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This digest summarizes diverse viewpoints in the
controversy over the meaning and practice of "computer literacy." The
issue of whether being able to read and write computer programs
should be a a computer literacy requirement for teachers is
specifically addressed. Attempts to define computer literacy goals
for teachers are noted, including those by Rawitsch (1981) and the
states of Texas and North Carolina, as well as de facto definitions
resulting from program development. It is suggested that a major
problem with the term "computer literacy" is that it confounds two
ideas: the computer as a classroom tool and the computer as a subject
of instruction. Conclusions indicate that the specific skills and
knowledge that constitute computer literacy remain undefined, and
that teachers need to specify their own computer literacy needs and
pursue their own individual computer literacy education plans.
Twenty-six references are listed. (LKK)
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COMPUTER LITERACY FOR TEACHERS

Teacher computer literacy is now well-established within and
without the educational community (Martin and Heller, 1982).
This rather unfortunate term is, however, a perfect example of
what Mager (19721 calls a "fuzzy," and much controversy has
arisen over the conc-zpts projected by the term, and over attempts
to produce computer-literate teachers.

The Programming Issue

The "literacy" portion of the term immediately brings .o mind
the concept of reading and writinghence the tendency is to
think that computer-literate teachers should be able to read and
write computer programs. Some writers appear to equate pro-
gramming with computer literacy (Vockell and Rivers, 1983);
others sec reading and writing computer programs as a necessary
part of the concept (Dennis, 1979). The Association of Computing
Machinery, in defining the scope and substance of teacher train-
ing needed to integrate computing into the school, exemplifies
the latter position. Its set of competencies. developed in 1980,
includes the ability to: I) read and write simple computer pro-
grams. (2) use computer programs and documentation which
are educational in nature. (3) use computer terminology, par-
ticularly as it relates to hardware. (4) recognize educational prob-
lems that can and cannot be solved using the computer, (5) locate
information c n computing as it relates to education, (6) discuss
the historical development of computer technology as it relates
to education, and (7) discuss the moral and human-impact issues
as they relate to the societal use of computers as well as the
educational use of computers (Taylor et al., 1980).

At the other end of the spectrum is the view that one can be
naive about what is going on inside of a computer and still use
it effectively as an instructional tool (Bruchmann, 1980).
Although the bulk of writings falls somewhere between the
above (Jay, 1981; Moursund, 1982; Rawitsch, 1981; Anderson
et al., 1980), the fact remains that there is no generally accepted
operational definition for the more comprehensive set of
knowledge and skills to be associated with teacher computer
literacy.

Producing Computer-Literate Teachers

Individuals and groaps have proposed various computer
literacy goals for teachers. Rawitsch (1951) outlined six major
goal areas to be accomplished in sequence: (1) operating com-
puters, (2) using computer applications, (3) integrating applica-
tions into curricula, (4) evaluating applications, (5) designing new
applications, and (6) programming computers. To guide the
development of computer study for ertittr, the state of Texas

(1982) identified over 50 competencies in 10 hired goal areas
that all public school teachers should acquire.

Concern over defining and teaching computer literacy has led
to the development by the state of North Carolina (1983) of a
State Plan for Computer Utilization in North Carolina Public
Schrols, which identifies several essential elements to include
in a computer literacy program for teachers: ',I) activities to over-
come negative attitudes or fears, (2) opportunities for users to
become familiar with basic components of a microcomputer,
(3) a description of what computers and computer programs can
and cannot do. (4) an introduction to computer programming,
(5) sources of information about computers and software, and
(6) discussion on the impact of computers on society (Pori,
1983).

Despite lack of consensus on the nature of teacher computer
literacy, educators have produced de facto definitions through
program development. Nordman (1982), in preparing a
microcomputer inservice program, blended the computer
literacy models of Diem (1981). Moursund (1982) and Rawitsch
(1981) to form a foundation of competencies for his workshop.
Anderson (1983) cites as examples of programs in teacher train-
ing institutions Arizona State University, Columbia University
Teacher's College, Stanford University, North Texas State
University, and Lesley College. According to the American
Association for Higher EducationERIC Higher Education
Research Report No. 6 (Masat, 1981), however, 'eacher train-
ing programs on the whole presently neglect computers. Bitter
(1983) believes that computer literacy has to be included in
teacher certification requirements.

One of the best-known endeavors to help teachers in the field
gain computer literacy is the Minnesota Educational Computing
Consortium (MECC). In addition to providing extensive inservice
training of teachers, the MECC offers instructional computing
assistance, technical support, management information services,
and materials and software development (Rawitsch, 1982).

Focus for a "Fuzzy"Differing
Teacher Needs

In additional to the diversity in both the viewpoints concern-
ing its meaning and practices that take Oar:: in its name, the
term confounds two ideas: (1) the computer as a classroom tool,
and (2) the computer as a subject of instruction.

In the classroom a computer may serve a teacher as a medium
of instruction (e.g., CAI, drill-and-practice, and simulation); as
a means to manage instruction (e.g., vadebook, diagnostic
testing, lesson prescription, and Chil): and in various other ways
(e.g., in producing worksheets, printing home reports, manag-
ing data files, producing tests, and word processing) (Watts,
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1981). Computing is also becoming increasingly important as
the subject of instruction. The literature reveals a growing con-
sensus that every student shod acquire some computer literacy
by the secondary level (National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics, 1978; Klassen, 19:Iii; Molnar, 1979). Teachers who
are going to be teaching computing or computer literacy to
students need different competencies than teachers who only
intend to utilize a computer in their teaching, while teachers
who neither use nor teach about computers have only the more
general needs of any college-educated citizen.

Who Should Know What?

The specific skills and knowledge to equate with teacher com-
puter literacy remain undefined. Amid the welter of discussion
on the "true meaning" of computer literacy for teachers,
however, order can be brought out of chaos by attending to
established principles of systematic curriculum design to
establish concrete meaning for abstract concepts (Mager, 1972,
1975).

Davis (1983) has stated a concept that may foster unity of
thought concerning the defining of teacher computer literacy:
The quarrel about the value of one knowledge over another

is empty precisely because it ignores the individual who engages
the knowledge... (An) example of this is computer literacy. Man-
dates for such courses often ambiguously include both awareness
of the role of computers in society and skill in basic program-
ming. The vacuousness of the mandates is matched only by the
exaggeration of their need.... Responsible curriculum choice
must always attend to what knowledge for whom and for what
possible uses" (p. 59). To those who accept this premise, there
can be no such thing as a set of shills or body of knowledge that
defines computer literacy for all teachersindividual teachers
need specific competencies to deal with specific classroom situa-
tions. Moursund (1983) directs teachers to specify their own com-
puter literacy needs, and to pursue their own individual com-
puter literacy education plans (ICLEPs).
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