically relied on the theoretical framework of one of
the CBAM dimensions, called Stages of Concern, in order to identify Saudi teachers’
concerns toward the use of technology in teaching. This was done by measuring their
responses to the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and determining whether there
are significant differences in the Stages of Concern among teachers on the basis of gender
and type of school program. Beside the CBAM, the study sought to uncover factors that
create difficulties for teachers through the change process to determine their acceptance
of technology in the educational process and what keeps them engaged in this
challenging task.

This chapter contains a detailed account of participants involved in the study,
procedures followed for conducting the study, research tools employed for collecting
data, procedures applied to ensure reliability and validity of measures, procedures applied
for cleaning the data, and statistical methods employed for analyzing data and reporting
results. The chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) Population and Sampling;
(b) Instrumentation; (c) Research Design; (d) Research Procedure; (e) Data Analysis; and
(f) Screening Data Prior to Analysis

Population and Sampling

The target population of this study was classroom teachers of grades 1 through 12
employed in all public schools in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The Ministry of
Education in Saudi Arabia supports 25 school districts distributed over the country. Each

school district administers a school system that comprises specific cities and suburbs
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stretched over a particular area. In all research designs, it would be perfect to include the
whole population in the study, but the Saudi population is such that it was impossible to
include every teacher in it. Also, not all 25 school districts had convenient accessibility
and proximity to the researcher. Thus, a convenience sampling technique was employed
to select a school district in Medina, which was the only district accessible and proximal
to the researcher. Regardless of the disadvantages of convenience sampling, it had
benefits in obtaining basic data for a pilot study and addressing particular problems that
happened within the study sample. As a result of using this sort of sampling technique,
the process of data collection was efficient, economical, and representative of teachers in
one of the key districts in the country.

A list of school names was obtained from the School District in Medina and 15
public schools were randomly selected based on variables of interest, such as type of
school program, gender, and teaching level. According to types of school programs, two
participating schools were part of the “Tatweer” educational program which were the
only Tatweer schools located in the Medina School District. Nine schools were involved
in another program called “Alraeda,” and four participating schools were regular schools
with a connection to the educational program called “Computer Integration into
Elementary and Intermediate Education.” In terms of gender, there were 11 schools for
males and four for females. In regard to the teaching level factor, there were 7 secondary
education schools and four each at the intermediate and elementary levels. Table 3
illustrates the teaching level, gender, type of school program, number of teachers, and
number of returned questionnaires for each participating school. Numeric symbols were

used rather than schools’ names for privacy and confidentiality reasons.
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Table 3

The characteristics of participating schools

School  Teaching Level  Gender Typperg;satﬁrf:ool N Return
1 Secondary Male Tatweer 30 17
2 Secondary Male Alraeda 25 14
3 Secondary Male Alraeda 30 8
4 Secondary Male Alraeda 40 30
5 Secondary Male Alraeda 45 30
6 Secondary Female Regular 30 27
7 Secondary Female Tatweer 30 23
8 Intermediate Male Alraeda 30 11
9 Intermediate Male Alraeda 34 18

10 Intermediate Male Regular 30 17
11 Intermediate Female Alraeda 30 15
12 Elementary Male Alraeda 30 29
13 Elementary Male Alraeda 33 27
14 Elementary Male Regular 30 16
15 Elementary Female Regular 30 23

Instrumentation
Instrumentation in this study consisted of two parts: an addendum questionnaire
and the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ). The following sections describe each

part in detail.
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Addendum Questionnaire

The addendum was included with the Stages of Concern Questionnaire to collect
additional information related to the study questions. It was a two-page questionnaire of
23 items split unevenly into three parts with different purposes (see Appendix O for the
English version, Appendix P for male Arabic version, and Appendix Q for female Arabic
version). The first part included seven items that were designed to gather information
with respect to personal and professional characteristics of participants (demographic
information). The seven items addressed: (a) gender; (b) type of school program
(Alraeda, Tatweer, or Regular); (c) teaching level (elementary, intermediate, or
secondary); (d) academic discipline (science, humanities, social science, or elementary
multiple subjects); (e) perceptions of technology integration levels (non-user, beginning
user, intermediate user, or advanced user); (f) the amount of involvement with technology
integration in years (six choices ranging from “never” to “5 years or more”); and (g)
training (whether participants did or did not receive formal training in technology).

The second part of the addendum questionnaire was a 10-item list that gathered
information regarding factors which impede teachers’ implementation of technology in
the classroom. The 10 items were: (a) Insufficiency of technology-based training
programs, (b) Weakness of technology-based training programs, (c) Lack of coursework
in technology within the teacher education program, (d) Insufficient and inappropriate
time to learn how to properly use technology in teaching, (e) Lots of broken-down
technology equipment, (f) Lack of technology equipment in school, (g) Oldness of
technology equipment, (h) The difficulty of managing a classroom enhanced with

technology equipment”, (i) A large number of students included in the computer lab or
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learning resources center, and (j) The difficulty of assessing student learning resulting
from the use of technology in the classroom.

The third part of the addendum questionnaire was a list of six items that
determined whether classroom teachers are self-motivated to teach with technology and
what keeps them engaged in this demanding task. The six items were: (a) Technology
enables students to acquire basic computer skills, (b) Technology improves the teaching
and learning process, (c) Technology helps save time and effort in the teaching process,
(d) Technology motivates students to learn in new ways, (e) Technology provides a
means of expanding and applying what has been taught in the classroom, and (f) School
administration encourages teachers to use technology in their teaching. In terms of the
items included in each of the two lists described above, participants were asked to read
each item carefully and then rate it on a 5-point Likert scale based on the intensity of
their agreement or disagreement with a given item or the state of their neutrality to it. The
response scale had a range of 1 through 5 with the following categories: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither disagree nor agree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree,
each of which represented an interval level of measurement.

Stages of Concern Questionnaire

For the purpose of identifying teachers’ concerns toward the use of technology in
teaching within the school context in Saudi Arabia, the Stages of Concern Questionnaire
(see Appendix 1), a quick-scoring pencil-and-paper questionnaire, was employed. It is a
two-page list of the 35 items divided equally into seven scales, each composed of 5 items
(see Appendix R). All 35 items are in a mixed order and are written in one direction

meaning that items with high scores indicate that participants have intensified concerns
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towards an innovation being defined in the present study. Participants were asked to mark
each item on an eight-point Likert scale based on how true the statement seemed to them
at the current time. This scale ranged from 0 through 7, where 0 indicated that “the
statement is irrelevant to me,” 1 and 2 indicated that “the statement is not true of me
now,” 3 to 5 indicated that “the statement is somewhat true of me now,” and 6 and 7
indicated that “the statement is very true of me now.”

The reliability and validity of the original version of the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) were determined by CBAM developers. Estimates of internal
consistency (alpha coefficients) for the seven stages ranged from .64 to .83 (George et al.,
2006). In addition, the test-retest correlations ranged from 0.65 to 0.86 and four of them
were above 0.80 (George et al., 2006). The SoCQ is a valid scale and has been used
extensively and reported widely in the literature (George et al., 2006). The questionnaire
developers described a series of validity studies which indicated that the SoCQ is an
accurate measure of the hypothesized Stages of Concern.

Since the Stages of Concern Questionnaire was originally developed in English
and intended to be administered to teachers who speak Arabic, the researcher translated
the SoCQ into the Arabic language (see Appendix K). Griffee (2001) stated that any
survey translated from one language to another has to be exposed to further analysis and
pilot studies to establish validity and reliability arguments. In terms of validity of the
Arabic-translated questionnaire, the procedure of back translation was conducted to
confirm content, construct, and cultural validity arguments. The Arabic-translated
questionnaire was translated back to English (see Appendix L) by a Ph.D. student from

the Linguistics Department at the University of Kansas, who is knowledgeable in both
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languages. Then, both English versions, the original and back -translated, were compared
(see Appendix M) and reviewed by three experts in order to confirm the compatibility
between them. Eventually, the content in the two versions was determined to be matched
and no changes or modifications were made in the Arabic version.

In terms of the reliability of the Arabic version, a focus group of three Arabic
students pursuing Ph.D. degrees in education at the University was conducted to obtain
more insight from their experience in completing the Arabic version of the Stages of
Concern Questionnaire. Each group member spent around 10 minutes responding to the
whole 35-item questionnaire. One member indicated that phrases and words, such as
"Innovation,"” "the new system," and "this approach,"” which were included in many
statements, needed to be replaced with the phrase, "the use of technology in teaching," so
that the meaning of those statements would be improved. Another found a few statements
did not make sense unless they were supported with clarifying words and phrases. All
modifications suggested by focus group members were made (see Appendix N for
modifications in English and Appendix S for modifications in Arabic).

The modified Arabic version was piloted with a sample of 30 Saudi teachers who
were similar to the target population. A sample size of 30 is often recommended by
scholars and consultants to address a variety of issues in regard to initial instrument
development, including the survey translation from one language to another and internal
consistency across items within a single survey measuring multi-constructs. Multiple
reliability analyses were conducted to compute internal consistency estimates of
reliability (Coefficient Alphas) for the seven Stages of Concern, which ranged from 0.66

to 0.92 with two estimates being above 0.70 and the other three estimates over .80. The
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results of these analyses confirmed the seven Stages of Concern hypothesized,
essentially, by CBAM developers.

In addition, as mentioned earlier, participants responded to the SoCQ by marking
each item on an eight-point Likert scale based on how true the statement seemed to them
at the current time. Having eight response options within each item is be a way to
“increase opportunities for variability” (DeVellis, 2003, p.75), which would, in turn,
produce reliable results.

To ensure the validity of the final Arabic version (see Appendix O for the English
version, Appendix P for the male Arabic version, and Appendix Q for the female Arabic
version), the focus group was conducted for the second time. The group members
indicated, in the aggregate, that the final Arabic version items were written in an
understandable and succinct way. They all agreed that the instrument was suitable for use
with populations who are from the Arabic culture. One group member pointed out that
the questionnaire items are accurate to the extent that they can reflect teachers’ varying
affective needs toward an innovation they experience within the school environment.
This observation supports the hypothesized Stages of Concern as stated in the CBAM.

Research Design

This research study was descriptive in nature and employed quantitative methods
for data collection and analysis. It was first designed to identify concerns that teachers in
Saudi Arabia might display in response to new demands and challenges emerging from
the adoption of technology in teaching. It also investigated the potential presence of
significant differences in teachers’ concerns across gender and the type of school

program in which they are engaged. Moreover, an aim of study was to identify factors
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that impede the effective implementation of technology in the classroom. Finally, in the
present study, the attempt was made to determine whether classroom teachers have
positive acceptance of technology in the teaching and learning process and what keeps
them engaged in this challenging task.

The Stages of Concern, one of the dimensions of the CBAM, was adopted to
identify concerns that teachers experience during the change process related to
implementing technology in the classroom. Hall and Hord’s (1987) research on concerns
identified seven developmental stages of concern through which individuals move when
something new is introduced to them. The seven stages are: (stage 0) awareness, (stage 1)
informational, (stage 2) personal, (stage 3) management, (stage 4) consequence, (stage 5)
collaboration, and (stage 6) refocusing.

In this study, two independent variables (gender and type of school program) and
seven dependent variables (the seven stages mentioned above) were examined to
determine the relationships among them. A list of 10 factors was also investigated to
identify the factors that have a negative influence on the recent implementation of
technology in the classroom. In addition, another six-item list was used to determine
whether or not classroom teachers accept the change process emerging essentially from
adopting technology in their teaching.

For this study, it was expected that the development of Stages of Concern would
be different among Saudi teachers in terms of gender. In other words, the expressed
Stages of Concern scores for male and female teachers were foreseen to be different. It
was also expected that the development of Stages of Concern would be different among

Saudi teachers in terms of the type of school program (Tatweer, Alraeda, or Regular) in
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which they taught. It was also expected that there would be factors impeding teachers in
Saudi Arabia from effective use of technology in their teaching. Furthermore, it was
expected that teachers in Saudi Arabia would be internally motivated to use technology in
their teaching. Thus, the following research questions guided the study:

RQ1. At what stage of concern do Saudi teachers perceive their technology
implementation to be?

RQ2. Are there significant differences in stages of concern among Saudi
teachers with different personal and professional characteristics such as
gender and type of school program?

RQ3. Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when they use technology in their
teaching? If so, what are factors that stand opposite the use of technology?

RQ4. Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for incorporating technology into their
teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this challenging task?

Research Procedure

Since the Stages of Concern Questionnaire, developed by the Texas Research and
Development Center at the University of Texas in Austin, was the main research
instrument, a written permission was first obtained (see Appendix V). Next, a human
subject’s approval from the Institutional Review Board at the University of Kansas was
obtained before contacting or discussing the study with any of the research participants
(see Appendix A). After that, a letter of introduction that explained the study (see
Appendix B for the English version and Appendix C for the Arabic version) was sent to
the Saudi Arabian Cultural Attaché in Washington, D.C., and he was asked for a written

statement to the School District Administrator in Medina, indicating that the researcher
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was pursuing a Ph.D. degree in Curriculum and Instruction and was intending to conduct
his dissertation study at schools across the School District in Medina. The conventional
statement from the Saudi Cultural Attaché Assistant for academic affairs (see Appendix
F) was obtained via email by the researcher’s adviser at the Saudi Cultural Mission. After
that, the conventional statement was electronically forwarded to School District
Administrator in Medina, accompanied by two formal documents. These documents
were: (a) a letter of introduction (see Appendix D for the English version and Appendix E
for the Arabic version) which explained the study’s purpose and requested the School
District Administrator’s permission to collect data from public school teachers, and (b)
two copies of the research instrument that were grammatically different from each other
in terms of gender (see Appendix O for the English version, Appendix P for the Arabic
version for males and Appendix Q for the Arabic version for females). After a short
while, the researcher was granted oral permission by the Medina School District
Administrator to access a list of 16 public schools, along with a facilitating letter (see
Appendix G) addressed to principals of all intended schools where the researcher wished
to conduct the study. The facilitating letter explained the purpose of the study and asked
the principals to encourage teachers to participate in the study by completing the enclosed
questionnaire and sending it back to the researcher.

Questionnaire packages were prepared for all classroom teachers, each of which
consisted of three pieces of material as follows: (a) a letter of introduction to public
school teachers (see Appendix H) that explained the purpose of the study, teachers’
confidentiality and rights as research participants, the importance of teachers’ inputs to

the questionnaire, the benefits of participation in the study, and clear instructions for
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answering the survey and sending it back to the researcher; (b) one hard copy of the
research instrument that involved the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and addendum,
which, in turn, involved personal and professional information as well as two lists of
factors that affect the effective implementation of technology in the classroom; and (c) a
sealable envelope that was used to keep teachers’ information private and confidential.
The packages were manually delivered to each participating school and were distributed
by the school principal to all classroom teachers working at school. As teachers
completed the questionnaire, they were asked to place it in a envelope given to them, seal
the envelope, and then drop it in a secure box at school where a group of three volunteers
assigned by the researcher were able to pick it up at a later time. All the completed
questionnaires were scanned and sent to the researcher via email for analysis.

In the letter of introduction, the researcher notified teachers of many important
points relating to their participation in the present study as follows: (a) teachers’
participation is strictly voluntary; (b) teachers are free to withdraw from the study at any
time; (c) teachers’ nonparticipation in the study would not negatively affect their
professional and personal status; (d) all data would be entered in a database without
identifying information, so the teachers remained anonymous; (e) a numeric variable
code was used rather than subjects’ names; (f) all teachers, principals, and school data
were kept strictly confidential and private, and the researcher was the only person who
could access them; (g) all materials used in the process of data collection were destroyed
at the end of the study; (h) all data collected during the study were used just for the
purpose of the educational research; and (i) this study did not pose any threat to the

teachers at any time.
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Data Analysis

In this study, both descriptive and inferential statistics were used for data analysis
and interpretation. In addition, the Stages of Concern manual, prepared by George et al.
(2006), served the primary need of scoring the Stages of Concern Questionnaires and
describing teachers’ concerns about the use of technology in teaching.

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the study sample on the basis of type
of school program, gender, subject matter taught, teaching level, perceptions of
technology integration levels, the amount of involvement with technology integration,
and whether or not participants received training in technology.

For purpose of answering the first research question, “At what stage of concern do
Saudi teachers perceive their technology implementation to be?” group profile analysis
was used to describe teachers’ concerns as a whole and also among groups, which were
categorized in terms of gender and type of school program. A Quick Scoring Device (see
Appendix J) was usually used to score the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ)
manually and to form an individual profile. This kind of hand device is particularly useful
when there are only a small number of questionnaires that need to be handled or when
computer processing is absent. However, the employment of the hand-scoring device in
the present study was problematic because the sample size was large. Therefore, an
electronic quick scoring program was designed to meet the immediate need of processing
a large number of the Stages of Concern Questionnaires in a rapid manner. It was very
efficacious to the extent that it was capable of saving time and effort for the researcher.
The electronic scoring program performed precisely the same scoring instructions given

by the hand scoring device (see Appendix J, p.1) as follows: (a) the SOoCQ responses were
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entered into a dataset by using Microsoft Excel, (b) the dataset file was saved in a text
format, so the electronic scoring program would have accessibility to the data, (c) the
item responses in each stage were totaled, (d) the seven raw score totals were converted
to percentile scores based on a table included in the hand-scoring device sheet (see
Appendix J, p. 2 on the left), (e) the percentile scores were used to produce six horizontal
bar graphs showing the Stages of Concern of public school teachers as a whole and
among five different groups divided by gender (males and females) and types of school
programs (Tatweer, Alraeda, and Regular).

In answer to the second research question, “Are there significant differences in
Stages of Concern among Saudi teachers with different personal and professional
characteristics such as gender and type of school program?” a 2x3 between-subjects
factorial multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). MANOVA served the need of examining
thoroughly the main effects of gender (a between-subjects independent variable) and type
of school program (another between subjects independent variable with three levels,
Tatweer, Alraeda, and Regular) on the seven Stages of Concern (awareness,
informational, personal, management, consequence, collaboration, and refocusing) used
as dependent variables. The raw score totals for the seven Stages of Concern were used
for data analysis because George et al. (2006) strongly recommended the use of raw
scores of Stages of Concern in the statistical analyses instead of using the percentile
scores.

The rationale behind conducting MANOVA instead of separate ANOVAs is that

MANOVA tests the mean differences among groups on a combination of dependent
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variables while ANOVA considers only a single dependent variable. According to
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), MANOVA, which considers multiple dependent variables,
might sometimes be more powerful than a series of ANOVAs due to the fact that (a)
MANOVA offers protection against an exaggerated rejection of a true null hypothesis
resulting from conducting separate tests of potential correlated dependent variables and
(b) MANOVA, on some occasions, might detect differences not shown in separate
ANOVAs; for example, one level of an independent variable may have an effect over
other levels only on one of the dependent variables being tested. If this dependent
variable is not considered in the study, the effect is missing.

SPSS generally reports a number of statistics, labeled Wilks’ lambda, Pillai’s
trace, Hotelling’s trace, and Roy’s largest root, that evaluate the two-way between-
subjects MANOVA hypothesis relating to the second research question. This hypothesis
stated that the raw score means on the seven Stages of Concern are equal across groups in
terms of gender and types of school programs. The Wilks’ lambda statistic (A), the most
frequently reported statistic in the social science literature, was used to detect the
significant main effects of gender and type of school program and their interaction on the
Stages of Concern. These main effects were evaluated at the .05 Level of Significance (p
=.05). The multivariate eta square (°), the multivariate effect size associated with
Wilks’ lambda statistic (A), was used to determine the amount of the relationship
between the factor and the dependent variable. This statistic ranged in value from 0 to 1,
where a 0 indicates that the dependent variable is not associated with the independent

variable (factor), while a 1 indicates the strongest potential association. Green and
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Salkind (2005) stated that ““it is unclear what should be considered a small, medium, and
large effect size for this statistic” (p. 220).

To answer the third research question, “Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when
they use technology in their teaching? If so, what are the factors that stand opposite the
use of technology?” a ten-factor list was utilized (see Appendix O) along with a response
scale ranging from 1 to 5 with the following indications: (a) strong disagreement, (b)
disagreement, (c) neutrality, (d) agreement, and (e) strong agreement, each of which
represents an interval level of measurement. The responses of the 10 factors were entered
into a data set using SPSS. Once the data entry was completed, the responses of each
factor were totaled and averaged. Then, the ten factor averages were displayed in a bar
chart for further examination and discussion.

To answer the fourth research question, “Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for
incorporating technology into their teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this
challenging task?” a six-factor list was utilized (see Appendix O). By following the same
procedures above, the sex factor averages were displayed in a bar chart for further
investigation.

Data Screening Prior to Analysis

Prior to the data analysis, variables of interest were examined through several
SPSS programs for accuracy of data entry, unequal sample sizes in each cell of the study
design, the power of the analysis, missing data, univariate and multivariate outliers, and
fit between their distributions and the assumptions of multivariate analysis including:
multivariate normality, homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices, linearity, and

multicollinearity. The study data were first sorted by gender and type of school program
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into five different groups. Accuracy of input was judged by means, standard deviations,
and the maximum and minimum values, reaching for plausibility. According to
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), MANOVA requires having more cases than dependent
variables in each cell of the design, which, in turn, contributes to the homogeneity of
variances of the dependent variables across groups and ensures adequate power of the
analysis. The researcher was extremely attentive in making the sample sizes in each cell
of the design sufficient to the extent that the cases-to-dependent-variables ratio would be
sufficient. The power of the multivariate test was also judged based on the relationships
among dependent variables within a correlation matrix. The higher the negative
correlation between the two dependent variables, the higher the power of the multivariate
test.

Missing data is one of the most common problems in data analysis. The problem
usually happens when participants unintentionally jump or deliberately refuse to answer
an item or a couple of items on a research questionnaire. Several steps were carefully
followed in this study for handling missing values. The first step was to observe the
pattern of the missing data in order to determine whether they are described as “MCAR
(missing completely at random), MAR (missing at random, called ignorable non-
response), or MNAR (missing not at random or non-ignorable)” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007, p. 62). The decision about deleting cases was dismissed since the proportion of
cases with missing data was high (31%). In addition, the decision about dropping a
dependent variable with a lot of missing data was unacceptable since all seven dependent

variables were critical to the data analysis. It appeared that there was a necessity to
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include cases with missing values in the analysis, therefore, a process of estimating
missing data was taken into consideration.

There are several ways to obtain estimates for the missing values, such as prior
knowledge, mean substitution, regression, expectation maximum, and multiple
imputation. However, the present study depended on multiple imputation since it is the
most respectable and trustworthy one among the other methods. Wayman (2003) stated
that multiple imputation is “an attractive choice as a solution to missing data problems
because it represents a good balance between quality of results and ease of use” (p. 4). In
the multiple imputation approach, missing values for any survey item are predicted using
existing values from other items. The predicted values, called usually “imputed values,”
are replaced with the missing values, which in turn bring about a complete data set called
an “imputed data set.” This process is carried out multiple times to produce multiple
imputed data sets. That is the rationale behind calling this procedure “multiple
imputation.” The analysis of choice is then conducted separately for each imputed data
set, which produces a set of estimates (e.g., means, standard deviations, etc.). These
estimates are then combined to produce one overall estimate for each survey item.

Since gender and school program (Alraeda, Tatweer, Regular) were categorical
variables of interest in the present research study, the original data set was initially split
into six groups. Then, SPSS Multiple Imputation analysis was utilized to generate five
data sets separately for each group. Most researchers in the social sciences suggest that
five imputations are usually enough to obtain fair estimates for missing data (Robin,
1996). Once the five imputed data sets had been created, descriptive statistics were

performed separately on the five new data sets to produce means for the survey items in
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each group. Once the means had been produced, all that remained was to combine the
means by the item and group and take their average for the missing values. Since the
proportion of missing values was high, the researcher considered repeating the analysis
with and without missing values in order to have confidence in them.

Screening data for outliers is a critical early step in almost every statistical
analysis because the presence of outliers in the data analysis can frequently lead to Type |
and Type Il errors, with little evidence as to the influence they have on the analysis. In
this study outliers were sought separately within each group in both univariate and
multivariate analyses, among both discrete and continuous variables, and among both
independent and dependent variables. Both statistical and graphical procedures were used
to detect univariate outliers. Among the discrete variables, cases with unusual inputs were
easily found through the frequency distributions used during the preliminary process of
data screening. Among the continuous variables, cases with standardized scores in excess
of 3.29 at p <.001 for a two-tailed test were considered potential outliers. In addition to
inspection of standardized scores, histograms and box plots were created to screen for
other potential outliers. Univariate outliers appear in the histogram as a few cases seem to
vary from the rest of the distribution. While in the box plot, outliers appear as a point or
few points that lie a considerable distance from others. In the multivariate situation, the
statistical measure used for detecting outliers was Mahalanobis distance. The
Mahalanobis distance value was evaluated as a chi-square ¥ value at p < .001 with
degrees of freedom equal to the number of dependent variables, in this case seven:

awareness, informational, personal, management, consequence, collaboration, and
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refocusing. So, any case with a Mahalanobis distance greater than * (7) = 24.322 was
considered a multivariate outlier.

The first assumption of multivariate analysis is that variance-covariance matrices
of the dependent variables are equal across cells of the design. This assumption is known
as homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices and is also the same as the
assumption of homoscedasticity in the case of ungrouped data. Homoscedasticity refers
to the variability in scores for one continuous variable is the same at all levels of another
continuous variable. It is related to the assumption of normality, meaning that if the two
dependent variables are normally distributed, the relationship between them is
homoscedastic. The Box’s M, a statistical test for evaluating the null hypothesis stating
that the observed variance-covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal
across different groups, was not employed due to the discrepant sample sizes across the
six groups, gender (male and female) x school program (Alraeda, Tatweer, Regular), with
a ratio of almost 11:1 for males to females within the Alraeda program. Instead, sample
variances were compared across the six groups according to the criterion that for each
dependent variable the ratio of largest to smallest variance approaches a ratio of 10:1.
Having met that criterion, it can be said that the discrepancy in the sample sizes across
the six groups did not violate the assumptions underlying the use of MANOVA.

Normality is another critical assumption of multivariate analyses that has to be
taken into account. Data that violate normality can lead to misinformed outcomes.
Therefore, researchers should evaluate the multivariate normality before executing the
analysis, because any judgment or conclusion founded on non-normal data is perhaps

spurious. In other words, multivariate normality is the assumption that implies that each
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dependent variable in each cell of the design is normally distributed and all possible
linear combinations of the dependent variables are normally distributed (Burdenski, 2000;
George, 2001; Green & Salkind, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The assumption
specifically implies two different examinations: (a) all dependent variables must be
univariate normal and (b) all possible pairs of dependent variables must be bivariate
normal. According to Burdenski (2000), although univariate and bivariate examinations
are necessary prerequisites for evaluating the multivariate normality, they still provide an
incomplete depiction for a multivariate normal distribution. Unfortunately, SPSS does not
currently offer direct statistical and graphical procedures for evaluating multivariate
normality. An SPSS macro programmed by DeCarlo (2011) (see appendix T) was
utilized to evaluate multivariate normality in the study data through a scatter plot of
Mahalanobis distances (D?) against derived chi-square y values. Mahalanobis distance
refers to “the distance of a case from the centroid where the centroid is the point defined
by the means of all the variables taken as a whole” (Burdenski, 2000, p. 19). There are
two signs to be noticed to explore multivariate normality through the scatter plot of D?
values against chi-square x* values: (a) a straight diagonal line running from the lower left
corner to the upper right corner of the plot (b) any case far from the centroid is
considered a potential multivariate outlier which might have a hand in non-normality, so
this case should be removed from the data set to attain multivariate normality. Since the
study data were separated into five different groups in terms of gender and type of school
program, each group had to meet its own multivariate normality standard.

MANOVA assumes linear relationships among all pairs of dependent variables.

Linearity is usually detected by inspection of bivariate scatterplots between pairs of
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dependent variables. Criteria for determining linearity and non-linearity through the
bivariate scatterplot were as follows: (a) if the two variables are normally distributed and
linearly related, the scatterplot between them looks the elliptical shape and (b) if one of
the two variables is non-normal, then the scatterplot between this variable and the other is
not elliptical (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Since this study had seven dependent variables
and subjects were divided into five different groups, screening all possible pairs of the
dependent variables for linearity within each group was burdensome. Thus, the
significance tests for both kurtosis and skewness were used to exmaine the distributions
of the dependent variables statistically. The obtained kurtosis and skewness values were
evaluated against the null hypothesis of zero. Moreover, the graphical method was
employed to create frequency histograms for the seven dependent variables within each
of the five groups. Only pairs of variables that had true non-normality were examined
through bivariate scatterplots.

Screening data for multicollinearity and singularity is an important step in almost
every multivariate analysis. According to Haworth (1996), multicollinearity is a statistical
problem where two or more dependent variables in the multivariate model are highly
correlated (.90 and above), while singularity is also a problem in which dependent
variables are redundant, meaning that one of the dependent variables is a combination of
two or more of the other variables. In this study, a correlation matrix of the dependent
variables was first examined, but as it is known that reliance on one approach is not an
adequate examination (Luchters & Chakrabarty, 2006), so two approaches were used.
Therefore, collinearity diagnostics in the SPSS were further used to detect the presence of

multicollinearity in the multivariate analysis. These diagnostics produce a condition
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index for each root (dimension) as well as variance proportions associated with each
dependent variable after standardization. The condition index is a standard measure of
dependency of one dependent variable on the others; the higher the condition index, the
stronger this dependency and the larger the standard error of the estimator for this
dependent variable. The root or dimension explains some proportion of the variance of
each parameter being estimated. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), collinearity
is spotted by finding two or more dependent variables that have large proportions of
variance (.50 and above) that correspond to a condition index greater than 30 for a given

root (dimension).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Data Screening

A total of 477 questionnaire packets were manually delivered to 15 schools within
one selected school district located in Medina, Saudi Arabia. A return rate of 63.31% was
obtained with a total response of 302 classroom teachers of grades 1 through 12. The 25
unanswered and irrelevant questionnaires, about 8.28%, were eliminated, leaving a total
response of 277 participants, with a rate of 91.72%.

Prior to analysis, all the raw data collected from 277 respondents were examined
through various SPSS programs for accuracy of entry and missing values, as described in
Chapter 3. The input was accurate according to plausible means, standard deviations and
ranges, and reasonable maximum and minimum values of each of the survey items. The
sample indicated that 86 of the respondents had missing values, with a rate of 31%. SPSS
MVA (Missing Values Analysis) was conducted to highlight the pattern of missing
values and to determine whether data were randomly missing. Little’s MCAR (missing
completely at random) test statistically disclosed a non-desired significant result: p =
0.001, confirming that the pattern of missing values diverged from randomness.
However, the Separate Variance t Tests revealed a systematic relationship between
missingness and other survey items (other than items that form the dependent variables of
the main analysis) in the data set, showing that data were missing in a random pattern or,
in other words, the data behaved in accordance with the MAR (missing at random)
pattern. Due to the evidence of randomness in the pattern of missing data and the high

proportion of missing values, the Multiple Imputation (MI) method was found to be the



75

most reasonable and respectable approach of dealing with the missing data. All the
survey items (n = 58), either critical (n = 53) or uncritical (n = 5) to the analysis, were
retained for the analysis because each item with missing values had fewer than 5% of the
cases. The missing values on each item were replaced with the average means of the five
imputed data sets created for each group.

The variables of the main analysis were examined through various SPSS
programs for the purpose of spotting univariate outliers using a criterion z > 3.3, o =
0.001 and multivariate outliers using a criterion critical y* (7) = 24.322, o.= 0.001. The
variables were examined separately among female and male teachers working within
three different types of school programs: Alraeda (N femate = 14, N matle = 150), Tatweer (n
femate = 20, N maie = 16), and Regular (N temale = 46, N mate = 31). One case in the Regular
female group was a univariate outlier because of its extremely low z score on the
personal variable. This case was deleted, leaving 45 cases in that group. According to the
box plots, one case in the Alraeda female group was found to be a univariate outlier on
the personal and refocusing variables because it fell very far away from the box. This
case was deleted, leaving 13 cases in that group. By using Mahalanobis distance with p <
0.001, one case was identified as a multivariate outlier in the Alraeda male group. This
case was deleted, leaving 149 cases in that group. With the three outliers deleted, 274
cases remained in the whole sample for further analysis.

Sample Description

The participants’ major demographics are described in Table 4 below.
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Table 4
Major Demographic for Participants
Demographic N Percentage
Gender
Male 196 71.5%
Female 78 28.5%
Type of School Program
Alraeda 162 59.2%
Tatweer 36 13.1%
Regular 76 28.7%
Teaching Level
Elementary 91 33.2%
Intermediate 55 20.1%
Secondary 128 46.7%
Subject Matter
Humanities 83 30.3%
Social Sciences 59 21.5%
Natural Sciences 94 34.3%
Elementary Multiple Subjects 27 9.9%
Missing 11 4%
Perceptions of technology
integration levels
No skill 18 6.6%
Beginning level 43 15.7%
Intermediate level 151 55.1%
Advanced level 59 21.5%
Missing 3 1.1%

(continued)
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Demographic N Percentage
Technology experience in
teaching (years)
Never 13 4.7%
1 22 8%
2 20 7.3%
3 38 13.9%
4 37 13.5%
5and more 144 52.6%
Technology- based training
Not received 126 46%
Received 148 54%

Research Question 1

At what stages of concern do Saudi teachers perceive their technology

implementation to be?

Teachers’ responses on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire were analyzed to

identify their concerns toward implementation of technology in the classroom. In short,

item responses were grouped by gender and type of school program and summed

according to each of the seven Stages of Concern (see Appendix J). The raw score totals

were averaged and then the raw averages were converted to percentile scores according

to the Quick Score Device (see Appendix J). The percentile scores were used to represent

the seven Stages of Concern. In order to derive clear meaning of concerns that teachers

experienced during the implementation of technology in the classroom, a group profile

analysis was employed. According George et al. (2006), a profile analysis can provide a
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rich picture of grouped data by examining and interpreting high and low scores among
the seven Stages of Concern. In this section, six graphic profiles were created: total
sample profile, female and male profiles, and three school program profiles.
The Stages of Concern Profile according to the Total Sample

Figure 1 displays a line chart of percentile scores for all seven Stages of Concern
for the total group of teachers. The percentiles were between 87 and 43 and revealed that
classroom teachers as a whole had the most intense concern in stage 0, awareness (87%).
The distinct peaking at the awareness stage indicated either experienced users who were
no longer particularly concerned about the innovation (the use of technology in teaching)
or were more concerned about things not related to the innovation, such as pursuing a
higher education degree, or were preoccupied with another change process or indicated
novice users who were just becoming aware of the innovation and had little knowledge
and skills about it (Hall & Hord, 1987). With the absence of peaking at stage 3
(management) and the presence of high percentile scores at stage 0 (awareness, 87%),
stage 1 (informational, 80%), and stage 2 (personal, 78%) successively, there was clear
indication of non-transition from self concerns (stages 0, 1, 2) to task concerns (stage 3),
which confirmed that teachers’ concerns toward the innovation were still self-centered.
Both the peak stage 0 (awareness) and the second highest stage 1 (informational)
suggested that classroom teachers were considered novice users who were just becoming
aware of the innovation and wanted more information about it. The profile also showed
that these teachers had minimal or no concerns regarding the impact of the innovation on
learners according to the recognizable valley that occurred at stage 4 (consequence,

43%). The distinct tailing-up on stage 6 (refocusing) indicated novice users who had
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ideas about how to improve the implementation of technology in the classroom, but these
ideas might not have worked properly due to the lack of knowledge and skills necessary

for reaching effective implementation.
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Figure 1: Stages of concern profile of the total sample

The pattern in Figure 1 generally revealed that self concerns (awareness,
informational, personal) were more intense among classroom teachers than other sorts of
concern, such as task concerns (management) and impact concerns (consequence,
collaboration, refocusing). In short, the Stages of Concern profile for the total sample
suggested average novice implementers who had little familiarity with use of technology
in the teaching and learning process, who demonstrated their willingness to obtain more

knowledge and skills that would enable the implementation process to go more smoothly,
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and who had concerns about how the use of technology will affect them on a personal
level. Additionally, the tailing-up at stage 6 (refocusing) supported the notion that the
average implementer had ideas about how to improve innovation, but these ideas would
not be achievable because of lack of experience.
The Stages of Concern Profiles According to the Gender Factor

Figure 2 displays different profiles of the percentile scores for male and female
groups in all seven Stages of Concern compared to the overall profile of concerns for the
total sample. The profile for female teachers resembled the profile of the total sample
with the exception of the higher percentile scores showing on the female response
pattern. A high stage 0 (awareness, 94%), indicated established users who were no longer
particularly concerned about the innovation (the use of technology in teaching) or were
more concerned about things not related to the innovation such as pursuing a higher
education degree or preoccupied with another change process, or indicated novice users
who lacked knowledge and skills required for reaching the effective use of technology in
the educational setting. There appeared to be modest differences in the response pattern,
specifically, between the second high percentile at Stage 1, informational (90%), and the
third high percentile at Stage 2, personal (89%), (Stage 1 slightly higher than Stage 2).
The minor difference between the informational and personal concerns indicated that
female users who were more concerned about learning the substantive nature of the
innovation and the requirements of its implementation also had concerns with respect to
their ability to respond to these requirements. With the absence of peaking at Stage 3,
management, there was no obvious indication of progression from self to task concerns

for female teachers, so their concerns were inclined to the self orientation. The lowest
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stage, Stage 4, consequence (63%), indicated that female teachers had not overcome task
concerns (73%) yet; therefore, their consequence concerns related to the influences of the
innovation on students’ learning were low. The distinct tailing-up on Stage 6, refocusing
(87%), clearly suggested that female teachers had some suggestions regarding improving
the use of technology in the teaching and learning process, but not all the suggestions
were on the right track due to the lack of knowledge and skills required of the female
teachers themselves.

The Stages of Concern profile for the male group was like the profile of the total
sample with the exception of the lower percentile scores in the male response profile and
the second peaking spotted in Stage 2 (personal). Although a high Stage 0 (awareness,
81%) indicated novice users who were just becoming cognizant of the innovation, Stage
2 (personal, 76%) was equal to or more intense than Stage 1 (informational, 75%), which
suggested novice users who were concerned about how they were personally affected by
the innovation more than about acquiring knowledge about the essential nature of the
innovation. With the disappearance of peaking at Stage 3 (management), there was no
apparent sign of movement from self concerns (Stages 0, 1, 2) to task concerns (Stage 3)
for male teachers, so their concerns were still within the self phase. The valley at Stage 4
(consequence, 33%) indicated that task concerns for male teachers have not diminished
yet; therefore, they did not pay attention to the impact of the innovation on students’
learning. The distinct tailing-up on Stage 6 (refocusing, 65%) clearly suggested novice
users who had some ideas about how to improve the innovation, but these ideas might
have been negative toward the innovation due to the lack of knowledge and skills

required of the users themselves.
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Figure 2. Stages of concern profiles for male and female groups compared to the profile
of the total sample

The Stages of Concern Profiles According to the School Program Factor

When school program was considered as a main factor within the data analysis,
the stages of concern profile for each program was formulated. These profiles included
plotting the seven Stages of Concern along the horizontal axis and their corresponding
percentile scores up the vertical axis (see Figure 3). Teachers across the three school
programs (Alraeda, Tatweer, and Regular) shared concerns that had a continuous decline
from the top at stage O (awareness) to the bottom at stage 4 (consequence) and then
followed with a moderate increase from stage 5 (collaboration) to stage 6 (refocusing).
The peaking at stage 0 along with stage 1 being the second highest stage suggested

novice users who were just getting attentive to the innovation and expressed their
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willingness to learn more about the innovation. The non-peaking at stage 3 (management)
did come into view within the three school program profiles, so there was no evident
pattern of evolvement from a dimension of self concerns to a dimension of task concerns.
Teachers among the three school programs exhibited minimal concerns at stage 4

(consequence), which suggested novice users who were still in a struggle with the
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Figure 3. The stages of concern profiles according to the school program factor

innovation in terms of lack of knowledge and skills. Because of this they did show much

less consideration of the academic consequences related to student learning.
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Each school program profile had distinct tailing-up on stage 6 (refocusing) but
with different levels of relative intensity. The tailing-up on that stage indicated novice
users who had ideas to do things differently within the innovation, but these ideas were
likely to be negative concerning the innovation because of their lack of experience in
dealing with the innovation. Based on the previous results, teachers across the three
school programs were found to be more consistent with that of the “novice user”
hypothesized by Hall and Hord (1987).

Research Question 2

Are there significant differences in Stages of Concern among Saudi teachers with

different personal and professional characteristics such as gender and type of

school program?

A 2 (gender: male and female) x 3 (type of school program: Alraeda, Tatweer,
and Regular) between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
performed on six dependent variables: awareness, informational, personal, management,
consequence, collaboration, and refocusing. Total N of 277 was reduced to 274 with the
deletion of two univariate outliers and one multivariate outlier at p < 0.001. Results of
evaluation of assumptions of normality, linearity, and multicollinearity were satisfactory.
For the homogeneity of variance—covariance matrices, the sample sizes for the subgroups
were widely discrepant, with a ratio of almost 11:1 for the Alraeda male to Alraeda
female groups. However, no dependent variable met the ratio of largest to smallest
variance approach 10:1(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As a matter of fact, the largest ratio
was about 4.8:1 for the regular male group to Alraeda female group on the refocusing

dependent variable. So, the discrepancy in sample sizes did not invalidate the use of
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MANOVA. Levene's homogeneity of variance test was statistically significant for the
informational (p = .015) and personal (p = .006) dependent variables.

Using Wilk's criterion (A) as the omnibus test statistic, the combined dependent
variables were significantly affected by both gender, Wilk’s A = 0.83, F(7, 262) = 7.80, p
<.001, and school program, Wilk’s A = 0.90, F(14, 524) = 2.12, p = .01, but not by their
interaction, Wilk’s A = 0.92, F(14, 524) = 1.67, p > 0.05. The results reflected a small
multivariate association between the combined dependent variables and the gender factor,
partial n2 = .17. The multivariate association was even less substantial between the
school program and the dependent variables, partial n2 = .05. Table 5 contains the means
and the standard deviations on the dependent variables for gender groups (male and
female) and school program groups (Alraeda, Tatweer, and Regular).

To probe for the statistically significant multivariate effects, a group of analyses
of variances (ANOVAs) were conducted on each individual dependent variable. For the
awareness dependent variable, there was a significant main effect for gender, F(1, 268) =
5.22, p = .02, partial n2 = .019. Awareness concerns were significantly higher for female
teachers relative to male teachers (See Table 5). There was a significant main effect for
the school program, F(2, 268) = 5.46, p = .005, partial n2 = .039. A post-hoc analysis of
this main effect using Tukey HSD revealed that awareness concerns were significantly
lower (p =.001 and p =.015) for both regular school teachers and Alraeda school
teachers relative to Tatweer school teachers. No significant differences were found
between Alraeda and Regular school teachers (p = .616). Table 5 contains the means and

the standard deviations on the awareness dependent variable for three school programs.
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations on the Dependent Variables according to the Gender
and School Program Factors

Gender School Program
Male Female Alraeda Tatweer Regular
Dependent
Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Awareness  14.46 5.63 17.23 522 1456 5.35 18.33 6.33 15.26 551
Informational  21.15 6.27 25 5.18 21.73 6.13 22.06 7.57 23.45 5.59
Personal 20.64 7.36 26.67 5.73 2154 7.26 22.03 7.66 24.26 7.41
Management  16.77 7.22 19.38 7.87 16.58 7.14 20.44 8.23 18.11 7.55
Consequence 21.17 7.52 26.64 6.37 2228 751 2181 781 24.13 7.64
Collaboration 21.36 7.84 26.10 6.90 224 781 21.89 8.22 24.09 7.75

Refocusing 19.74 6.55 26.03 5.43 20.89 6.44 21.83 6.94 22.76 757

For the informational dependent variable, there was a significant main effect for
gender, F(1, 268) = 18.35, p < .001, partial n2 = .064. Informational concerns were
significantly higher for female teachers in comparison with male teachers (See Table 5).
There was not a statistically significant main effect for the school program, F(2, 268) =
.662, p = .517, partial n2 =.005. This indicated that Alraeda, Tatweer, and Regular
school teachers were not significantly different from each other in terms of the
informational concerns. For the personal dependent variable, there was a significant main
effect for gender, F(1, 268) = 31.53, p <.001, partial n2 = .11. Personal concerns were
significantly higher for female teachers (M = 26.67) in relation to male teachers (M =
20.64). There was not a statistically significant main effect for the school program factor,

F(2, 268) = 1.27, p = .28, partial n2 = .009. This result indicated no significant
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differences were found in the personal level of concern among teachers who were
working within the three school programs.

For the task dependent variable, the ANOVA results indicated a significant main
effect for the school program on management, F(2, 268) = 3.45, p = .033, partial 2 =
.025, and a non-significant main effect for gender, F(1, 268) = 2.68, p = .103, partial n2 =
.01. The main effect for the school program pointed to the presence of significant
differences among the three school program groups in terms of management issues;
therefore, follow-up analyses were conducted to determine these differences. The Tukey
HSD procedure was used to control for Type I error across the pairwise comparisons. The
results of this analysis indicated that teachers who were working in the Tatweer program
were more concerned about the management concerns than those who were in the
Alraeda program due to significant differences between Tatweer teachers (M = 20.44)
and Alraeda teachers (M = 16.58). Two of the three comparisons were not significant, the
comparisons associated with the Regular and Alraeda groups and with the Regular and
Tatweer groups.

For the impact dependent variables, there were significant main effects for gender
on the consequence, F(1, 268) = 29.32, p < .001, partial n2 = .099, the collaboration, F(1,
268) = 22.04, p <.001, partial n2 = .076, and the refocusing, F(1, 268) = 49.37, p <.001,
partial n2 = .156. These results indicated that consequence, collaboration, and refocusing
concerns were significantly higher for female teachers in comparison with male teachers.
The means and standard deviations for the impact concerns as a function of the gender
factor are presented in Table 5. There were not statistically significant main effects for

the school program on the consequence, F(2, 268) = 2.02, p = .13, partial n2 = .015, the
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collaboration, F(2, 268) = 1.17, p = .31, partial n2 = .009, and the refocusing, F(2, 268) =
1.86, p = .16, partial n2 = .014. These results indicated no significant differences were
found in the impact stages of concern among teachers who were working within the three
school programs. The means and standard deviations for the impact concerns as a
function of the school program factor are presented in Table 5.

Research Question 3

Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when they use technology in their teaching? If

so, what are the factors that stand opposite the use of technology?

Teachers who might be committed to integrating technology in the classroom
might find the process demanding due to the barriers that exist. To address whether the
present use of technology is problematic within the school context in Saudi Arabia,
classroom teachers were asked about 10 factors influencing the use of instructional
technology in an unfavorable manner. They were asked to rate their level of accord on a
five-point Likert scale as follows: (1) strongly disagree; (2) disagree; (3) undecided; (4)
agree; and (5) strongly agree. Coefficient Alpha showed a reliability of .74 for this scale,
which points to an acceptable level of internal consistency. Table 6 lists the 10 items in a
descending order according to the mean of teachers’ responses to each item. The number
and percentage of participants who were in accord with each item have also been
included. This number was calculated using the dichotomous scores by assigning a value
of 1 for either a ‘Strongly Agree’ response or an ‘Agree’ response and a value of 0 for the
other responses. Thus, the maximum score that could be attained on this scale was 274
(the total number of teachers who participated in this study). These two pieces of

information were useful in identifying the number and percentage of times an item was
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actually identified by participants as being a barrier. The following section demonstrates

the significant barriers to the integration of technology into teaching, which teachers

experienced within the Saudi Arabian schools
Table 6:

Rank of Barriers to Technology Integration

Item Mean  Frequency * Percent
Insufficient training 4.26 232 84.7
Crowded computer lab 4.15 217 79.2
Weak training 4.09 216 78.8
Inadequate coursework 4.08 213 77.7
Plenty of broken equipment 3.93 202 73.7
Lack of equipment 3.76 188 68.6
Lack of time 3.71 189 69.0
Aged equipment 3.36 153 55.8
Difficult assessment 2.95 108 39.4
Difficult management 2.58 81 29.6

Note: *The number of participants who are in accord or strongly accord with an item.

As would be expected, the number of teachers who were in agreement and

strongly agreed with the item was related to the mean of teachers’ responses to the item

per se (See Table 6). The Pearson correlation coefficient between the frequency and mean

was significant, r(8) = 1, p <.001, which pointed to a very strong relationship. Eight

factors were identified as barriers by more than half of the teachers. Figure 4 shows these

barriers in descending order according to percentages of teachers who were in accord and

strongly accord with the barriers themselves. As would be expected from users who have
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not been concerned yet about the management of the innovation in the classroom and the
consequences for learners, difficulty of management (39.4%) and difficulty of assessment

(29.6%) were the least recognized barriers.

Difficult Management
Difficult Assessment

Aged Equipment

Lack of Equipment

Lack of Time

Plenty of Broken Equipment
inadequate Coursework
Weak Training 78.8

Crowded Computer Lab 79.2

Insufficient Training 84.7

Percentage
Figure 4. Rank of barriers to technology integration according to percentage

From classroom teachers’ perspectives, insufficiency of training was found to be
the biggest problem with using technology for teaching (M = 4.26). The vast majority of
classroom teachers (n = 232), with a rate approaching to 85%, agreed that technology-
based training programs were inadequate. Failure to provide enough in-service training
was the usual reason associated with the second-order or intrinsic barrier related to
teachers’ lack of knowledge and skills about the effective use of technology in the

classroom.
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Crowded computer laboratories were rated the second highest barrier (M = 4.15)
in the adoption of technology in the educational setting. A large cluster of classroom
teachers (n = 217), with a rate of 79.2%, agreed that the excessive number of students
involved in the educational computer laboratory posed a formidable challenge for them to
teach in an efficient way. The crowded tech environment might have arisen as a barrier
due to the teachers’ lack of knowledge of effective organizational strategies necessary for
managing technology resources within the student-centered classrooms.

The third biggest barrier reported by classroom teachers was the weakness of
technology-based training programs (M = 4.09). Many teachers (n = 216), with a rate of
78.8%, reported that the available in-service training on technology was not appropriate
or, in other words, the training activities tended to focus on the mechanical facet of
technology (e.g. how to operate a machine) with little attention to integrating technology
into specific subjects, how to select software, how to organize the classroom, and so on.

Another barrier to adoption of technology in the Saudi school context was the
perception of inadequate coursework within teacher education programs (M = 4.08). A
large number of the classroom teachers (n = 213), with a rate of 77.7%, agreed that the
amount of training on technology given to them within the pre-service education was
trivial to the extent that it did not sufficiently prepare them to properly use technology in
the school curriculum.

In general, classroom teachers had considerable broken-down equipment at their
schools (M = 3.93). This is usually attributed to lack of technical support and

inexperience caused by school administration. The extent of nonfunctional hardware and
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software needing to be fixed, ranked higher or very important by 73.7% of the classroom
teachers (n = 202).

Probably the greatest barrier to the use of technology in the classroom, however,
was simply lack of teacher time (M = 3.71); as time to attend in- or out-service training or
workshops, to test new machines and explore unfamiliar software, to collaborate with
other colleagues to determine what works and what does not, and to develop lessons
using new materials or strategies. The time needed to learn how to use instructional
technology was also ranked important by 69% of the classroom teachers (n = 189).

One basic prerequisite for the effective teacher use of technology is the
availability of functional equipment. Although the Saudi government has made
substantial investments in hardware and software over the past several years; many
schools, as perceived by 68% of classroom teachers (n = 188), lacked the basic
technology infrastructure necessary for reaching the most promising implementation of
technology in the educational setting. The study data showed general agreement from
classroom teachers, with a mean of 3.76, confirming that majority of schools in Saudi
Arabia were still ill equipped to take advantage of the potential presented by networks.

The aged equipment barrier was reported by 55.8% of the classroom teachers (n =
153). Relatively above the average of teachers’ agreement (M = 3.36) stated that
hardware in school was old to the extent that it might not handle many newer computer
applications and networking issues.

Research Question 4

Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for incorporating technology into their

teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this challenging task?
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This question sought to identify some possible incentives that would help confirm
teachers’ enthusiasm or interest in using technology in their teaching as well as identify
attitudes that influence teachers’ refusal or opposition to using technology in their
teaching. To address this question, classroom teachers were asked to rate their level of
agreement on six potential incentives according to a five-point Likert scale as follows: (1)
strongly disagree; (2) disagree; (3) neutral; (4) agree; and (5) strongly agree. Coefficient
Alpha revealed a reliability of .82 for this scale, which points to a very acceptable level of
internal consistency. Table 7 lists six items in a descending order according to the mean
of teachers’ responses to each item. The number and percentage of classroom teachers
who were in accord with each item have also been included. This number was computed
using the dichotomous scoring procedure by assigning a value of 1 for either a “Strongly
Agree” response or an “Agree” response and a value of 0 for the other responses. Thus,
the maximum score that could be attained on this scale was 274 (the total number of
teachers who participated in this study). These two pieces of information were helpful in
identifying the number and percentage of times an item was actually identified by
teachers as being an incentive. The next section illustrates the significant incentives that
keep Saudi teachers engaged in the integration of technology in the school curriculum.

As shown in Table 7, the averages of teachers’ responses to all the six incentives
ranged from 4.25 to 4.55. All the incentives received critical importance by 85.4% of the
respondents as a minimum and 92% as a maximum. The most important incentive for
92% of the classroom teachers (n = 252) was that “technology helps save time and effort
in teaching” (M = 4.55). Thus, the rest of the classroom activities might be teacher-

centered, in which students use technology to master facts and content (e.g. drill and
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practice) or be student-centered, in which students act as producers of knowledge through
conducting their own scientific inquiries or projects or becoming involved in
collaborative activities, and the teacher acts as the facilitator or coach.

Table 7

Rank of Incentives to Technology Integration According to the Mean

Item Mean  Frequency * Percent
3. Technology helps save time and 4.55 252 92.0
effort in teaching.

2. Technology improves the teaching 4.44 249 90.9
and learning process.

6. School administration encourages 4.40 245 89.4
teachers to use technology in their

teaching.

4. Technology motivates students to 4.38 247 90.1
learn in multiple ways.

1. Technology enables students to 4.34 248 90.5
acquire basic computer skills.

5. Technology provides a mean of 4.25 234 85.4
expanding and applying what has been

taught.

Note: *The number of participants who are in accord and strongly accord with an item.

In addition to being motivated by the potential of technology for saving time and
energy during instruction, around 91% of the classroom teachers (n = 249) were
motivated by the capability of technology to improve the instruction (M = 4.44). This
incentive is important for classroom teachers because it is usually accompanied by two
benefits: (a) a growth in student achievement resulting usually from students’ use of
technology in their learning, such as writing, data analysis, and problem solving; and (b)
an increase in student engagement where students can employ technology for their own

purposes.
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A message of support and encouragement from a school principal was also rated
higher (M = 4.40) by 89.4% of the classroom teachers (n = 245). This result was
significant for teachers because the principal, as a chief administrative officer in the
school building, has a critical role in upholding teachers’ desires to improve the school,
allocating valuable time to staff to attend in- and out-service programs and workshops,
allocating necessary resources to the staff, and encouraging them to take part in any
educational reform.

How exciting and motivating technology was for students to learn the subject
matter in multiple ways was rated, on average, higher (M = 4.38) or very important by
90.1% of classroom teachers (n = 247). This result (extrinsic incentive) worked as an
intrinsic incentive for classroom teachers to employ technology in the classroom because
they noticed that their students were more attracted to the lessons infused with
technology along with their increased interaction or interplay with technology during the
learning process.

Having students acquire basic computer skills to be computer-literate adults was
also ranked higher (M = 4.34) and received importance by 90.5% of the teachers (n =
248). This result indicates that classroom teachers were highly influenced by goals for
their students. They wanted their students to have sufficient knowledge and skills in
technology so they can use it for their own learning and be ready to face the current
global technology revolution. The result also indicated that teachers value their student’s
involvement in technology-based work.

A large majority (85.4%) of the classroom teachers (n = 234) were highly

motivated by the potential of technology for expanding students’ learning and applying
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what has been taught in a tangible manner (M = 4.25). A majority of teachers reported
that they were aware of the value or worth of technology in expanding students’ learning,
experience, capacity, and productivity. In addition, they were convinced that technology
is indispensable for their academic settings due to its possibility to create a real-world
environment for discovery and examination.

Additional Results

A group of seven multiple regression analyses were conducted to address whether
the 10 barriers to technology integration (insufficient training, crowded tech lab, weak
training, insufficient coursework, broken equipment, inadequate equipment, insufficient
time, old equipment, difficult assessment, difficult management) as independent variables
(predictors) were related to each of the seven Stages of Concern (awareness,
informational, personal, management, consequence, collaboration, refocusing), each of
which served separately as the dependent variable (criterion) within each regression
analysis. The analyses were performed using SPSS LINEAR REGRESSION and SPSS
EXPLORE for evaluation of assumptions.

With the use of az > [3.3|, p < .001criterion 4 univariate outliers among the cases
were found. These four cases were deleted, leaving 270 in a whole sample for further
analysis. With the use of a critical ¥ (7) = 24.322, p < .001criterion for Mahalanobis
distance, no multivariate outliers among the cases were found. With 270 respondents and
10 independent variables, the number of cases was well above the minimum requirement
of 114 (104+10) for testing individual predictors in the multiple regression. No cases had
missing values and no suppressor variables were found, N = 270. No multicollinearity

and singularity were evident within each of the seven analyses because none of the
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tolerances (1-the squared multiple correlation of each predictor) was low or approached
zero. With the examination of the scatterplot of the standardized residuals against the
predicted dependent variable values for each criterion variable, the assumptions of
normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity were met.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the
awareness stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 2.54, p < .01. The sample multiple correlation
coefficient was .30, indicating that approximately 9% of the variance of the awareness
concerns in the sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of the 10 barriers
to technology integration. For the regression coefficient (difficult assessment) that
differed significantly from zero, 95% confidence limits were calculated. The confidence
limits for the difficult assessment were 0.050 to 1.183. Based on the significant regression
coefficient, it is tempting to say that the only useful predictor is the difficult assessment
barrier. It alone accounted for approximately 2% of the variance of the awareness
concerns, while the other predictors contributed only the additional variance of 7% (9% -
2% = 7%). The size and the direction of the relationship suggest that teachers who have
more difficulty in assessing student learning resulting from technology experience higher
concerns at the awareness stage.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was not significantly related to the
Informational stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 1.84, p = 0.055.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the Personal
stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 1.97, p < 0.05. The sample multiple correlation coefficient
was .27, indicating that approximately 7% of the variance of the Personal concerns in the

sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of the 10 barriers to technology
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integration. For the two regression coefficients (plenty of broken equipment and difficult
assessment) that differed significantly from zero, 95% confidence limits were calculated.
The confidence limits for the difficult assessment were -1.520 to -0.014, and those for the
plenty of broken equipment were 0.282 to 2.019. These two significant independent
variables accounted for approximately 4% of the variance of the personal concerns, while
the other predictors contributed only the additional variance of 3% (7% - 4% = 3%). The
size and the direction of the relationships suggest that teachers who have more trouble
from broken-down equipment and have less difficulty in assessing student learning
coming from technology experience higher concerns at the personal stage.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the
management stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 6.99, p < 0.001. The sample multiple
correlation coefficient was .46, indicating that approximately 21% of the variance of the
management concerns in the sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of
the 10 barriers to technology integration. For the independent variable (lack of time) that
differed significantly from zero, 95% confidence limits were calculated. The confidence
limits for the lack of time were 0.844 to 2.455. This significant independent variable
alone accounted for approximately 5% of the variance of the management concerns,
while the other independent variables contributed only the additional variance of 16%
(21% - 5% = 16%). Based on the significant regression coefficient, it is tempting to say
that teachers who are more concerned about their own time limitations to use technology
in their teaching and also the limited scheduling to attend technology-based training

programs and workshops experience higher concerns at the management stage.
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The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the
consequence stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 3.55, p < 0.001. The sample multiple
correlation coefficient was .35, indicating that approximately 12% of the variance of the
consequence concerns in the sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of
the 10 barriers to technology integration. For the three regression coefficients (lack of
time, difficult management, and difficult assessment) that differed significantly from zero,
95% confidence limits were calculated. The confidence limits for the lack of time were -
1.774 to -0.040, and those for the difficult management were -1.611 to -0.081, and those
for difficult assessment were -1.779 to -0.286. These three significant independent
variables accounted for approximately 5.6% of the variance of the consequence concerns,
while the other independent variables contributed only the extra variance of 6.4% (12% -
5.6% = 6.4%). The size and the direction of the relationships suggest that classroom
teachers who have less time constraints, have less difficulty in managing the innovation
and have less difficulty in assessing student learning coming from the innovation usage
experience higher concerns at the consequence stage.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the
collaboration stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 2.63, p < 0.001. The sample multiple
correlation coefficient was .31, indicating that 9.2% of the variance of the collaboration
concerns in the sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of the 10 barriers
to technology integration. For the two regression coefficients (plenty of broken equipment
and difficult assessment) that differed significantly from zero, 95% confidence limits
were computed. The confidence limits for the plenty of broken equipment were 0.161 to

1.974, and those for the difficult assessment were -1.921 to -0.349. These two significant
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independent variables accounted for approximately 4.7% of the variance of the
collaboration concerns, which was nearly equal to the additional variance of 4.5% (9.2%
- 4.7% = 4.5%) shared jointly by the other predictors or independent variables. The size
and the direction of the relationships suggest that teachers who have more trouble from
broken-down equipment and have less difficulty in assessing student learning coming
from technology express higher concerns at the collaboration stage.

The linear combination of the 10 barriers was significantly related to the
refocusing stage of concern, F(10, 259) = 3.29, p < 0.01. The sample multiple correlation
coefficient was .34, indicating that 11.3% of the variance of the refocusing concerns in
the sample can be accounted for by the linear combination of the 10 barriers to
technology integration. For the three independent variables (plenty of broken-down
equipment, aged equipment, and difficult management) that differed significantly from
zero, 95% confidence limits were computed. The confidence limits for the plenty of
broken-down equipment were 0.389 to 1.950, and those for the aged equipment were
0.402 to 1.966, and those for the difficult management were -1.565 to -0.178. These three
significant independent variables accounted for 8.1% of the variance of the refocusing
concerns, while the other independent variables contributed only the supplemental
variance of 3.2% (11.3% - 8.1% = 3.2%). The size and the direction of the relationships
suggest that classroom teachers who suffer more from the broken-down and aged
equipment and have less difficulty in managing the innovation within the classroom often
experience higher concerns at the refocusing stage where teachers make suggestions for

improvement and the overcoming of difficulties.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Researchers share the view that educational technology could have a positive
influence on the educational system. Saudi Arabia is a country that has mandated the
adoption of technology into the curriculum in all public schools, including male and
female schools, and across three different kinds of school programs, including Tatweer,
Alraeda, and Regular. This mandate raised the necessity among classroom teachers to
learn technology and understand its potential for changing the educational process,
which, in turn, led them to in-service training so they can integrate technology resources
effectively in the classroom.

Many in-service training efforts are currently seeking to augment teachers’ ability
to accommodate technology into their instructional techniques. However, the majority of
Saudi teachers perceived these in-service efforts as ineffective (Alhazmi et al., 2010).
This is usually because little attention is being paid to certain concerns these teachers
bring to technology being implemented in schools. If an in-service training event is to be
organized effectively, teachers’ concerns must be taken into consideration. Therefore, the
aim in the first part of this study was to identify the concerns of a group of teachers
implementing technology in the public school settings in Saudi Arabia. In the second
part, the aim was to examine the relationships between teachers’ concerns and other
demographic factors such as gender and type of school program.

In spite of the availability of technology in schools, not all teachers adopted it for
use in their teaching because of barriers that exist (Alhazmi et al., 2010). The third part of

this study dealt with an examination of the status of technology use among teachers in
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Saudi Arabia in order to identify critical barriers that oppose their technology
implementation in the classroom.

Even though technology resources have found their way into schools, research
revealed that technology is still underutilized. The consequence of underutilization of
technology is that the availability of technology in schools is high, but teachers’ desire
for use is low (Marcinkiewicz, 1993). Thus, the fourth part of this study sought to
determine whether or not classroom teachers in Saudi Arabia are self motivated to
incorporate technology into their teaching and what keeps them involved in this
demanding task.

All four objectives of the study mentioned above come together to formulate the
following research questions:

1. At what Stages of Concern do Saudi teachers perceive their technology
implementation to be?

2. Are there significant differences in Stages of Concern among Saudi teachers with
different personal and professional characteristics, such as gender and type of
school program?

3. Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when they use technology in their teaching? If
so, what are the factors that stand opposite the use of technology?

4. Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for incorporating technology into their
teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this challenging task?

Teachers’ Concerns about Technology Use in the Classroom
RQ 1. At what Stages of Concern do Saudi teachers perceive their technology

implementation to be?
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The Stages of Concern profile for the whole sample (see Figure 1) directly
addressed Research Question 1. This profile displays several pieces of information about
the current concerns of teachers who use technology in their teaching. The presence of
successive high intense concerns at stage 0 (awareness), stage 1 (informational), and
stage 2 (personal) indicates that teachers’ concerns about the innovation (the use of
technology in teaching) are self-centered. These self-concerns belong to a group of
inexperienced users who have "feelings of potential inadequacy, self-doubts about the
knowledge required, or uncertainty about the situation they are about to face" (Hall &
Hord, 1987, p. 57). A first high stage 0 (awareness) indicates classroom teachers are just
becoming aware of the innovation and have little familiarity with it. A second high stage
1 (informational) indicates that classroom teachers demonstrate their willingness to get
knowledge and skills that enable the technology implementation process go smoothly in
the classroom. A third high stage 2 (personal) indicates that the classroom teachers have
concerns about how the use of technology in teaching would affect them on a personal
level. With the absence of peaking at stage 3 (management), there is no obvious
indication of progression from self to task concerns for classroom teachers, so their
concerns about the innovation are still inclined to the self orientation. A remarkable
valley located at stage 4 (consequence) suggests that classroom teachers have no
concerns regarding the impact of the innovation on student learning at this moment. The
rise in stage 5 (collaboration) indicates that classroom teachers have a tendency to work
with other technology specialists or other experienced colleagues for the purpose of
obtaining a clear understanding of the curricular uses of technology in a specific subject

area. The tailing up on stage 6 (refocusing) indicates that classroom teachers have some
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ideas about how to improve the innovation, but these ideas are more likely to be
inefficient towards the innovation because of a lack of basic understanding or knowledge
about the innovation.
In summary, classroom teachers in this study should be classified as
inexperienced users whose concerns about the innovation (the use of technology in
teaching) are centered on three stages of self concerns including awareness where
teachers have little familiarity with the innovation, informational where teachers display
willingness to learn new uses of the innovation, and personal where teachers want to
know how these uses impact one’s professional role. In addition to the self-concerns,
teachers show a tendency to link with others to learn tangible uses of the innovation.
Additionally, these teachers pay minor attention to logistics, time, and management
issues relative to the innovation and no attention at all to the impact of the innovation on
learners.
Teachers’ Concerns in Relation to Gender and School Program Factors

RQ 2. Are there significant differences in Stages of Concern among Saudi teachers with
different personal and professional characteristics such as gender and type of
school program?

Figures 2 and 3, Table 5, and the results of multivariate analysis of variance
directly address Research Question 2. The Stages of Concern profile for the gender factor
shown in Figure 2 indicates that male and female teachers have concerns about the
innovation similar to those expressed by the whole group. This finding means that both
groups of teachers have extreme self-concerns in the areas of awareness, informational,

and personal concerns, as well as a relative inclination for collaboration with others to
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obtain knowledge. However, the multivariate analysis of variance results indicate that the
female concerns are significantly more intense than the male ones except at the
management stage where both males’ and females’ concerns are not significantly
different. This finding indicates that females’ self-concerns are more intense than male
ones. Also, females show more inclination to collaborate with others to obtain tangible
uses of the innovation than do males. No matter how different or similar male and female
teachers are in the case of management concerns, both groups’ concerns are still self-
oriented at this time. No matter how different male and female teachers are in the case of
consequence concerns, both groups give no attention at all to the impact of the innovation
on students’ learning. No matter how different male and female teachers are in the case of
refocusing concerns, both groups lack basic knowledge about the innovation.

The Stages of Concern profile for the school program factor shown in Figure 3
indicates that classroom teachers across the three school programs (Alraeda, Tatweer, and
Regular) have concerns about the innovation similar to those expressed by the whole
group. This finding means that all the three groups have high self-concerns in the areas of
awareness, informational, and personal concerns as well as a relative inclination for
collaboration with others to obtain knowledge. However, results of the multivariate
analysis of variance indicate that awareness and management concerns are significantly
higher for Tatweer program teachers relative to colleagues employed in the other two
programs. Since concerns of teachers across the three programs are self-centered, it does

not matter how different their management concerns are from each other.
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Barriers to Technology Integration
RQ 3. Do Saudi teachers have difficulties when they use technology in their teaching? If
so, what are the factors that stand opposite the use of technology?

According to Table 6 and Figure 4, which directly address Research Question 3,
the research study identified eight significant barriers to technology integration into the
curriculum, experienced by more than half of the classroom teachers within the Saudi
Arabian school environments located in one selected Medina City school district. These
barriers, ranked in descending order according to percentage of teachers who were in
accord or strongly in accord with the barriers, were: (a) insufficient in-service training,
(b) large number of students in the computer lab and learning resources center, (c) poor
in-service training, (d) insufficient pre-service training, (e) lots of broken-down
technology equipment, (f) lack of teacher time, (g) lack of technology equipment in
schools, and (h) old technology equipment.

Insufficiency of In-service Training

Insufficiency of in-service training was found to be the biggest problem with
using technology for teaching. The vast majority of classroom teachers in this study
agreed that technology-based in-service training programs are inadequate. In fact, failure
to provide enough in-service training is the usual reason for why teachers lack the
knowledge and skills (informational concerns) necessary for reaching the effective use of
technology in the classroom. The Office of Technology Assessment (U.S. Congress,
1995) revealed that participants would engage in technology-based in-service training if
the opportunity were presented. Any form of in-service training, whether formal

coursework done within teacher education programs, training received as a group from
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professional development programs, or training attained independently from well-
designed instructional materials (whether audio; video; multimedia; or simply a good
textbook), are seemingly going to support the innovation.
Crowded Computer Lab and Learning Resources Center

Large numbers of students in the computer labs and learning resources center
ranked second as a barrier to the adoption of technology particularly in the regular school
settings. The majority of classroom teachers reported that the excessive number of
students poses a challenge for them to teach with technology in an efficient way. This
barrier might arise because teachers (a) believe that the number of computers is few in
comparison with the number of students, (b) prefer to be in control of students’ learning,
or (c) believe that students need to complete an activity independently. The usual reason
underlying these problems is that teachers lack knowledge of effective organizational
strategies necessary for managing classroom activities within a technology-based
environment.
Weakness of In-service Training

Poor in-service training ranked number 3 as an extreme barrier in integrating
technology into teaching. The majority of classroom teachers in this study reported that
the available in-service training on technology is not appropriate or not the right kind,
meaning that the in-service activities tend to concentrate on the mechanical side of
technology (e.g., how to operate equipment or software) with trivial consideration of the
instructional and organizational sides. Guhlin (1996) stated that in-service training is not
of great worth unless it accommodates activities that explain to participants how to

integrate technology into specific subjects that involve discovery learning, developing
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higher-order thinking skills, and the comprehension and communications of ideas and
information. Moreover, research revealed that if in-service efforts are to be effective, they
must present activities that explain how teachers can organize classes effectively, for
example, using six computer workstations, a single computer with a modem and
overhead projector, or one computer per student and one on the teacher’s desktop.
Insufficiency of Pre-service Training

The perception of insufficient technology-based coursework within teacher
education programs was considered an extreme barrier to adoption of technology in the
Saudi school context. This means that the need to prepare prospective teachers to use
technology effectively in their future job receives trivial attention in the schools of
education in Saudi Arabia, specifically in Medina where the present study was conducted.
The literature review of educational technology revealed that pre-service training has a
positive influence on the future use of technology in the classroom. Therefore, teacher
education programs must focus on technology instruction in the preparation of new
teachers.
Lots of Broken Technology Equipment

Classroom teachers in Saudi Arabia had a considerable amount of non-functional
hardware and software at their schools. This problem is usually attributed to the lack of
on-site and on-call technology specialists who are usually responsible for training,
helping teachers with technology skills, handling technical problems, maintaining and
repairing software and hardware, and upgrading systems. Lei and Morrow (2009) showed

that the availability of in-house high-tech support personnel, who are readily available,
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highly skilled, and extremely supportive, is one of the critical factors which contributes to
successful technology implementation in the classroom.
Lack of Teacher Time

Related to in-service training issues is the lack of adequate time to implement
technology; this is usually attributed to inexperience or poor technology leadership from
school principals and school district administrators. The majority of teachers in this study
reported lack of time as an extreme barrier to technology use in the classroom. Kearsley
and Lynch (1992) revealed that the amount of time required to learn new knowledge and
skills in technology use is most often underestimated. Successful integration of
technology into curriculum takes more time than initially expected. Teachers need release
time to experiment with new technologies, share experiences with other teachers, plan
and debug lessons using new methods that integrate new technologies, and attend
workshops or training sessions.
Lack of Technology Equipment in Schools

Although the Saudi government has made substantial investments in hardware
and software over the past several years, the majority of teachers in the present study
reported that they still have limited access to technology to reach the most promising
implementation. The limited access might arise due to the inappropriate placement and
inflexibility of technology equipment within the school context, as is the case in the
regular schools where all technologies are located in labs and learning resources centers
(LRCs) rather in classrooms. This makes it difficult for teachers to use the technology
hardware during the school day. Given the immovability of equipment in one location,

the problem of uneven access can easily appear, especially when a lab is set up just for a
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group of teachers who have high priority (e.g., computer science teachers or for use by at-
risk, gifted, or talented students), thus blocking the lab to other classroom teachers and
students.
Aged Technology Equipment

Another issue resulting in limited access is the old-fashioned technology
resources within the school contexts. This study found that more than half of classroom
teachers are still concerned about aging technology equipment which might be in bad
condition and not working properly because of its inability to run contemporary software
applications or be networked. The reason why such outdated machines are still in
existence is because school district administrators fail to allocate enough funds to keep up
with the costs of rapid advancements in technology.

Motivations to Technology Integration

RQ 4. Are Saudi teachers self-motivated for incorporating technology into their

teaching? If so, what keeps them engaged with this challenging task?

Table 6 directly addressed Research Question 4. Findings from Table 6 indicate
that technology’s potential to save time and effort for teachers, in terms of lecturing, is a
critical incentive for them to incorporate technology into their teaching. The teachers
reported that they spend little time and effort in delivering a lesson to their students.
Thus, the rest of classroom activities might be teacher-centered, in which students use
technology to master facts and content (e.g. drill and practice) or to supplement teacher-
controlled activities (e.g. tutorials). The classroom activities might be student-centered, in

which the teacher acts as the facilitator or coach and students act as producers of
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knowledge by conducting their own scientific inquiries or projects or becoming involved
in collaborative activities.

One key incentive for incorporating technology into their teaching is that
technology becomes a powerful resource which can help these teachers improve multiple
facets of their teaching. Classroom teachers might use technology to help bring a broader
range of new materials into the classroom, develop new forms of instruction, or
individualize instruction for at-risk, special education, gifted and talented students. If
technology is perceived as a resource to help students learn better, teachers are more
likely to expend their own time and effort in learning to use it in an effective way.

In addition to being motivated by teaching improvement, Saudi teachers reported
that technology-based classroom activities can be motivating to students. These teachers
suggested that technology can be a key resource for stimulating learning. Teachers
undoubtedly want to ensure that their students are learning. If technology can be a
resource to enhance student motivation to learn in multiple ways, such as group work,
data analysis, and problem solving; technology starts to make more sense to these
teachers. This result might be significant for teachers for several possible reasons: First,
growth in student achievement, which is so motivating for these teachers and, second, an
increase in student engagement where students can use technology for their own purposes
are key incentives.

Furthermore, the findings of this study indicate that classroom teachers are highly
motivated by goals for their students. They want their students to acquire basic

knowledge and skills in technology so they can use it effectively for their own learning.
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This result indicates that these teachers value their students’ involvement in technology-
based work.

Moreover, the potential of technology for expanding learning and real-world
application is a key incentive for classroom teachers to integrate it into their teaching.
Technology can expose students to a wider world of information and experts and
stimulate techniques that apply concepts or themes being learned in a tangible manner
(e.g. the use of graphing software, where students seem to develop a clear understanding
of abstract mathematical concepts rather than just formulae).

In conclusion, in keeping with their highly motivated view, classroom teachers
are unlikely to feel conflict about using technology in their teaching. These teachers are
also more likely to believe that technology is the future for improving the quality of
education. They are highly motivated by the potential of technology in terms of
improving their own teaching and student learning, motivating their students to learn in
multiple ways, and expanding their students’ learning.

Implications of the Findings for Practice
Implications of Teachers’ Concerns

For those who are accountable for designing in-service training programs in
educational technology and those who are in charge of making decisions regarding the
innovation, the findings of teachers’ concerns have several immediate and long term
implications. Individuals with intense concerns at stage 0 (awareness) and stage 1
(informational) are not likely to take advantage of in-service training efforts directed
towards high levels of concern. The effect of this disadvantage might be seen in the

observed gap between the expected and actual utilization of technology in the educational
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process by public school teachers in Saudi Arabia. For instance, it is unreasonable for a
staff developer to begin an in-service training program with theories and in-depth
demonstrations about using technology in teaching while classroom teachers have little
experience with the innovation or, in other words, have intense awareness and
informational concerns toward it. Rather, in-service efforts must focus initially on the
general attributes of the innovation. Later, in-service training attempts may shift to
personal concerns where classroom teachers experience conflicts between their current
roles and the changes they will be expected to make as a result of the use of technology in
the classroom.

Findings from this study indicate that there is no obvious indication of
progression from self to task concerns for classroom teachers in Saudi Arabia, so their
concerns are still inclined to self-orientation. This result suggests that in-service training
activities should not focus on the management of the innovation at this time because the
Saudi teachers are not ready yet to handle logistics, time, and management issues. To
support this implication further, findings about barriers indicate that the majority of
classroom teachers do not agree that classroom management is a critical barrier to
technology integration. That is because those teachers are completely overwhelmed with
their self-concerns toward the innovation and are not willing to give consideration to the
management and organizational issues of technology in the classroom.

The lowest relative intensity of concern spotted at the consequences stage
indicated that task concerns for classroom teachers have not diminished yet; therefore,
they do not have any opportunity at this time to pay attention to the impact of the

innovation on student learning. This result has an immediate implication for in-service
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training providers, and suggests that the current in-service training on technology should
not include activities that expose classroom teachers to the impact of technology on
learners.

According to the CBAM hypothesis, teachers’ concerns evolve through seven
developmental stages (awareness, informational, personal, management, consequence,
collaboration, and refocusing) as they experience an innovation. A long-term implication
is the possibility that classroom teachers who participated in this study might show an
improved concern profile in the near future if technology in-service training meets their
emerging affective needs (concerns). If the in-service training is to be effective, it must
be compatible with the concerns of the classroom teachers, along with particular content
considerations. Based on this matter, in-service training programs or workshops in the
second level should be different in two facets: teachers’ concerns and content.

Since classroom teachers engaged in the innovation move through the Stages of
Concern differently, the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) should be employed
from time to time to identify teachers with different concern profiles. Then, the SoCQ
data could be used to design in-service training activities targeted at groups or individuals
with the same concerns and content needs.

The following sections discuss some suggested interventions that can address
teachers’ concerns in the stages of awareness (informational, personal, collaboration
concerns).

Awareness Concerns. For classroom teachers who have intense awareness
concerns about the innovation (the use of technology in teaching), staff developers or

change agents should pursue the following intervention to address this area of concern.
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Change agents should hold an initial, well-timed social event for each group of classroom
teachers. This sort of event helps classroom teachers engage in discussion and the
decision-making process to make the innovation meaningful to them. During this event,
staff developers should share enough information about the innovation with the teachers,
but not so much that it puts a strain on the teachers. Staff developers should act as
counselors whose job is to convince classroom teachers that their unawareness of the
innovation is expected and reasonable and no questions or inquiries about it are
considered illogical. During this event, staff developers should also recognize other
undetected problems teachers might experience during the implementation process. These
could be teachers’ full involvement with another program or project or their
preoccupation with more school duties. The problems could also be other priorities, such
as more pressure from educational authority to finish content on time and that student
success depends on achievement tests. These undetected problems might not reflect what
has been learned with technology, but each of the problems might prevent teachers from
focusing their attention on the innovation. Staff developers should then record these
problems during that event and share them later with the site administrator.

Informational Concerns. The classroom teachers in this study expressed intense
informational concerns about the innovation (the use of technology in teaching). These
teachers wanted to know more about the nature of the innovation. Their expressions of
concern revealed limited knowledge about the innovation, lack of models showing the
value of technology for their own professional use, absence of a clear understanding of
how technology can improve teaching and learning, lack of information about the

available resources in schools, and lack of information about the innovation’s demands in
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the immediate future. The most effective intervention for addressing the informational
concerns mentioned above is to provide schools with a clear written plan for technology
use through which teachers can obtain a clear understanding of the curricular uses of
technology in their own subject matter. This plan provides schools and teachers with a
starting point to make the first move and goals to reach for, and it works as a guide along
the way. Research indicated that the technology plan must be a work-in-progress vision
so schools can keep pace with technology’s rapid change in terms of hardware and
software and the changing messages regarding the best use. In addition, it must be a
shared vision, which involves all stakeholders dealing with technology integration
including classroom teachers, students, school principals, school district administrators,
library media specialists, computer lab teachers, parents, and business partners. The plan
for technology use must be long term because successful implementation almost always
takes more time than initially anticipated. Teachers require demonstrations, hands-on
practice, and follow-up support activities to learn how to implement technology properly
in their own subject area.

The second effective intervention for addressing the informational concerns is
learning by providing classroom teachers with enough, and appropriate, in-service
training on technology in a timely manner. Any form of in-service training, whether
formal coursework done within teacher education programs, training received as a group
from professional development programs, or training attained independently from well-
designed instructional materials such as audio; video; multimedia; or simply a good
textbook, are seemingly going to address this area of concern. However, since teachers

have extreme awareness and informational concerns, it is not suitable that in-service
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training efforts start with a series of comprehensive and intensive demonstrations about
using technology in the classroom. Rather, in-service training efforts must include a
presentation of single theory along with a demonstration, and additional time for
classroom teachers to practice a skill and receive feedback.

Personal Concerns. The classroom teachers in this study expressed extreme
personal concerns about the innovation (the use of technology in teaching). These
teachers wanted to know the effect of the innovation on their professional status, how
their teaching and administration are supposed to change, more information about time
and energy commitments required by the innovation, and how their role will change
when they are using the innovation. Their expressions of concern were typical of
inexperienced users who have concerns at the personal level. For these users, in-service
training activities must focus on addressing the relationship between the teaching role and
the use of technology. The activities might include topics dealing with the promise that
technology holds for classroom teachers including: (a) The potential of technology to
enhance teachers’ professional growth; (b) The potential of technology to simplify
teacher and administrative tasks -; and (c) The potential of technology to change teaching
and learning (U.S. Congress, 1995).

Collaboration Concerns. In-service training developers in educational
technology must also recognize that, while classroom teachers have little familiarity with
the innovation and a willingness to learn more about it, they also have concerns about the
effects its use will have on their own professional roles. In spite of this, they also want to
connect with other colleagues who have a good experience with the innovation in order to

see how technology can be applied in a specific subject area. Therefore, classroom
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teachers must be provided with on-going follow-up support through peer coaching,
collegial study groups, and peer review (See Appendix U for more details) to implement
the concepts and skills presented in the in-service training programs or workshops. In
addition, it is highly recommended that policymakers, school district administrators, and
school principals create a policy that allows in-service training participants released time
to observe and help each other with implementation efforts. In-service training providers
must recognize that their efforts do not stop when the workshop ends. To enhance the
return on the investment in the in-service training efforts, there must be follow-up support
activities. Failure to provide such activities, which build on follow-up support, might
result in users who are uninterested in the innovation.

Implications of Teachers’ Concerns According to Gender and School Program
Factors

The Stages of Concern profile for gender generally indicated homogeneity of
concerns between males and females, suggesting that in-service training providers must
be cognizant of the homogeneity of male and female teachers’ views about educational
technology in-service training programs. However, they must also know that the amount
of in-service training females need to resolve their self and collaboration concerns is
more than males need.

The Stages of Concern profile for the school program factor generally indicated
the homogeneity of teachers’ concerns among the three school programs (Tatweer,
Alraeda, and Regular), suggesting that in-service training providers, in designing
educational technology in-service training programs, must be cognizant of the

homogeneity of teachers across the three programs. However, the training providers must
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know that teachers working in Tatweer schools need more interventions for resolving
awareness concerns than do their colleagues working in the other programs.
Implications of Barriers to Technology Integration

In-service Training. It might be postulated that the nature of the innovation, the
use of technology in teaching, is dynamic and complex as a result of the rapid rate of
technology development and changing thoughts on the use of technology in terms of
pedagogical and organizational issues. Therefore, it is important for in-service training
developers to provide classroom teachers with on-going, long-term in-service training,
not just a one-shot workshop, which has to take place after and during the school day,
during the summer vacation (e.g. intensive course), or on weekends.

To achieve high-quality training, staff developers must incorporate a triple focus
on the mechanical, pedagogical, and organization issues. Besides the mechanics of
operating new machinery, in-service training activities need to identify specific topics in
the curriculum where technology can work and the software used to teach it. The in-
service efforts must include activities that explain how teachers can use technology in
topics in the curriculum, which involve discovery learning, high-order thinking skills, and
the comprehension and communication of ideas and information. Otherwise, technology
would be used as a drill-and-practice tutor. Beside the pedagogical issues, the in-service
attempts must involve activities that explain how to organize classes using six computer
workstations, a single computer with a modem and overhead projector, or one computer

per student and one on the teacher’s desktop.
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It is highly recommended that in-service training developers take teachers’ current
and varying affective needs (concerns) into account so high-quality training can be
attained.

Management of Tech Environment. It is recommended that in-service training
developers provide teachers with effective organizational strategies to address all barriers
that may emerge from management issues. To utilize technology resources effectively,
in-service training developers must consider ways to help teachers rotate their students
smoothly through a self-contained lab and learning resources center.

Furthermore, classroom teachers need to be acquainted with some strategies that
can be used to help their students with computer skills and technical problems while they
are working on computers in the computer lab or LRC. These strategies include: “initial
teacher demonstrations, peer modeling and assistance, technology posters and job aids,
and student handouts” (Ertmer, 1999, p. 57). When students are faced with technical
problems, they should be asked to listen carefully, while they are solving the problems, to
their teacher modeling the troubleshooting process for them. Students should be
encouraged to ask a neighbor, to follow specific steps for handling most common
problems, or to try a few things prior to disrupting their teachers. Students should be
encouraged to keep a written record of all the troubleshooting tips they experience and
keep it in case the technical problems happen again with other students.

In addition to general classroom rules, another list of rules should also be created
with respect to how to maintain technology resources available in the computer lab (e.g.,
keep your hands off the computer monitors). Classroom teachers and students should be

aware of other skills (e.g., helping each other with the troubleshooting issues and sharing
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the unknown computer concepts and skills) in order to create a social digital learning
atmosphere that supports high-order thinking skills including problem solving, decision
making, discovery learning, and cooperative learning.

Pre-service Training. The literature review on educational technology revealed
that pre-service training has a positive influence on the future use of technology in the
classroom. However, the majority of classroom teachers in this study reported that the
amount of pre-service training given to them within teacher education programs was
trivial and did not sufficiently prepare them to use technology in the school curriculum
properly. This finding has an important implication for teacher education programs,
which must focus on technology instruction in the preparation of new teachers. The
technology instruction must not be given as a separate subject, ignoring the educational
objectives of a topic being learned. Technology must be central to the teacher preparation
experience in teacher education programs. Otherwise, the new teachers will graduate with
limited knowledge of the ways technology can be employed in their own profession.

Successful implementation of technology requires teachers to make a radical
change in their classroom practices, including a change in the way they teach their
students, a change in the role they play in the classroom, and a change in the way their
classrooms are physically organized. In other words, the implementation process requires
teachers increasingly to move toward a learner-centered approach and away from a
teacher-centered approach. Therefore, teacher education programs must prepare
prospective teachers to work effectively as a facilitator or coach within the technology-
enriched and learner-centered environment and not as a dispenser or container of all

knowledge as is the case in the traditional education environment.
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Technical Support. The broken equipment as an environmental barrier has an
important implication for school district administrators, which suggests the importance of
providing each school with a permanent, full time, school-level technology coordinator
who is responsible for training, helping teachers with technology skills, handling the
technical problems, maintaining and repairing software and hardware, and upgrading
systems . If the availability of full-time coordinators is impossible due to lack of funds,
the alternative option is to do business with school faculty who are skilled in technology
and appoint them as part-time coordinators. Unfortunately, very little of their time will go
to technology duties due to classroom efforts and other school-day responsibilities. In
addressing this, school principals, as chief administrative officers in the school building,
must decide how to balance the workload of part-time coordinators between technology
and classroom efforts.

Teacher Time. In fact, learning the use of educational technologies requires
demonstrations, hands-on practice, and follow-up support activities through peer review,
peer coaching, and collegial study groups, which all take much more time than initially
expected. However, classroom teachers in the Saudi school settings have little time left
over because they are overburdened with their classroom duties and other school-day
responsibilities. To address these time concerns, Shelton and Jones (1996) suggested that
training should be outside or away from the normal school day and be offered in a short-
term module, either on weekends or after the school day. One efficient way is to use
technologies such as the Internet or video-conferencing. Some suggested that the ideal
time for classroom teachers to acquire training is during the summer. These ways have

been proven to be useful for follow-up training as well. When allocating time outside the
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school day is impossible for some reason, school district administrators must develop a
training schedule which offers flexibility and not on the basis of a “one size fits all”
philosophy (Brand, 1997). For that matter, a training session must be offered on different
working days and at different school hours, so that classroom teachers can best take
advantage of the offerings. When training time during the school day is available for
some and not for others, school district administrators should designate one early-release
day so all teachers have a chance to participate in professional development activities.

Access . The majority of teachers in the present study reported that they still have
access to technology that is too limited to reach the most promising implementation. To
address this problem, each school must be equipped with the proper quantity and
condition of portable computers (laptops), along with carts that can move these machines
anywhere and anytime in the school building. Research suggested that a classroom with
six computers is a comfortable environment for both teachers and students to use
technology when they need to, not when the computer lab is scheduled for them. A cart
of six laptops might be used more often than a lab or LRC, both of which are usually
located far from the classroom or are constantly used by a specific group of school staff
or are set up for other priorities.

Another issue causing limited access is the out-of-date technology resources
(either hardware or software) within the school contexts. These outdated machines and
software are still present because school districts fail to allocate enough financial
resources to keep pace with the costs of the rapid rate of technology development.
Therefore, administrators must ensure that appropriate financial resources are in place for

upgrading and ongoing updates in terms of both hardware and software resources.
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Implications of Motivations to Technology Integration

It should be emphasized that, for teachers to realize the potential improvement
that technology brings to education, certain basic conditions must be present. These
include sufficient hardware and software, enough and the right kind of training, technical
support, released time, flexible scheduling, clear vision for technology use, administrative
support, and a school climate that encourages teachers to employ these resources in
effective ways. However, the existence of these conditions in one place is far from
commonplace, as discovered by this study.

Additional Findings

Additional findings of this study indicated a significant relationship between
management concerns and lack of time as a barrier to technology integration. This
relationship has a long-term implication for school principals and school district
administrators. This implication is based on the possibility that, if in-service training does
not address time constraints, participants might express higher concerns (undesired
outcomes) later, at the management stage. Hence, school principals must provide
classroom teachers with released time for learning, experimenting, sharing, and planning.
School district administrators must offer flexible scheduling so teachers can attend
workshops and training sessions.

Further additional findings revealed significant relationships between the
consequence concerns and three barriers to technology integration: lack of time, the
difficulty of management, and the difficulty of assessment. These relationships have a
long-term implication for in-service training providers. This implication is based on the

possibility that in-service training participants might later, at the consequence stage,
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express higher concerns (desired outcomes) if they have (a) fewer time constraints for
learning, sharing, and planning; (b) less difficulty in managing a technology-enriched
classroom; and (c) less difficulty in assessing student learning coming from the
technology usage.

Additionally, the findings indicated significant relationships between
collaboration concerns and two barriers to technology integration, namely broken
equipment and difficult assessment. These relationships have a long-term implication for
in-service training providers and imply that classroom teachers might express higher
concerns (desired outcomes) in the near future, at the collaboration stage, if they have a
full-time, school-level technology coordinator for technical support and have less
difficulty in assessing student learning coming from the technology usage.

Furthermore, findings from this study showed that refocusing concerns is
significantly related to three barriers to technology integration. These barriers include: (a)
old equipment, (b) plenty of broken-down equipment, and (c) difficulty in managing the
technology-enriched classroom. For those in charge of the innovation implementation,
these findings propose a long-term implication based on the possibility that intense
refocusing concerns (desired outcomes) may show up in the near future if the following
conditions are present. First, schools must offer a full-time, school-level technology
coordinator for technical support who is readily available, highly knowledgeable, and
extremely supportive. Second, school district administrators must allocate enough funds
for upgrading issues and ongoing updating in terms of both hardware and software.

Third, second level, or follow-up, in-service training programs must focus on the
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organization, time, and management of the innovation so classroom teachers can handle
technology resources and classroom activities in an effective way.
Conclusions

Conclusions drawn from the examination of concerns about the innovation (the
use of technology in teaching) showed that classroom teachers were classified as
inexperienced users whose concerns about the innovation are centered on three stages of
self concern including awareness, where teachers have little familiarity with the
innovation; informational, where teachers display willingness to learn new uses of the
innovation; and personal, where teachers want to know how these uses impact one’s
professional role. In addition to the self concerns, teachers showed a tendency to link
with others to learn such tangible curricular uses of technology. The self- and
collaboration-concerns are significantly higher for female teachers in comparison to male
teachers. The awareness concerns are significantly higher for Tatweer school teachers in
comparison to both Alraeda and Regular school teachers. Implications derived from these
findings have significance for in-service training developers who design technology-
based, in-service training programs for teachers with concern patterns similar to those
found in this study. The significance of considering both content and concerns of teachers
in designing in-services training activities was emphasized. The importance of
considering more in-service training for female teachers in the areas of self- and
collaboration-concerns and for Tatweer schoolteachers in the area of awareness concerns
was stressed.

Conclusions drawn from the examination of barriers to technology integration

revealed that long-term technology-based, in-service training focused on mechanical,
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pedagogical, and organizational issues that would support the integration of technology
into school curriculum must be available to teachers during their regular schedule.
Teachers need released time, for learning new technologies, sharing experiences with
others, and planning lessons using technology and flexible scheduling, to attend
workshops and training sessions. In addition, technology equipment must be available in
each classroom, must function properly, and must be updated throughout the school year,
allowing teachers to integrate technology into their teaching. A full-time, school-level
technology coordinator, who is responsible for training, helping teachers with technology
skills, handling technical problems, maintaining and repairing software and hardware,
and upgrading systems, must be available in the school building. Finally, teacher
education programs must focus on technology instruction in preparing prospective
teachers. The conclusion drawn from the examination of motivations for technology
integration revealed that classroom teachers have a high desire for technology use in their
teaching.
Future Research

Future research should include school principals and students because they are
considered key components of the technology plan and also the ones who are very akin to
the implementation process. Further research should collect qualitative data, using
interview and open-ended response techniques, to help the researcher elaborate on the
quantitative results and discover other hidden factors affecting technology
implementation in schools. Further research is needed to include participants (school
principals, teachers, students) from private and public schools, from urban and rural

areas, and from other school districts across Saudi Arabia, so the sample will be
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representative of the entire population. Further research is needed to examine other
intrinsic factors (e.g., technophobes and technophiles) who might oppose the change

process.
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The University of Kansas
9/30/2010
HSCL #18842
Moatasim Barri
3416 Aldrich St.

Lawrence, KS 66047
The Human Subjects Committee Lawrence reviewed your research update application for project

18842 Barri/Marc Mahlios (C & T) Integrating Technology into School Curriculum in Saudi Arabia: An
Examination of Factors that Influence Technology Implementation in Classrooms

and approved this project under the expedited procedure provided in 45 CFR 46.110 (f) (7) Research on
individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to, research on perception, cognition,
motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs or practices, and social behavior) or research
employing survey, interview, oral history, focus group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality
assurance methodologies. As described, the project complies with all the requirements and policies established by
the University for protection of human subjects in research. Unless renewed, approval lapses one year after
approval date.

HSCL has waived the requirement for a signed parental permission form (45 CFR 46.117 (c) (2)). However, the
cooperating institution may require signed parental permission. The Office for Human Research Protections
requires that your teacher information statement must include the note of HSCL approval and expiration date,
which has been entered on the form sent back to you with this approval.

1. At designated intervals until the project is completed, a Project Status Report must be returned to the HSCL

office.

2. Any significant change in the experimental procedure as described should be reviewed by this Committee prior
to altering the project.

3. Notify HSCL about any new investigators not named in original application. Note that new investigators must
take the online tutorial at http://www.rcr.ku.edwhscl/hsp_tutorial/000.shtml.

4. Any injury to a subject because of the research procedure must be reported to the Committee immediately.

5. When signed consent documents are required, the primary investigator must retain the signed consent
documents for at least three years past completion of the research activity. If you use a signed consent form,
provide a copy of the consent form to subjects at the time of consent.

6. If this is a funded project, keep a copy of this approval letter with your proposal/grant file.

Please inform HSCL when this project is terminated. You must also provide HSCL with an annual status report to
maintain HSCL approval. Unless renewed, approval lapses one year after approval date. If your project receives
funding which requests an annual update approval, you must request this from HSCL one month prior to the
annual update. Thanks for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

# Ui} Damanss

Mary Der;ning
HSCL Coordinator
University of Kansas

cc: Marc Mahlios

Human Subjects Committee Lawrence
Youngberg Hall | 2385 Irving Hill Road | Lawrence, KS 66045 | (785) 864-7429 | Fax (785) 864-5049 | www.rcrku.edu/hscl
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An English Letter of Introduction to Saudi Arabian Cultural Attaché in

Washington D.C., the United States



142

04/02/2011
Dr. Mohammed Aleissa
Saudi Arabian Cultural Mission
8500 Hilltop Rd, Fairfax, VA 22031
Dear Saudi Arabian Cultural attaché in Washington D.C.,

With my ultimate respect and appreciation to you, this is Moatasim Barri, a
mathematics teacher in the College of Technology in Medina for four years, a teaching
assistant in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at University of Taibah for
three years, and a holder of Master’s-degree from the University of Kansas in the area of
Curriculum and Teaching. Currently, | am pursuing a Ph.D. degree in education in the
area of Curriculum and Instruction and | hope to complete my Ph.D. program at the
University of Kansas in Lawrence within the next semesters. | appreciate your favor to
help me in this effort.

At this time, | am interested in studying the process of change in education,
particularly, with regard to integrating technology into school curriculum. It is widely
argued that technology offers a great job in the process of teaching and learning.
Consequently, I am making it the focus of my research study.

| am requesting your help with writing a letter to the school district administrator
in Medina and requesting him permission to conduct my research study at public schools
that are equipped with educational technology and distribute a 58-item questionnaire to
teachers who experience the change process resulting from the recent implementation of
technology in their teaching. The questionnaire has already been approved by the
Institutional Review Board at the University of Kansas. Teachers will be asked to

complete the questionnaire that measures current pedagogical attitudes of school teachers

toward technology implementation in the classrooms. Participation in this study is strictly



voluntary. All data relating to teachers, principals, and schools will be strictly kept
confidential and private and will be used just for the purpose of the study.
Thank you a lot for your assistance and | will report the results to you as this

study has been completed.

Sincerely,

.

Moatasim Barri

The Study Investigator

SACM ID no.: 50478

Cell Phone no.: 785-393-7117

Email: m_barri@hotmail.com

Mail Address: 3416 Aldrich St. Lawrence, KS 66047

Attachments:

1. Acopy of the Ph.D. dissertation proposal approval
2. A copy of the study questionnaire
3. A copy of Human Subjects Research Committee Permission
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Appendix C
An Arabic Letter of Introduction to Saudi Arabian Cultural Attaché in Washington

D.C., the United States
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An English Letter of Introduction to Medina School District Administrator
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04/02/2011
Dr. Saud Hussain Alzahrani
P. O. Box 64000, Medina, Saudi Arabia
Dear Medina School District Administrator,

With my ultimate respect and appreciation to you, this is Moatasim Barri, a
mathematics teacher in the College of Technology in Medina for four years, a teaching
assistant in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at University of Taibah for
three years, and a holder of Master’s-degree from the University of Kansas in the area of
Curriculum and Teaching. Currently, | am pursuing a Ph.D. degree in education in the
area of Curriculum and Instruction and I hope to complete my Ph.D. program at the
University of Kansas in Lawrence within the next semesters. | appreciate your favor to
help me in this effort.

At this time, | am interested in studying the process of change in education,
particularly, with regard to integrating technology into school curriculum. It is widely
argued that technology offers a great job in the process of teaching and learning.
Consequently, I am making it the focus of my research study.

| am requesting your help in allowing me to conduct my study at your schools and
distribute a 58-item questionnaire to teachers who use high-tech classrooms in addition to
conducting follow-up interviews for teachers. The questionnaire has already been
approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Kansas. Teachers will be
asked to complete the questionnaire that measures current pedagogical attitudes of school

teachers toward technology implementation in the classrooms and follow-up interviews

to elaborate on the quantitative results. Participation in this study is strictly voluntary. All
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data relating to teachers, principals, and schools will be strictly kept confidential and
private and will be used just for the purpose of the study.
Thank you a lot for your assistance and | will report the results to you as this

study has been completed.

Sincerely,

.

Moatasim Barri

The Study Investigator

Cell Phone no.: 785-393-7117

Email: m_barri@hotmail.com

Mail Address: 3416 Aldrich St. Lawrence, KS 66047
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An Arabic Statement to Medina School District from Saudi Cultural Attaché

Assistant for Academic Affairs regarding Conducting Research Study
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Appendix G
An Arabic Permission Letter from Medina School District Administrator to

Distribute Surveys and Conduct Research Study



156

&>yl gyl 27U
oLy 2oy 530155139
(vA+)

VS V02 AQ .G . i omiyl
X Le e R s L3

....................... O 1 OLES g ) laid g Ao S dalall 3,11
59! Al datalien
elaldly dada il 3yla)
T SNEIR PSPPI AICS UL {1 DT FEI S : gl

Aa 0 Oled) (380 e oSt Il ) aiaald

alll 4 a3y / yoia Balaw
Al Lgady /3 yante Balaw

: ﬂ&fj&l%ﬂﬁi&tﬂ“ AL

ol ¥RV @8 Gyl 99380 1Suyels 2 2B Gl dolus Gllas () 3)La)
Olgias G dialys 3131 Gudad 2 (60 dawl malias [/ Soldl Ld) el AVETY/E/YE
coly5iEm AT Al yo OLATY " el 2 20 alasial "

Aa5 Lo (g cdial )y Bylal Gudal die Lgio (e 9f oLl Aage Jugus @Sl Jolh ale
Crelaidy g S Acleat) astad 2 g (ST (S50 it eSalatialy &

|y el bl I9LiETg

Bygd) Al Aataiay X bl_:._njdlﬁl_ﬂl).f.\l!

P G (2 3330 .2

Lasals)ss

Taaalal (a3l aball ol debicl 3y50s
Lyl 32l pladl ol deld 3500

paplailly daddastli 350 5) 0
moatasim@ku.edu ., te Eails)ze

YLD e

ATOOAYE : Lucald — ATOQTY — AT004TY + JI 0w — AY004TY + ,dlie (aHla — e s o Bsill Al s (un pd Higial)
pd@madinaedu.gov.sa : 29 2SI ¥ s )



157

..................................... : oB ! G5l iy =l 2L
..................................... — rolailly % 513513
RGP (YA.)
..................................... oLad, o) alailg Gy ALY Zalall Byl 51
3ysdl Al Adtatian

s=elalildly dada sl 5yla)

....................................................................... : g9l
Q‘g‘-\l‘stL_iOLH
1_..“)_,\11 &
Zud_'yL"Jl é:uld\ dyyda Y
gl Gaslloie ua¥l dyise 3
Lol plae o olefie s 1

@\_A:u&‘é}al”)‘) duyda q
iAo el A yas Ve
FA R b‘jjwdjﬂ_;_f.c_ Luyda R

?

gl AglN auyudt | VY

ilacugill 5 plall gyl | Y

ilacugill OgiMEl g sl gl Zuppudl | V2

LS Y G geall g L0 Ayl Vo

LBl g bty Bl Mkt | V9

AYOOAYE + Luald — AFOO4TY — AT0041Y + JI i — AT004TY ¢ yilie aila — T8 s Lo Byt Rl + (gt 5l Blgiall
pd@madinaedu.gov.sa : 29 ASIY wu ,J1
S o T



158

Appendix H

A letter of Introduction to Classroom Teachers
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Dear Sir or Madam,

The Department of Curriculum and Teaching at the University of Kansas supports
the practice of protection for human subjects participating in research. The following
information is being provided for you to decide whether you wish to participate in the
present study. You should be aware that even if you agree to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time.

We are conducting this study to better understand the current teaching concerns of
Saudi teachers toward technology implementation in the classrooms. This will entail your
completion of a 58-item questionnaire that will take approximately 20-25 minutes from
your precious time to complete. The questionnaires will not require your name.

The content of the questionnaire should cause no more discomfort than you would
experience in your everyday life. Although participation may not benefit you directly, we
believe that the information obtained from this study will help us gain a better
understanding of your attitudes toward technology usage in the classrooms. Your
participation is solicited, although strictly voluntary. If you would like additional
information concerning this study before or after it is completed, please feel free to
contact us by phone, mail, or email provided to you below.

Completion of the surveys indicates your willingness to participate in this study.
If you have any additional questions about your rights as a research participant, you may
call +1(785) 864-7429 or +1 (785) 864-7385, or mail an inquiry to the Human Subjects
Committee Lawrence (HSCL) at the University of Kansas to the following address: 2385
Irving Hill Road, Lawrence, Kansas 66045-7563, or send an inquiry electronically to the

following email: mdenning@ku.edu.
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Note: you are provided with a sealed envelope to enclose the responded questionnaire
directly after you complete it and are asked to drop the sealed envelope in a sealed box
situated in a secure place at school that is available to the researcher to pick it up at a later

time; thereby your information will be kept private and confidential.

Sincerely,
Moatasim Barri, M.S.Ed. Marc Mahlios, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator Professor, The researcher’s Advisor

3416 Aldrich St. Lawrence, KS, 66047 Department of Curriculum and Teaching

Cell-phone no.: +1 (785) 393-7117 1122 W. Campus Rd.,

M_barri@hotmail.com Joseph R. Pearson Hall, Room 437,
University of Kansas, Lawrence, KS, 66045
Tel. no.: +1 (785) 864-9666
Mahlios@ku.edu


mailto:Mahlios@ku.edu
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The Stages of Concern Questionnaire
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SoCQ 075

Name (optional):

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what people who are using or thinking about using
various programs are concerned about at various times during the adoption process.

The items were developed from typical responses of school and college teachers who ranged from no
knowledge at all about various programs to many years’ experience using them. Therefore, many of
the items on this questionnaire may appear to be of little relevance or irrelevant to you at this time.
For the completely irrelevant items, please circle “0” on the scale. Other items will represent those
concerns you do have, in varying degrees of intensity, and should be marked higher on the scale.

For example: .

This statement is very true of me at this time. 0
This statement is somewhat true of me now. 0
This statement is not at all true of me at this time. 0
This statement seems irrelevant to me. @

NN NN

5
5
5
5

Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns, or how you feel about your involve-
ment with this innovation. We do not hold to any one definition of the innovation so please think of
it in terms of your own perception of what it involves. Phrases such as “this approach” and “the new
system” all refer to the same innovation. Remember to respond to each item in terms of your present
concerns about your involvement or potential involvement with the innovation.

Thank you for taking time to complete this task.

Concerns Based Systems International Southwest Educational Development Laboratory



3 4 5
Somewhat true of me now

0 1 2
Irrelevant Not true of me now

6
Very true of me now

7

Circle One Number For Each [tem

1. | am concerned about students’ attitudes toward the innovation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. 1 now know of some other approaches that might work better. 0 1 2 3 456

3. 1 am more concerned about another innovation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. | am concerned about not having enough time to organize 0 1 2 3 45 6
myself each day.

5. 1 would like to help other faculty in their use of the innovation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. | have a very limited knowledge of the innovation. 0 1 2 3 456

7. | would like to know the effect of reorganization on my 0 1 2 3 456
professional status.

8. 1am concerned about conflict between my interests and 0 1 2 3 456
my responsibilities. :

9. | am concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. I would like to develop working relationships with both 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation.

11. I am concerned about how the innovation affects students. 0 1 2 3 456

12. 1 am not concerned about the innovation at this time. 0 1 2 3 45 6

13. | would like to know who will make the decisions in the 0 1 2 3 456
new system.

14. 1 would like to discuss the possibility of using the innovation. 0 1 2 3 45 6

15. | would like to know what resources are available if we decide 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
to adopt the innovation

16. | am concerned about my inability to manage all that the 0 1 2 3 456
innovation requires.

17. I would like to know how my teaching or administration is 0 1 2 3 456
supposed to change.

18. | would like to familiarize other departments or persons with 0 1 2 3 456
the progress of this new approach.
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Irrelevant Not true of me now

0 1 2 3 4 5
Somewhat true of me now

6

7

Very true of me now

Circle One Number For Each ltem

19. | am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

20. I would like to revise the innovation’s approach. 0 1 2 3 45 6

21. I am preoccupied with things other than the innovation. 0 1 2 3 45 6

22. | would like to modify our use of the innovation 0 1 2 3 456
based on the experiences of our students.

23. | spend little time thinking about the innovation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

24. | would like to excite my students about their part in 0 1 2 3 4 56
this approach.

25. | am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
problems related to the innovation.

26. | would like to know what the use of the innovation 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
will require in the immediate future.

27. 1 would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize 0 1 2 3 456
the innovation’s effects.

28. | would like to have more information on time and energy 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
commitments required by the innovation.

29. 1 would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

30. Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing my 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
attention on the innovation.

31. | would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or 0 1 2. 3 4 5 6
replace the innovation.

32. 1 would like to use feedback from students to change the program. 0 1 2 3 45 6

33. | would like to know how my role will change when | am using 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
the innovation.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time. 0 1 2 3 45 6

35. | would like to know how the innovation is better than 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
what we have now.

ncerns Based Systems International

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
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Appendix J

The Stages of Concern Quick Scoring Device
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The Quick Scoring Device can be used to hand score the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ)
responses and to plot an individual profile. It is especially useful when only a small number of
questionnaires need to be processed or when computer processing is not available. By following the
step-by-step instructions, the SoCQ responses are transferred to the device, entered into seven scales,
and each scale is totaled. Then the seven raw scale score totals are translated into percentile scores
and plotted on a grid to produce the individual’s SoCQ profile.

1. In the box labeled A, fill in the identifying information taken from the cover sheet of the SoCQ.

2. In the table labeled B on the Scoring Device, transcribe each of the 35 SoCQ circled responses
from the questionnaire (raw data). Note that the numbered blanks are not in consecutive order.

3. Row C contains the Raw Scale Score Total for each stage (0-6). Take each of the seven col-
umns (0-6) in Table B, add the numbers within each column, and enter the sum of each
column (0-6) in the appropriate blank in Row C. Each of these seven Raw Scale Score totals is
a number between O and 35.

4. Table D contains the percentile scores for each Stage of Concern. For example, find the Raw
Scale Score Total for Stage O from Row C (“12” from the example) in the left-hand column in
Table D, then look in the Stage O column to the right in Table D and circle that percentile rank
(“69” in the example). Take the raw score for Stage 1 (“31” in the example) to Table D and
locate that numeral in the left hand Raw Score Total column. Move across in the percentile
table to the Stage 1 column and circle the percentile value (“98” in the example). Do the same
for Stages 2 through 6.

5. Transcribe the circled percentile scores for each stage (0-6) from Table D to Box E. Box E now
contains seven numbers between 0 and 99.

6. Box F contains the SoCQ grid. From Box E, take the percentile score for Stage 0 (“69” in the
example) and mark that point with a dot on the Stage O vertical line of the SoCQ grid. Do the
same for Stages 1-6. Connect the points to form the SoCQ profile.

You can now check your own scoring by using the blank profile sheet (see Appendix C). You will want
to make copies of the blank scoring device before writing on it. Reproduce the data in the example by
recording the original data from the completed SoCQ.

Concerns Based Systems International Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
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Appendix K

The Arabic-Translated Stages of Concern Questionnaire
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Original Statements

Arabic-Translated Statements

1. I am concerned about students’
attitudes toward the innovation.

OSLY) gt Ul Ca8) g ?lt\

2. I now know of some other approaches
that might work better.

) U Jant 8 (5 Al il Wila e

3. 1 am more concerned about another
innovation.

AT Sl 1 S sga U

4. | am concerned about not having

enough time to organize myself each day. 23 S
5. 1 would like to help other faculty in peal il (8 0 )a) Caleall Bacbie b e )
their use of the innovation. S

6. | have a very limited knowledge of the
innovation.

Y e Tan 83 sana il glaa g

7. 1 would like to know the effect of
reorganization on my professional status.

W}&M\BAE\}ihﬂ@wJ

YN

8. I am concerned about conflict between
my interests and my responsibilities.

9. I am concerned about revising my use
of the innovation.

S aladind Juaedy i Ul

10. 1 would like to develop working
relationships with both our faculty and
outside faculty using this innovation.

oalall adeil) 8l ae Joe clEDle AL i e
J&Y\\&ewc‘)&\weﬂdeﬁ&_,u

11. I am concerned about how the
innovation affects students.

Rl e S 5l 48K K U

12. 1 am not concerned about the
innovation at this time.

(Al gl b S aaal Y

13. I would like to know who will make
the decisions in the new system.

alaill & b ) Al acass (e 4 jra 8 a2 )
JETEEN|

14. 1 would like to discuss the possibility
of using the innovation.

S aladin) lSal J e AdBlall 8 e

15. I would like to know what resources
are available if we decide to adopt the
innovation.

Jia 5 siall Lpagleill jaliadll 48 e b it
S AL 8

16. 1 am concerned about my inability to
manage all that the innovation requires.

DY)ty L JS5 10 e 508 aaad (35 Ul

17. 1 would like to know how my teaching
or administration is supposed to change.

() b X paaans (oA e e

18. I would like to familiarize other
departments or persons with the progress
of this new approach.

AV palail) sl s AN ALY Ll 8 e
aadl sl s aa

19. I am concerned about evaluating my
impact on students.

Ul e (g 5 apis aiga Ul

20. 1 would like to revise the innovation’s
approach.

B Ty KV RO T [ PEVS i U
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Original Statements

Arabic-Translated Statements

21. I am preoccupied with things other
than the innovation.

S e 3 e eluily J gadia Ul

22. 1 would like to modify our use of the
innovation based on the experiences of
our students.

i e 2l SISO Laladial s 6 e )

23. | spend little time thinking about the
innovation.

SV o Sall S U 5 e

24. 1 would like to excite my students
about their part in this approach.

\ia‘éj?‘a)}:d};‘é_.a)‘.kz)&h\gjg:’:j
sk

25. I am concerned about time spent
working with nonacademic problems
related to the innovation.

COSEA ae Jasdl 8 J sl i gl oLy (318 Ll
OWSENL ddleial) dpanded )

26. 1 would like to know what the use of
the innovation will require in the
immediate future.

Jalal i

27. 1 would like to coordinate my efforts
with others to maximize the innovation’s
effects.

5300 CAY) w5356 Gl 4 e
sy E

28. 1 would like to have more information
on time and energy commitments required

oo Sl slaall a3y all e Jgeanll & )
J8 e A glaall agall y i L dalall il 1Y)

by the innovation. OS5Y)
29. I would like to know what other 138 & A () salrall dlady La dd y2a B e )
faculty are doing in this area. )
30. Currently, other priorities prevent me ol e i i
e ) Ll o a5 a0 sl o Lika
from focusing my attention on the ol AL 8 On it s AT S j <)

innovation.

31. I would like to determine how to
supplement, enhance, or replace the
innovation.

Jhasind b a8 ) alall S aaai 3 e
oSy

32. 1 would like to use feedback from
students to change the program.

Jard GOl (e dra 1 Al alasin) 8 e )
bl il s

33. I'would like to know how my role will
change when | am using the innovation.

il Ladic (5550 s (oS Ad yee &t )|
sy

34. Coordination of tasks and people is
taking too much of my time.

85 e LS 38l Galail) 5 aleall Baus

35. I would like to know how the
innovation is better than what we have
now.

Lo il ISV 138 () 5S5 oS 48 jra b
Llls Ll
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Appendix L

The Back-Translated Stages of Concern Questionnaire
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Back-Translated Statements

Arabic-Translated Statements

I am concerned about students’ attitudes to
the innovation.

OIS gas Oall Cadl gas (‘;SA\

I currently know about other methods that

el <3 Jant a8 5 AT cudlid Wla i e
may work better. ' i oM cellbla el 2
I am very concerned about another R < J
: : TSl | i e Ul
Innovation. A S LS e 3
| am concerned about not having enough il IS g 3 ga 5 ade (gt (318 L 4
time to organize myself every day. s IS (ol
I would like to help other faculty in their pealanial (8 AV Calaall Baclise (& a2 )
) N = = N 5
use of the innovation. ol
I have very limited knowledge about the . t
. . sy Jas 33 gana e glaa (gal
innovation. G o b Basme ol gl | 6
I would like to know the effect of the - . :
T : gl alaiil) sale) 48 e
reorganization on my occupational status. i s Sl bt N
I am concerned about the conflict between halaial (g G )il a gady B8 U g
my interests and responsibilities. (Sl g
I am concerned about revising my use of . N
. . WL | aladiind Caast ul
innovation. e sz iee | 9
I would like to establish work plxil) Qi e oo 8D Al 6 )
relationships with our faculty and outside 138 223y = AL e aalat a5 Wy galdll | 10
faculty that use this innovation. Sy
I am concerned about the effect of the f s :
: : Sial) <y il 8K aiga Ul
innovation on students. OBl e Y B A e U 1
I am not concerned with the innovation f s e :
lall ) 8 LSV Ll Y
currently. e S A IS i 12
I would like to know who will place Aaill (& ) Al a0 A8 ra B 2 )| 13
decisions in the new system. Al
I would like to discuss the possibility of . e e s e
. ; . SN aladsin Ak Azl \
using the innovation. S Al d s e
I would like to know the available learning s i . Co
_ : la 85 8 sidll alaill joliaedd \
resources if we decide to use the I sl el &Y‘JTA.‘?A NRABE
. . JBeudla A7) 1.\))5
innovation.
| am concerned about my inability to by Lo JS 50 e (508 axed (318 U
. - . . 16
manage all what the innovation requires. OSEY)
I would like to know how my teaching or . ; . e s Co
; a) aS s \
managing would change. I Sl O ot AR e 2 2 1T
I would like to familiarize other iyt ‘ . :
LsY) o gAY ALY L) 3B
departments or persons about the advance mm if pitl e @ 0| g
Al sl 13 aadhy o 2 Y)
of the new approach.
I am concerned about evaluating my affect S e e s
SUall \ Ll
on students. Bl e oo A et e 19
I would like to revise the approach of the ASEN 13 sl Juws s e | 20

innovation.
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Back-Translated Statements

Arabic-Translated Statements

I am currently preoccupied with things

. ; <Y e s e oLl J sadia Ul
other than innovation. S e e sl J 21
I would like to modify our use of the e el IS Lalasin) Jaasd 8 e )
) . 5 ; o722
innovation based on students’ experiences. Lds Gl
I spend little time to think about the . ot Sy 1 e <
) : (Y] pSaill S U 5 ool
innovation. S I T 23
I would like to excite my students about 138 8 an 50 Jsa OUa s i) & e )
. L 24
their role in this approach. sl
I am concerned about the time spent to oy !
. e dand) (8 Jshuall sl Apilly (318 Ll
resqlve non_-academlc problems related to SV At adad sl L) 25
the innovation.
| would like to know what the innovation & DS aladin) 4l e 48 me A e ) 26
requires in the near future. alad) i)
I would like to coordinate my efforts with Sy . e e s st
: 334 3 e AY Sarsi \
others to increase the effects of the 2 Gosl e e s Ii;gd\ 27
) ) OSEN)
innovation.
I would like to acquire more information O Sl glaall (o 3y 3all o Jpaall (82 )
about time and effort commitments J8 (e Ay slladll agall g 8 gL Aalaldl il 3N | 28
required by the innovation. LOSaY)
I would like to know what other faculty do 2 O3 AV O salzall aledy Lo 4d 2a & a2 ) 29
in this field. Jiaall 2
Currently, other priorities are distracting | e oalLiil 3855 (e Jaiad g Al @bl Ll 30
me from concentrating on the innovation. OSaY)
I would like to determine how to o e : =
_ Jagisl gl 309 ol aladl A€ agan 3
complete, improve or replace the adial 5l Sans 5] pll BAS 2o 8 z‘j‘ 31
innovation. il
I would like to employ students’ feedback QUall e daal I 4000 aladiu) 4 e )
. LT 32
to change the program. bl (8 ) yuat Jead
I would like to know how my role would | saiul Lexie (5 )50y CaS 48 2a 3 2 )|
X . e = . 33
change when | use the innovation. OSaY
Coordination of tasks and people takes a sl st .o -
. - bl Jalasly) |
lot of my time. By e IS AL 5 pleall Bpii | 34
I would like to know how the innovation . X e , :
Lae ) K1 138 () <5 o 44 3
would be better than what we have SEIT 055 RS R me 2 8 35

currently.

Ulls Ll
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Appendix M

Back-Translated Statements vs. Original Statements of the Stages of Concern
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Back-Translated Statements

Original Statements

1| I am concerned about students’ attitudes | I am concerned about students’ attitudes
to the innovation. toward the innovation.

2 | I currently know about other methods I now know of some other approaches
that may work better. that might work better.

3 | I am very concerned about another | am more concerned about another
innovation. innovation.

4 | 1'am concerned about not having enough | I am concerned about not having enough
time to organize myself every day. time to organize myself each day.

5 | I'would like to help other faculty in their | I would like to help other faculty in their
use of the innovation. use of the innovation.

6 | | have very limited knowledge about the | I have a very limited knowledge of the
innovation. innovation.

7 | 'would like to know the effect of | would like to know the effect of
reorganization on my occupational reorganization on my professional status.
status.

8 | I am concerned about the conflict I am concerned about conflict between
between my interests and my interests and my responsibilities.
responsibilities.

9 | I am concerned about revising my use of | I am concerned about revising my use of
the innovation. the innovation.

10 | I would like to establish work | would like to develop working
relationships with our faculty and relationships with both our faculty and
outside faculty that use this innovation. | outside faculty using this innovation.

11 | I am concerned about the effect of the I am concerned about how the
innovation on students. innovation affects students.

12 | 1 am not concerned about the innovation | I am not concerned about the innovation
currently. at this time.

13 | I would like to know who will place I would like to know who will make the
decisions in the new system. decisions in the new system.

14 | 1 would like to discuss the possibility of | I would like to discuss the possibility of
using the innovation. using the innovation.

15 | I would like to know the available I would like to know what resources are
learning resources if we decide to use the | available if we decide to adopt the
innovation. innovation.

16 | 1 am concerned about my inability to | am concerned about my inability to
manage all what the innovation requires. | manage all that the innovation requires.

17 | 1 would like to know how my teaching or | I would like to know how my teaching or
management would change. administration is supposed to change.

18 | 1 would like to familiarize other | would like to familiarize other
departments or persons about the departments or persons with the progress
advance of the new approach. of this new approach.

19 | I am concerned about evaluating my | am concerned about evaluating my

effect on students.

impact on students.
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Back-Translated Statements

Original Statements

20

I would like to revise the approach of the
innovation.

I would like to revise the innovation’s
approach.

21

I am preoccupied with things other than
innovation.

| am preoccupied with things other than
the innovation.

22

I would like to change our use of the
innovation based on students’
experiences.

I would like to modify our use of the
innovation based on the experiences of
our students.

23

I spend little time to think about the
innovation.

I spend little time thinking about the
innovation.

24

I would like to excite my students about
their role in this approach.

I would like to excite my students about
their part in this approach.

25

I am concerned about the time spent to
resolve non-academic problems related
to the innovation.

| am concerned about time spent
working with nonacademic problems
related to the innovation.

26

I would like to know what the innovation
will require in the near future.

I would like to know what the use of the
innovation will require in the immediate
future.

27

I would like to coordinate my efforts
with others to increase the effects of the
innovation.

| would like to coordinate my efforts
with others to maximize the innovation’s
effects.

28

I would like to acquire more information
about time and effort commitments
required by the innovation.

I would like to have more information on
time and energy commitments required
by the innovation.

29

I would like to know what other faculty
do in this field.

| would like to know what other faculty
are doing in this area.

30

Currently, other priorities are distracting
me from concentrating on the
innovation.

Currently, other priorities prevent me
from focusing my attention on the
innovation.

31

I would like to determine how to
complete, improve or replace the
innovation.

I would like to determine how to
supplement, enhance, or replace the
innovation.

32

I would like to employ students’
feedback to change the program.

I would like to use feedback from
students to change the program.

33

I would like to know how my role would
change when | use the innovation.

I would like to know how my role will
change when | am using the innovation.

34

Coordination of tasks and people takes a
lot of my time.

Coordination of tasks and people is
taking too much of my time.

35

I would like to know how the innovation
is better than what we have currently.

I would like to know how the innovation
is better than what we have now.
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Appendix N
The Original vs. the Modified Statements of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire

(English Version)
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Original Statements

Statements After Modification

1. | I am concerned about students’ attitudes | I am concerned about students’ attitudes
toward the innovation. toward the use of technology in

teaching.

2. | I now know of some other approaches I now know of some other approaches
that might work better. that might work better than the use of

technology in teaching.

3. | I am more concerned about another I am more concerned about another
innovation. program rather than the program of

technology use in teaching.

4. | I'am concerned about not having enough | | am concerned about not having
time to organize myself each day. enough time to organize myself each

day in which I use technology.

5. | I would like to help other faculty in their | 1 would like to help other faculty in
use of the innovation. their use of technology in teaching.

6. | I have a very limited knowledge of the | | have a very limited knowledge of the
innovation. use of technology in teaching.

7. | I'would like to know the effect of I would like to know the effect of the
reorganization on my professional use of technology in teaching on my
status. professional status.

8. | I am concerned about conflict between I am concerned about conflict between
my interests and my responsibilities. my interests and my responsibilities

when | am using technology in
teaching.

9. | I'am concerned about revising my use of | I am concerned about revising my use of
the innovation. technology in teaching.

10. | I would like to develop working I would like to develop working
relationships with both our faculty and relationships with both our faculty and
outside faculty using this innovation. outside faculty using technology in

teaching.

11. | I am concerned about how the I am concerned about how the use of
innovation affects students. technology in teaching affects students.

12. | I am not concerned about the I am not concerned about the use of
innovation at this time. technology in teaching at this time.

13. | I would like to know who will make the | I would like to know who will make the
decisions in the new system. decisions in the use of technology in

teaching.

14. | I would like to discuss the possibility of | I would like to discuss the possibility of
using the innovation. using technology in teaching.

15. | I would like to know what resources are | | would like to know what resources are

available if we decide to adopt the
innovation.

available if we decide to adopt
technology in teaching.
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Original Statements

Statements After Modification

16. | I am concerned about my inability to I am concerned about my inability to
manage all that the innovation requires. | manage all that the use of technology in

teaching requires.

17. | I would like to know how my teaching I would like to know how my teaching
or administration is supposed to change. | or administration is supposed to change

in case | decide using technology in
teaching.

18. | I would like to familiarize other I would like to familiarize other schools
departments or persons with the or teachers with the progress of the use
progress of this new approach. of technology in teaching.

19. | I am concerned about evaluating my I am concerned about evaluating my
impact on students. impact on students when I am using

technology in teaching.

20. | I'would like to revise the innovation’s I would like to revise the approach of
approach. the use of technology in teaching.

21. | I am preoccupied with things other than | | am preoccupied with things other than
the innovation. the use of technology in teaching.

22. | ' would like to modify our use of the I would like to modify our use of
innovation based on the experiences of | technology in teaching based on the
our students. experiences of our students.

23. | I spend little time thinking about the I spend little time thinking about the
innovation. use of technology in teaching.

24. | ' would like to excite my students about | | would like to excite my students about
their part in this approach. their part in the use of technology in

teaching.

25. | I am concerned about time spent I am concerned about time spent
working with nonacademic problems working with nonacademic problems
related to the innovation. related to the use of technology in

teaching.

26. | 1 would like to know what the use of the | I would like to know what the use of
innovation will require in the technology in teaching will require in
immediate future. the immediate future.

27. | 1 would like to coordinate my efforts I would like to coordinate my efforts
with others to maximize the with others to maximize the effects of
innovation’s effects. the use of technology in teaching.

28. | ' would like to have more information I would like to have more information
on time and energy commitments on time and energy commitments
required by the innovation. required by the use of technology in

teaching.

29. | I would like to know what other faculty | I would like to know what other faculty

are doing in this area.

are doing in the area of the use of
technology in teaching.
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Original Statements

Statements After Modification

30. | Currently, other priorities prevent me Currently, other priorities prevent me
from focusing my attention on the from focusing my attention on the use of
innovation. technology in teaching.

31. | 1'would like to determine how to I would like to determine how to
supplement, enhance, or replace the supplement or enhance the use of
innovation. technology in teaching or how to

replace it with another thing better.

32. | I would like to use feedback from I would like to use feedback from
students to change the program. students to change the program of

technology use in teaching.

33. | I would like to know how my role will | would like to know how my role will
change when | am using the innovation. | change when | am using technology in

teaching.

34. | Coordination of tasks and people is Coordination of tasks and people is
taking too much of my time. taking too much of my time when I am

using technology in teaching.

35. | I would like to know how the I would like to know how the use of

innovation is better than what we have
now.

technology in teaching is better than
what we have now.
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Appendix O
The Research Study Instrument

(English Version)
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In the Name of God, Most Gracious, Most Merciful
Peace, Mercy, and blessings of God be upon you,

Dear classroom teacher, | would like to thank you in advance for your great
cooperation in completing this study which aims to identify teachers’ concerns towards
the use of technology in teaching and also any significant differences in their concerns
among different demographic characteristics such as gender and type of school program.
In addition, the study is in search of factors that make difficulties for effective technology
integration to take place inside of the classroom and other factors that stimulate teachers
to integrate technology into their teaching. The most important thing that | would like to
notify you is that your participation in this study is strictly voluntary and all data relating
to you will be strictly kept confidential and private and will be used just for the purpose
of the study.

Moatasim Barri, M.S.Ed. Marc Mahlios, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator Professor, The researcher’s Advisor

3416 Aldrich St. Lawrence, KS, 66047 Department of Curriculum and Teaching

Cell-phone no.: +1 (785) 393-7117 1122 W. Campus Rd.,

M_barri@hotmail.com Joseph R. Pearson Hall, Room 437,
University of Kansas, Lawrence, KS, 66045
Tel. no.: +1 (785) 864-9666
Mahlios@ku.edu

Demographic Information

1. | Gender: [ ] Male [ ] Female

2. | Type of School Program:  [_] Tatweer [ ] Alraeda [ ] Regular

3. | Grade Level: [ ]Elementary [ ] Intermediate  [_] Secondary
4. | Subject Area Taught:

[_] Science (Mathematics, Physics, Biology, Chemistry, Geology, Ecology)
[ ] Humanities (Social Studies, Islamic Studies, Arabic Language, English
Language, Sociology)

[_] Social Science (Health & Physical Education, Art Education, Family Education,
Vocational Education, National Education, Educational Psychology,
Life Skills, Library and Search, Special Education, Accounting,
Principles of Economics, Principles of Administration)

[] Elementary Multiple Subjects

5. | In your use of technology in the classroom, do you consider yourself to be a:
[ ] Nonuser [ ] Beginning User [ ] Intermediate User [ ] Advanced User

6. | How long have you been involved in teaching with technology, not counting this
year?
[ INever [ ]Jlyear [ ]2years [ ]3years [ J4years [ ]5ormore

7. | Have you received formal training regarding technology implementation in the
classrooms? [ ] No [ ]Yes
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Next are two separate lists with different purposes, the first list involves 6 most common
incentives that stimulate classroom teachers to employ technology in the educational
process and the second one involves 10 most common factors that make difficulties for
teachers to effectively use technology in their teaching. Please, read each item carefully
and circle a number based on the following scale:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 )
Incentive Scale

9. l’keicl::;nology enables students to acquire basic computer 1 2 3 4 5

10. Techﬁology improves the teaching and learning process. 1 2 3 4 5

11. Technology helps save time and effort in the teaching
process.

12. Technology motivates students to learn in new ways. 1 2 3 4 5

13. Technology provides a mean of expanding and applying
what has been taught in the classroom.

14. School administration encourages teachers to use
technology in their teaching.

Barrier Scale
15. Insufficiency of technology-based training programs 1 2 3 4 5
16. Weakness of technology-based training programs 1 2 3 4 5

17. Lack of coursework in technology within the teacher
education program

18. Insufficient and inappropriate time to learn how to
properly use technology in teaching

19. Lots of broken-down technology equipment 1 2 3 4 5
20. Lack of technology equipment in school 1 2 3 4 5
21. Oldness of technology equipment 1 2 3 4 5

22. The difficulty of managing a classroom enhanced with
technology equipment

23. A large number of students included in the computer lab
or learning resources center

24. The difficulty of assessing students learning resulting
from the use of technology in the classroom
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The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine your present concerns toward the use of
technology in teaching. Please, read each item carefully and then circle one number (a
degree of intensify) that determines your present concern to that item. Remember to
respond to each item in terms of your present concerns about your involvement, potential
involvement, no involvement with the use of technology in teaching.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Irrelevant Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now

Circle One Number For Each Item

1. 1 am concerned about students’ attitudes toward the
use of technology in teaching.

2. 1 now know of some other approaches that might work
better than the use of technology in teaching.

3. I am more concerned about another program rather
than the program of technology use in teaching.

4. | am concerned about not having enough time to
organize myself each day in which | use technology.

5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of
technology in teaching.

6. | have a very limited knowledge of the use of
technology in teaching.

7. 1 would like to know the effect of the use of technology
in teaching on my professional status.

8. | am concerned about conflict between my interests

and my responsibilities when | am using technology in 0O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
teaching.

9.1 am concerned about revising my use of technology in 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
teaching.

10. I would like to develop working relationships with both

our faculty and outside faculty using technology in 0O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
teaching.

11. I am concerned about how the use of technology in
teaching affects students.

12. | am not concerned about the use of technology in
teaching at this time.

13. I would like to know who will make the decisions in the
use of technology in teaching.

14. | would like to discuss the possibility of using
technology in teaching.

15. | would like to know what resources are available if we
decide to adopt technology in teaching.

16. | am concerned about my inability to manage all that
the use of technology in teaching requires.
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0 1 2 3 4

Irrelevant Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now

5 6 7

Circle One Number For Each Item

17. I would like to know how my teaching or
administration is supposed to change in case | decide
using technology in teaching.

18. 1 would like to familiarize other schools or teachers
with the progress of the use of technology in teaching.

19. | am concerned about evaluating my impact on
students when | am using technology in teaching.

20. I would like to revise the approach of the use of
technology in teaching.

21. | am preoccupied with things other than the use of
technology in teaching.

22. | would like to modify our use of technology in
teaching based on the experiences of our students.

23. | spend little time thinking about the use of technology
in teaching.

24. | would like to excite my students about their part in
the use of technology in teaching.

25. 1 am concerned about time spent working with
nonacademic problems related to the use of technology in
teaching.

26. | would like to know what the use of technology in
teaching will require in the immediate future.

27. 1 would like to coordinate my efforts with others to
maximize the effects of the use of technology in teaching.

28. I would like to have more information on time and
energy commitments required by the use of technology in
teaching.

29. | would like to know what other faculty are doing in the
area of the use of technology in teaching.

30. Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing
my attention on the use of technology in teaching.

31. I would like to determine how to supplement or
enhance the use of technology in teaching or how to
replace it with another thing better.

32. I would like to use feedback from students to change
the program of technology use in teaching.

33. I would like to know how my role will change when |
am using technology in teaching.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of
my time when | am using technology in teaching.

35. I would like to know how the use of technology in
teaching is better than what we have now.
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Research Study Instrument
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Appendix R

Statements on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire Arranged According to Stage
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Stage Statement
3. I am more concerned about another program rather than the program
of technology use in teaching.
12. I am not concerned about the use of technology in teaching at this
time.
Awareness | 21. | am preoccupied with things other than the use of technology in

teaching.
23. | spend little time thinking about the use of technology in teaching.
30. Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing my attention on

the use of technology in teaching.

Informational

6. | have a very limited knowledge of the use of technology in teaching.
14. 1 would like to discuss the possibility of using technology in
teaching.

15. 1 would like to know what resources are available if we decide to
adopt technology in teaching.

26. I would like to know what the use of technology in teaching will
require in the immediate future.

35. 1 would like to know how the use of technology in teaching is better

than what we have now.

Personal

7. 1 would like to know the effect of the use of technology in teaching on
my professional status.

13. I would like to know who will make the decisions in the use of
technology in teaching.

17. I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed
to change in case | decide using technology in teaching.

28. 1 would like to have more information on time and energy
commitments required by the use of technology in teaching.

33. ' would like to know how my role will change when | am using

technology in teaching.
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Stage

Statement

Management

4. 1 am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each
day in which I use technology.

8. I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my
responsibilities when | am using technology in teaching.

16. I am concerned about my inability to manage all that the use of
technology in teaching requires.

25. I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic
problems related to the use of technology in teaching.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time when

I am using technology in teaching.

Consequence

1. I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward the use of technology
in teaching.

11. I am concerned about how the use of technology in teaching affects
students.

19. I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students when I am
using technology in teaching.

24. 1 would like to excite my students about their part in the use of
technology in teaching.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time when

I am using technology in teaching.

Collaboration

5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of technology in
teaching.

10. I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty
and outside faculty using technology in teaching.

18. 1 would like to familiarize other schools or teachers with the progress
of the use of technology in teaching.

27. 1 would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize the
effects of the use of technology in teaching.

29. 1 would like to know what other faculty are doing in the area of the

use of technology in teaching.
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Stage Statement

2. 1 now know of some other approaches that might work better than the
use of technology in teaching.

9. I am concerned about revising my use of technology in teaching.

20. 1'would like to revise the approach of the use of technology in
Refocusing | teaching.

22. 1 would like to modify our use of technology in teaching based on the
experiences of our students.

31. I would like to determine how to supplement or enhance the use of

technology in teaching or how to replace it with another thing better.
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Appendix S
The Arabic-Translated vs. the Arabic Modified Statements on the Stages of Concern

Questionnaire
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Appendix T

An SPSS Macro for Evaluating Multivariate Normality
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preserve.
set printback=none.

Rk IR IR S S b b b b b b SR S g I b b b b Ib Sh g 2 b b b b b 2h Sb db 2 2 b b b (b Sb (Sb S g g b b b (Sb (db g g g b b b (Ib (db gb db g g b b b b Sb (db db g g b o 4
* Univariate and multivariate tests of skew and kurtosis, a list of the
5 cases with the largest Mahalanobis distances, a plot of the

squared distances, critical values for a single multivariate outlier.

from: DeCarlo, L. T. (1997). On the meaning and use of kurtosis.
Psychological Methods, 2, 292-307.

To use the macro, one needs two lines, one to include the macro
in the program, and the other to execute it. Open the data file, then
type the commands in a syntax window as follows:

include 'c:\spsswin\normtest.sps'.
normtest vars=x1l,x2,x3,x4 /.

The first line includes the macro, which in this case is named
normtest.sps and is located in the spsswin directory, and the
second line invokes the macro for variables x1 to x4, for example.
(variable names can be separated by spaces or commas)

Updated 2002: the plot command of SPSS is replaced by graph

Updated 11/97:

This version uses a corrected two-pass algorithm to compute
the variance, from Chan, T. F., Golub, G. H., & LeVeque, R. J.
(1983) . Algorithms for computing the sample variance: Analysis
and recommendations. American Statistician, 37, 242-247.
Fisher's g statistics are given.

Mardia's p-value fixed (multiplied by 2), and the statistic is

computed using the biased variance estimator, as in SAS & EQS
R R I I b b b b b b S S I I b b b (b db Sb i d b b b b b b S d 2 b b b (b ab ab S I i b b b (Sb (db d d b b b b (ab (db Sb db db b b b b (Ib (Ib (db db i g b b 4

b S S S . T . S S N S S . R S . S S S S N N

*

define normtest (vars=!charend('/')).

matrix.

get x /variables=!vars /names=varnames /missing=omit.
compute n=nrow(x) .

compute p=ncol (x) .

compute sl=csum(x) .

compute xbar=sl/n.

compute j=make(n,1l,1).

compute xdev=x-j*xbar.

release x.

compute dev=csum(xdev) .

compute devsg=(dev&*dev) /n.

compute ss=csum(xdevé&*xdev) .

* corrected two-pass algorithm.

compute m2=(ss-devsq) /n.

compute sdev=sqrt (m2) .

compute m3=csum(xdev&**3)/n.

compute md=csum(xdev&**4) /n.

compute sqgrtbl=t (m3/(m2&*sdev)) .

compute b2=t (m4/ (m2&**2)).

compute gl=((sgrt(n*(n-1)))*sgrtbl)/(n-2).

compute g2=(b2-((3*(n-1))/(n+l)))* ((n**2-1)/((n-2)*(n-3))) .
*xrAFxFxxx quantities needed for multivariate statistics *x***x**xx
compute s=sscp(xdev)/ (n-1).



compute sb=s*(n-1)/n.

compute sinv=inv(s) .

compute d=diag(s) .

compute dmat=make (p,p,0).

call setdiag(dmat,d).

compute sgrtdinv=inv (sqgrt (dmat)) .

compute corr=sqrtdinv*s*sqgrtdinv.

*** principal components for Srivastava's tests ***

call svd(s,u,q,Vv).

compute pc=xdev*v.

call svd(sb,aa,bb,cc).

compute pcb=(xdev*cc) .

release xdev.

*** Mahalanobis distances ***

compute sqgrtginv=inv (sqgrt(q)) .

compute stdpc=pc*sqgrtginv.

compute dsg=rssqg(stdpc) .

release stdpc.

compute sqgrtbbi=inv (sqrt (bb)).

compute stdpcb=pcb*sqgrtbbi.

compute dsgb=rssqg(stdpcb) .

release stdpcb.

R R R I b b b b Ib dh a2 4 univariate Skew and kurtosis RIS d dh b b b b ab Sb (db db db b b b e

*** approximate Johnson's SU transformation for skew ***

compute y=sqrtbl*sgrt((n+l)* (n+3)/(6*(n-2))).

compute betal2=3* (n**2+27*n-70) * (n+1) * (n+3)/ ((n=-2) * (n+5) * (n+7) *

(n+9)) .

compute w=sqrt (-l+sqrt (2* (beta2-1))).

compute delta=1/sqgrt (ln(w)).

compute alpha=sqrt (2/ (w*w-1)) .

compute subl=delta*1ln(y/alpha+sqgrt ((y/alpha)s&**2+1)).

compute psubl=2*(l-cdfnorm(abs (subl))).

print {n}/title"Number of observations:" /format=f5.

print {p}/title"Number of variables:" /format=f5.

print {gl,sqrtbl, subl,psubl}
/title"Measures and tests of skew:"
/clabels="gl","sqgrt (bl)","z (bl)", "p-value"
/rnames=varnames /format=f10.4.

*** Anscombe & Glynn's transformation for kurtosis

compute eb2=3*(n-1)/(n+1).

compute vb2=24*n* (n-2)* (n=-3)/ (((n+1)**2)*(n+3) * (n+5)) .

compute stm3b2=(b2-eb2)/sqgrt (vb2).

compute betal=6* (n*n-5*n+2)/ ((n+7)* (n+9)) *sqgrt (6* (n+3) * (n+5) /

(n* (n=2)*(n=3))) .
compute a=6+(8/betal)* (2/betal+sqrt (1+4/ (betal**2))).
compute zb2=(1-2/(9%a)-((1-2/a)/ (1l+stm3b2*sqgrt (2/ (a-4))))
&**(1/3))/sqrt(2/(9*a)) .

compute pzb2=2* (l-cdfnorm (abs (zb2))).

compute b2minus3=b2-3.

print {g2,b2minus3, zb2,pzb2}
/title"Measures and tests of kurtosis:"
/clabels="g2","b2-3","z (b2)", "p-value"
/rnames=varnames /format=£f10.4.

compute ksg=subl&**2+zb2&**2.

compute pksg=l-chicdf (ksq,2).

compute lm=n* ((sqrtbl&**2/6)+ (b2minus3&**2/24)).

compute plm=1l-chicdf (1lm,2).
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print
/title"Omnibus tests of normality (both chisqg, 2 df):".
print {ksq,pksqg,lm,plm}
/title"™ D'Agostino & Pearson K sqg Jarque & Bera LM test"
/clabels="K sq","p-value","LM", "p-value"
/rnames=varnames /format=£f10.4.
do if p>1
print

/title"*************** Multivariate Statistics ***************".

*** Small's multivariate tests ***

compute uinv=inv (corré&**3).

compute uinv2=inv (corr&**4).

compute gl=t (subl) *uinv*subl.

* note: the variant of Small's kurtosis uses Anscombe & Glynn's
* transformation in lieu of SU (A & G is simpler to program)
compute g2=t (zb2) *uinv2*zb2.

compute pgl=l-chicdf (gl,p).

compute pg2=1l-chicdf (g2,p) .

print /title"Tests of multivariate skew:".

print {qgl,p,pql}/title" Small's test (chisqg)"
/clabels="Q1","df", "p-value"/format=£10.4.

*** Srivastava's multivariate tests ***

compute pcsl=csum(pc) .

compute pcs2=csum(pc&**2).

compute pcs3=csum(pc&**3) .

compute pcséd=csum(pc&**4).

release pc.

compute mpc2=(pcs2-(pcsl&**2/n))/n.

compute mpc3=(pcs3-(3/n*pcsl&*pcs2)+(2/ (n**2) * (pcsl&**3))) /n.

compute mpcéd=(pcsd-(4/n*pcsl&*pcs3)+(6/ (n**2) * (pcs2&* (pcsl&**2)))

-(3/ (n**3) * (pcsl&**4))) /n.

compute pcbl=mpc3/ (mpc2&**1.5).

compute pcb2=mpcd/ (mpc2&**2) .

compute sgblp=rsum(pcbl&**2) /p.

compute b2p=rsum(pcb2) /p.

compute chibl=sgblp*n*p/6.

compute normb2=(b2p-3) *sqrt (n*p/24) .

compute pchibl=1-chicdf (chibl,p).

compute pnormb2=2* (1-cdfnorm(abs (normb2))) .

print {chibl,p,pchibl}
/title"™ Srivastava's test"
/clabels="chi (blp)","df", "p-value"/format=£10.4.

print /title"Tests of multivariate kurtosis:".

print {g2,p,pg2}
/title" A variant of Small's test (chisq)"
/clabels="vQ2","df", "p-value"/format=£10.4.

print {b2p,normb2,pnormb?2}
/title" Srivastava's test"
/clabels="b2p", "N (b2p)", "p-value"/format=£10.4.

*** Mardia's multivariate kurtosis ***

compute b2pm=csum(dsgb&**2) /n.

compute nb2pm= (b2pm-p* (p+2)) /sqgrt (8*p* (p+2) /n) .

compute pnb2pm=2* (1-cdfnorm(abs (nb2pm))) .

print {b2pm,nb2pm,pnb2pm}

/title" Mardia's test"
/clabels="b2p", "N (b2p)", "p-value"/format=£10.4.

compute g3=qgl+gZ2.
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compute g3df=2*p.

compute pg3=1l-chicdf (g3, g3df).

print /title"Omnibus test of multivariate normality:".
print {g3,q3df,pg3}

/title" (based on Small's test, chisqg)"
/clabels="vQ3","df", "p-value"/format=£10.4.
end if.

compute cse={1l:n}.
compute case=t (cse) .
compute rnk=rnkorder (dsq) .
compute top=(n+l)-rnk.
compute pvar=make (n,1,p).
compute ddf=make(n,1l, (n-p-1)).
compute ncase=make(n,1l,n).
compute alOl=make(n,1, (1-.01/n)).
compute alO5=make(n,1, (1-.05/n)).
compute mahal={case, rnk, top,dsq, pvar,ddf,ncase,all,al5}.
save mahal /outfile=temp
/variables=case, rnk, top,dsq, pvar,ddf,ncase,all,a05.
end matrix.
get file=temp.
sort cases by top (a).
do if case=1.
compute f01l=idf.f (a0l,pvar,ddf).
compute f05=idf.f (a05,pvar,ddf) .
compute fcO0l=(f0l*pvar* (ncase-1)**
compute fc05=(f05*pvar* (ncase-1) **
print space.
print
/'Critical wvalues (Bonferroni) for a single multivar. outlier:'.
print space.

)
)

2)/ (ncase* (ddf+pvar*£f01)) .
2)/ (ncase* (ddf+pvar*£f05)) .

print

/' critical F(.05/n) ='fc05 (f5.2)' df ='pvar (£f3)','ddf (f4).
print

a critical F(.01/n) ="'fc0l (£5.2)" df ='pvar (£3)','ddf (f4).

print space.
print /'5 observations with largest Mahalanobis distances:'.
end if.
execute.
do if top < 6.
print
/' rank ='top (f2)' case# ='case (f4)' Mahal D sq ='dsqg (f10.2).
end if.
execute.
compute chisg=idf.chisqg((rnk-.5)/ncase,pvar).
graph
/title="Plot of ordered squared distances"
/scatterplot (overlay)=dsq with chisqg.
execute.
!enddefine.
restore.
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Follow-up Support Activities
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Follow-up Support Activities

There are several kinds of follow-up activities approaching in different ways, such as
peer coaching, peer review, collegial study groups, and action research.

1. Peer Coaching

It is a school-based job-embedded follow-up support leading teachers to positive
changes in their teaching practice. It allows two teachers or more to consult with each
other, to observe each other’s classroom, and to share ideas; skills; and study materials
regarding technology implementation for the purpose of helping each other with
technology implementation efforts.

2. Peer Review

Similar to the peer coaching, it is a school-based job-embedded follow-up support
making a significant difference in the struggling teacher’s practice. It allows a new
teacher who needs support and assistance to consult with a skilled teacher who works as a
mentor providing feedback and advice to the new teacher. Both of them observe one
another’s classroom, and share ideas, teaching practices and study materials to help each
other with technology integration into curriculum.

3. Collegial Study Groups
Arranging study groups by teaching level or subject matter and providing each group
with sufficient time to work are going to maintain ongoing conversations on new
concepts and skills regarding technology implementation and provide big opportunities
for cooperative planning and problem solving. The results drawing from each study

group must be appraised and used by the school or school district.
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4. Action Research
It is a practical process linked with the daily work of the teachers as well as helping them
change their classroom practice. It allows teachers to research new applications and real

world problems and model them for their students.
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Permission for SoCQ Use
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ADVANCING RESEARCH

SEDL SEDL License Agreement

IMPROVING EDUCATION

To: Moatasim Barri (Licensee)
3416 Aldrich St.
Lawrence, KS 66047

From: Nancy Reynolds
Information Associate
SEDL
Information Resource Center-Copyright Permissions
4700 Mueller Blvd.
Austin, TX 78723

Subject: License Agreement to reprint and distribute SEDL materials
Date: October 18, 2012

Thank you for your interest in using the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ 075)
published by SEDL in Measuring Implementation in Schools: The Stages of Concern
Questionnaire written by Archie A. George, Gene E. Hall, and Suzanne M. Stiegelbauer in
2006, as Appendix A, pages 79-82; it is also available in electronic format as SEDL’s Stages of
Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) Online (which can be purchased on the SEDL website at
http://www.sedl.org/pubs/catalog/items/cbam21.html) and in the book Taking Charge of
Change, revised ed., published in 2006 and written by Shirley M. Hord, William L. Rutherford,
Leslie Huling, and Gene E. Hall, on pages 48-49.

SoCQ 075 will be referred to as the “work” in this permission agreement. SEDL is pleased to grant
permission for use of the work cited above by the Licensee in a dissertation titled The Integration of
Technology Into School Curriculum in Saudi Arabia: Factors Affecting Technology Implementation in
the Classroom at University of Kansas in Lawrence, KS. The following are the terms, conditions, and
limitations governing this limited permission to reproduce the work:

1. All reprinting and distribution activities shall be solely in the media in which the work has
been made available for your use, i.e., copy made from a print copy or SEDL’s SoCQ
Online version, and shall be used for educational, non-profit use only. Precise compliance
with the following terms and conditions shall be required for any permitted reproduction of
the work described above.

2. No adaptations, deletions, or changes are allowed with the exceptions of substituting the
words “the innovation” with a word or phrase that participants will recognize, such as the
name of the innovation or initiative, and adding questions to identify demographic
indicators of participants before or after the instrument, but otherwise, the wording and
order of items cannot be changed. No derivative work based on or incorporating the work
will be created without the prior written consent of SEDL.

Voice: 800-476-6861
Fax: 512-476-2286

www.sedl.org
4700 MUELLER BLVD., AUSTIN, TX 78723
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SEDL License Agreement, p.2

3. This permission is non-exclusive, non-transferable, and limited to the one-time use
specified herein. This permission is granted solely for the period October 18, 2012,
through December 31, 2013, inclusive. SEDL expressly reserves all rights in this material.

4. You must give appropriate credit: “Reprinted by Moatasim Barri with permission
from SEDL,” or attribute SEDL as appropriate to the professional style guidelines
you are following. All reproductions of the material used by you shall also bear the
following copyright notice on each page of use: “Copyright © 2006, SEDL."

5. An exact copy of any reproduction of the work you produce shall be promptly provided to
SEDL. All copies of the work produced by you which are not distributed or used shall be
destroyed or sent to SEDL, save and except a maximum of three archival copies you
are permitted to keep in permanent records of the activity you conducted.

6. This License Agreement to reproduce the work is limited to the terms hereof and is
personal to the person and entity to whom it has been granted; and it may not be
assigned, given, or transferred to any other person or entity.

7. SEDL is not charging the Licensee a copyright fee to use the work.

I'm e-mailing you a PDF of this agreement. Please print and sign one copy below, indicating that
you understand and agree to comply with the above terms, conditions and limitations, and send
the original back to me. If you wish to keep a copy with original signatures, please also print,
sign, and return a second copy and, after | receive and sign it, I'll return it with both of our
signatures to you.

Thank you, again, for your interest in using SEDL’s Stages of Concern Questionnaire. If you
have any questions, please contact me at 800-476-6861, ext. 6548 or 512-391-6548, or by e-
mail at nancy.reynolds@sedl.org.

Sincerely,

W’v /‘i,,;)—d/a

Nancy Reyné'(ds for SEBL Date signed

Agreed and accepted:

.

Signature: 10/19/2010
Date signed

Printed Name: Moatasim Batri




