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ABSTRACT

This document presents the final report on the
Evaluation of the Pennsylvania Teleteaching Project, which was
designed to accomplish six objectives: (1) to provide students with
the opportunity to take courses that would otherwise be unavailable;
(2) to provide students with a higher level of learning; (3) to be
usable across a wide variety of learning environments; (4) to provide
an administratively manageable and politically viable alternative
means for instruction; (5) to provide teachers with a professionally
non—threatening and professionally satisfying alternative teaching
method; and (6) tv provide a cost-effective alternative means of
instruction. An audiographic system was used, that is, microcomputer
linking via regular telephone lines coupled with an audio bridge;
this technology allows a computer terminal to function as an
electronic chalkboard and provides audio interaction. The study
design and procedures included the collection of data using four
methods: a mail questionnaire for teachers, a student data collection
form also sent to teachers, a mail questionnaire for administrators,
and a student questionnaire. The results and conclusions reported are
drawn from the analyses of the questionnaire data from the three
groups as well as results from the limited available student
performance data. These results are discussed separately for each of
the target groups, and the conclusions are organized into six areas
relating to the evaluation questions: course opportunities, level of
learning, versatility of application, viable alternatives,
professional satisfaction, and cost effectiveness. Discussions of
some of the issues uncovered during the evaluation of the project and
some recommendations for addressing them conclude the report. The
survey instruments are appended. (JLB)
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- INTRODUCTION

This document represents the final report on the Evaluation of the
Pennsylvania Teleteaching Project, 1987-1988. The Pennsylvénia Teleteacﬁing
Project was designed to accomplish the following six objectives:

e To provide students with the opportunity to take courses that would
otherwise be unavailable.

e To provide students with a high level of learning.
® To be usable across a wide variety of learning environments.

e To provide an administratively manageable and politically viable
alternative means for instruction.

e To provide teachers with a professionally non-threatening and
professionally satisfying alternative teaching method.

e To provide a cost-effective alternative means of instruction.

The above objectives served as the focus for the evaluation study RBS
conducted.

The Pennsylvania Teleteaching Project, administered by Riverview
Intermediate Unit, is "a form of distance education which p;ovides otherwise
inaccessible courses to students throughout the state. Standard dial up
telephone line service is a cost effective vehicle for transferring audio
lectures on speaker-phones along with interactive electronic chalkboards by
using a computer equipped with a modem." The teleteaching project has the
potential for interconnecting all 29 of Pennsylvania'’s intermediate units,
school districts, private schools, prisons, and special schools using one of
two computer networks: an Apple IIe network, and an IBM/compatible network.
In 1987-88, the two networks combined interconnected various combinations of
31 participating schooling sites (intermediate units, school districts,

private schools, prisons and special schools) in Pennsylvania alone. In
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addition, cooperating sites in Utah and.Mexico were also linked to the
Pennsylvania Teleteaching Project, thus providing courses delivered over
distances covering 2 to 2,000 miles. ) -
Overall, 21 separate courses were offered via the teleteaching network
in the past school year. The courses ranged from 3 to 36 weeks in length,
with the great majority being either 18 or 36 weeks in length. Thirty-nine
teachers were involved as either teleteachers (sending site) or associate
teleteachers (receiving site). A few of the above teachers were involved in
more than one course during the year and in some cases teachers co-taught ;
course and thus served, at different times, as both a teleteacher and an
associate teleteacher. In addition, a few courses were sent to more than
one site. Approximately 139 students were involved as sending-site students
and 146 were present at the receiving sites. The great majority of the
courses were offered at the secondavry level (9-12). Several courses, how-
ever, involvec special populations (i.e., the matﬁ course for fifth grade
gifted students, the health course for LD and EMR students,_the remedial
reading course for low achieving fifth graders, the social skills and check
writing courses for incarcerated juveniles, and the social psychology course

for "at risk"™ students).

Evaluation Questions

The program objectives for the Pennsylvania Teleteaching Project were
translated into the following evaluation questions in order to structure the
evaluation of the project:

1. To what extent does teleteching provide students with the oppor-
tunity to take courses that would otherwise be unavailable to them?

ERIC 5
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. 2. To what extent does teleteaching provide students with a high level
of learning?

3. To what extent is teleteaching practical for use in a wide variety-
of learning environments? _ -

L.. To what extent is teleteaching an administratively manageable and
‘politically viable alternative approach to traditional teaching?

S To what extent is teleteaching non~threatening and professionally
satisfying to teachers? '

6. To what extent is teleteching cost-effective?
The study conclusions presented in a later section of this report are

organized in a manner which responds in order to the questions posed above.

Q (
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STUDY DESIGN AND PRCCEDURES

Design

The study design was operationally defined by the four data collection
deviceg constructed: a mail questionnaire for teachers, a student achieve-
ment data collection form also sent to teachers; a mail questionnaire for
administrators, and a student questionn;ire (see Appendix A). The ques-
tionnaires solicited: (1) a description of participants’ experience with
the project; (2) theif perceptions of the effectiveness of its organization,
implementation and instructional impact; and (3) their perceptions of pro-
gram strengths and needs -- fgom the perspective of their réspective roles
(i.e., teacher, administrator or student). Student achievement data and the
availability of comparison or control groups was reported by teachers on the
nstudent achievement data collection form." A focllow-up phope survey was
also conducted with select program staff (N=8) to obtain additional infor-

mation about student achievement and program operations.

Procedures
A preliminary phone survey of a dozen teleteachers was conducted in

February 1988 to determine the extent to which student achievement data
would be available for the purposes of the study. It was determined that
there would be some data available at most sites, however, given the small
Ns involved and the unavailability of comparison groups, it was deemed
likely that most of the data would not lend itself to rigorous conclusions
about program effectiveness in the aréa of student outcomes. It was decided

nonetheless to solicit all available data for descriptive purposes.
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The instruments and cover letters to be used in the study were con-

structed by RBS staff in April-May'l988._reviewed by the program sponsors
(Riverview IU staff and Pennsylvania Department of Education staff), and -
mailed out to project participants by Riverview IU staff. Completed teacher
questionnaires were returned by 38 of the 39 teachers involved in the
project. Completed student questionnaires were also returned, where appro-
priate (there were no students at gix of the sending sites), by all but four
of the teachers. Some form of student achievement data (i.e., quizzes, lab
grades, pass-fail scores, and/or final grades) was also received for 13 of
the 21 courses offered. Finally, a total of 21 administrator questionnaires
were returned from the following sources: 6 superintendents, 8 principals
and 7 school staff representing other roles (e.g., special projects coor-
dinator).

Following a preliminary inspection of these returns follow-up calls
were made to eight of the teacher respondents in érder to gain a more
complete understanding of their responses to open-ended quegtions contained
on the questionnaires.

The data returned were then coded and analyzed. All data were coded
and keyed into the RBS computer system. The mainframe version of SPSS-X
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) was utilized for comprehensive
analysis of the data. Descriptive statistical analyses were performed to
provide frequencies, means and standard deviations for all objectively
scored items on the questionnaires. Items with open-ended responses were
analyzed qualitatively and the results were included in this report as well.

The results of the data analyses are presented in the following section.
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

This section presents results from the analyses of questionnaire data
from administrators, teachers and students participating in the teleteaciiing
project as well as results from the limited student performance data avail-

able. It then presents conclusions drawn from those results.

Results
The results are discussed separately helow for administrators, teachers
and students. Those results most pertinent in addressing the six evaluation
questions posed earlier in this document are then discussed further in the

conclusions subsection that follows.

Administrators

A total of 21 administrators responded to the Administrator question-
naire. Included among these respondents were: six superintendents; eight
principals; six directors, coordinators, or supervisors; and one business
manager. All in some way served in an administrative or subervisory
capacity for the teleteaching project in their school or district. Des-
criptive statistics for all items contained on the administrator ques-
tionnaire are presented in the Appendix to this report. Major findings are
also summarized here.

In general, findings indicated that most administrators have had two

years of experience with the teleteaching project, having been assocliated

“with an average of two teleteaching courses in previous years and one to two

O
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courses during the current year. Sixty-eight percent of the administrators

indicated that their school or district was utilizing the MSDOS teleteaching
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network vs. 327 indicating use of the Apple teleteaching network.

Administrators indicated a wide variation in the amount of training and
orientation received on the teleteaching equipment and inst;uctional
process. This ranged from no training at all to a total of two training
sessions with on-site follow-up assistance. Administrators, on the average,
rated their experience with the teleteaching equipment and materials during
the course of the school year as good, with computer equipment operation
rated as fair to good. Particularly’problematic seemed to be the speaker-
phone and the telephone lines transmission, both of which ;eceived specific
mention in comments by administrators.

Administrators were also asked to rate a number of statements con-
cerning the teleteaching program on a five-point Likert scale {(ranging from
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).. On the whole, the ratings
were generally favorable, hovering around either side of the 4.0 level. The
highest two rated statements were: "I would be willing to participate again
in a teleteaching project” (4.43) and "I would recommend te}eteaching to
other school districts” (4.30). The lowest rated item was the statement
"The orientation and training I’'ve received have been adequate/effective”
(3.68).

When asked what they liked most about the teleteaching project,
administrators most frequently cited: the possibility of extended course
offerings, the opportunity to share information with other agencies and
cooperzte with different schools, the relationship between sending and
receiving school students, student enjoyment of the program, and the use of
state-of-the-art technology. In terms of problems encountered in the

implementation of the project, administrators most frequently mentioned:
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"phone line problems”, "the cost of the phone line", "meshing time schedules
with couperating schools”, "insufficient/improper training of personnel”,
and "no problems." A follow-up question was asked as to what changes or -
improvements administrators would like to see made in either the project
design or management. Most frequent responses to this question were:
"greater emphasis on training of personnel”," worked well as is - no
changes”, "the addition of FAX machines for assignments and tests", and "the
opportunity for teleteachers and associates across Pennsylvania to meet and
discuss techniques.”

In terms of future use and potential applications for the project and
teleteaching in general (as well as additional eomments administrato?s were
asked to make), the most frequent responses were as follows: "expanded
number of courses in the future", "great potential for use with gifted
students", and expansion considerations of other types. Some suggestions in
the latter area included the use of two-way video and audio via cable and
microwave, the use of teleteaehingAapplied to staff development purposes,
structured opportunities for teleteachers and associates across Pennsylvania
to attract and exchange information and techniques, state level awards and
recognition for teleteaching teachers and students, the development of
standard teleteaching equipment training lessons and their distribution, and

production and dissemination of a project newsletter.

Teachers
A total of 38 teleteachers and associate teleteachers responded to the
teacher questionnaire. Individual item statistics are provided in the

Appendix. Highlights are discussed here. The responding teachers taught a
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wide variety of courses. Approxim;tely half of the teachers responding were
teleteachers who taught at the sending sites and half were associate tele-
teachers who monitorea the classes at the receiving sites. They ranged in
overall teaching experience‘from one to 34 years, with a mean of 16. The
years of experience specifically with teleteaching for the teleteachers
fanged from one to three years, with 50% of the teleteachers having one year
of experience and 337 ﬁaving two years. The range of experience for asso-
ciate teleteachers was similar, with 56 having one year of experience and
287 with two.years of experience. In terms éf the type of teleteaching
network that the teachers were utilizing, 71%7 indicated they were using the
MSDOS network, while 26% reported using‘the Apple network, with 3% using
other computer systems on one or the other of these two networks.

\

The teachers were also asked about their experience with teleteaching
equipment and materials. Good to excellént ratings were reported for com-
puter equipment operation and computer software, thle telephone line
functioning and availability of materials ranged from fair to good. Two
respondents rated these latter two areas as poor. In terms of how teachers
were selected for participation in the project, almost 90% indicated that
they were approached by their school administration to participate. The
amount of training the teachers received on the equipment and the instruc-
tional process varied considerably. While the mean number of hours indi-
cated for each was reported to be four, the range in training hours was
rather lgrge. For training on equipment, teachers reported having received
froa 0 to 15 hours (13Z of the teachers reported receiving 0 hours training

and 137 reported receiving 15 hours training). For training on the in-

structional process, teachers reported receiving from 0 to 20 hours (27Z
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indicated receiving 0 hours of training, while 132 reported receiving 15 or

more hours). In terms of their access time on the equipment prior to the

start of the course, teachers reported spending from 0 to 70 hours of time. -
While the average was approximately 12 hours, it should be noted that 212 of

all the teachers had 0 time on the equipment prior to the start of the

course. For these teachers, there was a mean of about 17 hours of previous

éxperience on a personal computer. But once again it shoﬁld be noted that

the range of such experience was from 0 to 98 hours, with 50 of the

- teachers at the 0 level.
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Teleteachers were asked to report the number of hours of preparation
time necessary to prepare computer display files for each levson. This was
indicated to be approximately 2 hours. For associate teleteachers a similar
question was asked regarding how much time it took them to prepare for each
class, and the response was approximately 1 hour.on the average.

Both teleteachers and assuciate teleteachers were asked a number of
questions relating to their experiences in operating their respective
classes during the past year. In respondihg to these questions teleteachers
and associate teleteachers were very similar in their outlook, based upon
their most frequen£ response to these questions. Both groups of teachers
felt that students learned in a teleteaching situation about as well as in a
regular classroom. They felt that students in a teleteaching class take
more responsibility thzn those in a regular classroom. They rated student
enthusiasm for the teleteaching cla;o to be more than that in a regular
classroom. They rated the progress of their class in the £eleteaching
situation as being just about what they expected. With respect to how

attentive students were in a teleteaching classroom as compared to a regular

10
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classroom, teachers in the remote claseroom felt that they were about as
attentive as in a regular classroom, while teachers in a home classroom felt
that they were more attentive than in a regular classroom.

Following these comparisons of teleteaching home (sending site) and
remote (receiving site) classes to regular classes, a series of questions
were asked about teachers’ teleteaching experience in general during the
current year. These questions covered a wide range of factors and issues.
In responding to these questions teachers were asked to rate each of the
statements on the questionnaire in accordance with a five-point Likert scale
(ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The highest t&o
ratings received were on the following statements: "I enjoy taking part in
this method of teaching" (4.05), apd "As a teleteacher, I now find myself
better prepared for class" (4.00). The lowest two ratings were received for
the statements: "The teleteaching orientation and training I’'ve received
has been adequate/effective” (3.23), "Students at the remote site take more
responsibility for learning than students in a regular classroom setting”
(3.31), and "I have had adequate preparation time for the teleteaching class
I teach" (3.39).

Teleteachers were also asked about the kinds of contact that they and
their students have had with other students at the remote site. It is in-
teresting to note that nearly half of the sending sites had some form of
contact with the remote site teachers and students other than during the
teleteaching class. Sometimes photographs of students were exchanged be-
tween the two classes. At other times, the sending site teacher visited the

remote classes either to teach a class or to administer a test or to deliver
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materials. Some classes videotaped lessons and exchanged videotapes between
the two classes. In another case, both classes met for a joint field trip.
To aid their participation in the teleteaching project, ali tele-
teachers and associate teleteachers were provided with release time frecm
other responsibilities, substitute days, and preparation time during the
regular school day. 1In addition, some reported being compensated for time
spent after school hours. A total of 54X of the participating teachers
indicated that their participation affected their future goals as an edu-
cator. Typically, they indicated pursuing some computer oriented activities
or courge of study at the graduate level. 1In terms of the effect their
parﬁicipation had on other teachers that they worked with, most teleteachers
indicated interest, positive reactions, and support from their colleagues.
When asked what they liked most about their teleteaching experience,
the teachers most frequently cited the following: it gave them and their
students exposure to modern and hi-tech equipment, it gave their students a
chance to take a course not otherwise offered in the district, it gave them
the opportunity to work cooperatively with another teacher, it helped stu-
dents and generated high student interest, it was personally stimulating,
and it helped in organizing class presentations. When asked what th;
teachers liked least about the teleteaching experience, they indicated the
following: scheduling differences between sending and receiving sites,
computer technical problems, problems in getting equipment set up initially,
getting trained, and getting materials. Things that teachers would like to
see changed in the project design and management include the following:
more and better training, a better means of sending materials to the sites,

fewer technical problems with equipment, more careful planning and better

12
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. the Appendix. Highlights of those results are addressed in the paragraphs

scheduling, a video as well as aud;o connection between sites, ;nd combining
the Apple "working” and "transmitting” versions of the software.

Additional closing comments about the project by the teachers par- -
ticipating in it included the following: "the program has great potential”,
"administration of the program is terribly disorganized”, "teachefs need
more preparation time", "it is an excellent project", "the cost of the

project is relatively inexpensive®, and "hope the program expands.”

Students

A total of 242 students responded to a student questionnaire. Fifty
percent of those students were from the sending sites, while the other fifty
percent were from the receiving sites. Results from descriptive statistical

-

analyses and individual items on the student questionnaire are presented in

which folloy.

A number of items on the student questionnaire contained a varié:y of
statements covering different aspects of the teleteaching experience, with
students required to rate them on.a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1
= strongiy disagree to 5 = strongly égree). Some of the more highly ranked
items included the follbwing: "In my teleteaching class I didn’t feel
labeled or s.-reotyped as a good or poor learner" (3.69), "I would recommend
this type of class to other students” (3.63), "It was important to me to
have the opportunity to take this class” (3.63), and "In my teleteaching
class the kids coéperated more often and/or helped each other to learn more

often than in my regular classes" (3.60). On the other hand, some of the

13

bt
N




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lowest rated items were as follows (note that low scores signify disagree-

ment with the statemenﬂs): *At times, I felt irritated or upset at having

to share the teacher with the students at the other site" (2.06), "I spent -
more time, outside of class, studying for my teleteaching class than I did

for most of my regular classes"™ (2.26), "I tend to take notes more often in.

my teleteaching class than I do in my regular classes™ (2.68,.

Students were asked some open-ended qﬁestions concerning their
experience with the course. Wﬁen asked how they benefited from partici-
pating in the teleteaching course, students most frequently cited the
following: learned a lot of the course subject, learned about computer
technology, had fun, have not benefited. When asked what they liked most
about the teleteaching class, students most frequently responded as follows:
"talking to the kids in the other class and sharing ideas", "learning, tie
computer", "could work~at own pace", "everything." When asked what they
liked least about the teleteaching class, students res?onded most fre-
quently: "computer screen too small", "problems with computer hookups",
"the other class was di;ruptive“, "too many tests", "the whole program.”

Students were also questioned about what changes or improvements they
would recommend in the program. The following represent their most frequent
responses: "a phone hookup to see the person on the other end”, "a bigger
computer screen", "make sure the other class is well matched to the sendiﬁg
site class", "more computers and fewer students.’

Additionally, the limited amount of student performance data available
was collected. This consisted of final grades for corrésponding home and
remote students for five courses. A total of 63 home students and 37 remote

students were involved. Mean final grade scores were calculated for each of

14
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the ten classes and are reported in Table 1 on the following page. The
significance and limitations of this data are discussed in the following

subsection on conclusions.

Conclusions
The results presented above provide a broad spectrum of findings
rele;ant to the experiences of administrators, teachers, and students in
connection with the teleteach%ng program. Many of these results relate
directly to one or more of the six evaluation questions posed earlier in
this report. In this section, the results presented above are utilized to
provide answers to each of the evaluation questions and to draw cenclusions

about the teleteaching project as it relates to each of the questions.

Course Opportunities

1. To what extent does teleteaching provide students with the
opportunity to take courses that would otherwise be unavailable to
them?

Question 15 on the administrator questionnaire and question 10 on the
student questionnaire bear directly on this question. In addition, question
45 on the teacher questionnaire relates indirectly. Administrators were
asked to respond to the statement "The course being delivered by the project
most likely would not have been possible to deliver at the receiving site if
it were not for the project." The mean response of administrators to this
question was in the "agree" to "strongly agree" category (4.20). Students
were asked to respond to the following item on their questionnaire: "If it
were not for the teleteaching project I would not have been able to take

this class." Since this would be true only for receiving site students, a

15
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Table 1

TELETEACHING FINAL COURSE GRADES

Course Home Students N Remote N
1. Death &

Dying 78.63 (11) 78.33 (6)
2. Analytic

Geometry/

Calculus 85.30 (23) 90.33 (6)
3. CAD 80.51 (6) 83.51 (6)
4, Gifted Math

(Gr. 5) £2.70 _ (10) 75.53 (13)
5. SAT Prep. 91.15 (13) 95.00 (6)

16 .
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special analysis of receiving site student questionnaires was undertaken for
this item. Results show a mean rating between "agree" and "strongly agree’
{(4.05). Additionally, for teachers responding to the question of what they
liked most ébOut the teleteaching experience, one of the respcnses with the
highest frequency was that it "gave students a chance to take a course not
offered in their own district.”

There is little doubt from these results that the teleteaching approach
to a great extent provides students with the opportunity to take courses
that they would otherwise not be able to take. With increasing local and
state requiremenés for graduation, and projected shortages in available
teachers, it is anticipated that it will become even more difficult for
rural districts to attract and retain teachers for the kinds of courses
currently being taught via teleteaching. Therefore, this mechanism for

delivery of courses will become even more valuable in the future.

Level of Learning

2. To what extent does teleteaching provide students with a high level
of learning?

This evaluation question is addressed directly through two items on the
administrator questionnaire (16, 17), three items on the teacher question-~
naire (18, 21, 32), and one item on the student questionnaire. It is also
addressed indirectly through several other items on each of the gues-
tionnaires. ‘

Administrators indicated that they agreed with the following state-
ments: "The course being delivered is as effective as class instruction®
(3.90), and "I am satisfied with the instructional outcomes of the project®

(3.95). For teachers, the majority at both the sending and receiving sites

17
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indicated that students in the telglearning situation learn "as well as in
the regular classroom" and that students’ enthusiasm for the class "was more
than in their regular classroom."” In addition, more of both types ~f
teachers indicated that the progress of their classes corresponded to their
expectations.

For studgnts, the majority agreed with the statement "In my teleteach-
ing class I learn about the same, or even better than, I learn in a regular
classroom.” Students also agreed with the statement "Overall, I enjoy
participating in the teleteaching project.” Moreover, cpen-ended items on
the student questionnaire elicited responses supporting a high level of
learning through the teleteaching apﬁroach. When asked how they have
benefited from participating in the teleteaching project, students most
frequently responded that they "learned a lot about the course subject.”

It should be noted here that an attempt was also made, in this study,
to collect student achievement data for students participating at both the
home and remote sites. Since the evaluation study was authorized so late in
the school year (mid-Spring), appropriate testing with comparison groups
could not be incorporated into the evaluation design beforehand, and thus
the performance data collected is of limited value. This will be discussed
further in the subsection on issues and recommendations below. Neverthe-
less, an aggregation of final céurse grades has been assembled from the
student performance data collected in this study, and has been presented
earlier in Table 1. Here, the mean final course grades for corresponding
home and remote classes, taught via teleteaching, are represented for five
different courses. As can be seen, the remote classes were able to attain

higher final course grades in three of the five courses. . Such results

18
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should be viewed with extreme caut;on, however, since appropriate controlled
experimental cénditions could not be employed to assess student performance
in this study. Thus, student groupings were not randomly assigned and have
unknown comparability in terms of intelligence, prior course experience,
strictness or laxity of -teacher grading, and difficulty of tests and other
assignﬁents.

Wwhile carefully controlled comparisons (in an experimental vein) of the
teleteachinghapproach compared with the traditional teaching approach have
not as yet begn possible, it is clear from the questionnaire f;ndings that
administrators, teachers, and students participating in teleteaching believe
that there is a high level of learning taking place within the teleteaching
setting. They also believe that this level of learning is at leas£ as

comparable as that provided in the regular classroom in most cases.

Versatility of Application

3. To what extent is teleteaching practical for use in a wide variety
of learning environments.

It was not possible or appropfiate to include iteﬁs related to this
question on the questionnaires because of the limited exposure of each
individual respondent to only courses they were involved in at their site.
Nevertheless, evidence related to the evaluation question is provided by
the overall application of the teleteaching process across the many schools
involved. A total of 21 courses covering 19 differegt subjects were offered
via the teleteaching network during the current academic year. The subject

areas covered in these courses are listed below:

e Pascal e Calculus

® Pre-calculus ® Health

e Computer Science I e Language Arts
19




@ SAT Preparation ® Social Skills

e Math e Spanish III

e French III e TELLS Math

e Introduction to CAD ® Check Writing

e Physics ® Social Psychology
e Advanced Physics e Death and Dying
°

. Remedial Reading

Tt is clear from the wide variety of different subject areas which have
been adapted for use with the teleteaching précess, and the wide range of
levels of sophistication involved, that the teleteaching process is itself a
very versatile one in its application. Moreover, its use in correctional
institutional settings and with private and parochial schools further sup-’
ports its versatility of application. It is an instructional approach that

appears to be practical for use in many different learning environments.

Viable Alternatives

4. To what extent is teleteaching an administratively manageable and
politically viable alternative approach to traditional teaching?

This question was directly addressed in four items on the adminis-
trative questionnaire (18, 21, 22, 23), five items on the teacher ques-
tionnaire (31, 34, 35, 26, 25), and two items on the student questionnaire
(11, 25).

The majority of administrators, as evidenced by the mean rating for the
item, indicated that they had been "satisfied with the management of the
project and the implementation support provided."’ They also indicated
agreement that °the teleteaching students are satisfied with Eheir par-
ticipation in the project,"” and "Overall, the teieteaching project met their
expectations." Additionally, they indicated that they would "be willing to
participate again in the teleteaching project."” 1In open-ended responses,

the administrators also indicated that one of the things they liked most
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about the teleteaching project was its "flexibility and possibility of ex-
tended course offerings." Most saw the project in the future as being used
for an expanded number of courses.

The teachers, in responding to items on their questionnaire, indicated
agreement with the following statementé: "My co-workers support my parti-
cipation in the project," "My co-workers are interested in my participa-
tion," "I enjoy taking part in this method of teaching,” "Overall, the
telelearning project has met my expectations,” "I would recommend this
method of instruction to other teachers." In open-ended responses, teachers
indicated that their colleagues expressed interest, had positive reactions,
and were generally supportivé of their involvement in the teleteaching
project. They also indicated that they enjoyed working with teachers at
anothgr site, benefited from the use and familiarity with the computer
equipment, and thought the project had great potential.

Students, in their responses to items on the.student questionnaire,
indicated general agreement with the following statements: _"It was
important to me to have the opportunity to take this class," and "I would
recommend this type of class to other studenté.“

As carn be seen by the responses from administrators, teachers, and
students, the teleteaching process has met with favorable reception. It has
proved to be administratively manageable (though further improvements need
to be made in this area as discussed later in this report) and a politically
viable alternative approach to traditional teaching in instances where

traditional teaching methods are not possible.
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Professional Satisfaction

5. To what extent is teleteaching non-threatening and professionally
satisfying to teachers?

Two items on the administrator questionnaire (19, 24) and eight items
on the-teacher questionnaire (24, 25, 26, 28, 31, 34, 35, and 37) relate
directly to this question.

Administrators indicated agreemeﬁt with the following statements: "To
the best of my knowledge the teleteachers and associate teleteachers are
quite satisfied with the project”™ aad "Staff at the remote and home sites
who have not been involved with the prcject have generally reacted favorably
to the project.”

Teachers have indicated agreement with the following statements: "My
participati9n in the project is receiving adequate administrative support,”
"My co-workers support my participation in the project," "My co-workers are
interested in my participation,™ and "Overall, I am enthusiastic about the
teleteaching class.” In addition, teachers indicated: "I enjoyed taking
part in this method of teaching," "Overall, the telelearning project has met
my expectations,” "I would recommend this method of instruction to other
teachers,"” and "I now find myself better prepared for class." In open-ended
responses, many teachers said that they enjoyed working with the modern
technology, they felt the program had great potential, and one teacher
indicated that it was "the most rewarding year of my edﬁcational career."

The teleteaching process provides for the uge of educational computer
technology in a manner which blends the advantages of such technology with
the advantages represented by having a teacher present in the classroom

managing instruction. It does not threaten to replace the teacher, but
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rather to magnify and enhance the impact of the teacher by making that
teacher more available at a distance to remote sites and by focusing and
facilitating the delivery of instruction from that teacher to the students.
In this way, the teleteaching process represents a method of instruction
that is non-threatening and professiunally satisfying to teachers as re-

flected in the findings referenced above.

Cost Effectiveness

6. To what extent is teleteaching cost effective?

No new cost data were collected as part of the current evaluation
study. This was due to the ready availability of.recent cost data for
programs operating within the Pennsylvania teleteaching project and also
because of the current transition from two line to single line phone
transmission systems across the project sites which would serve to sub-
stantially affect the cost structure. For these reasons, analysis and
transformation of existing cost data, based on the study by Ellertson
(1987), was utilized to address this evaluation question. .The Ellertson
study has been documented in a report entitled "Report on Distance Learning
- A National Effectiveness Survey," which wzs funded by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education. This study focused on the cost-effectiveness of
distance learning systems as compared with traditional teaching methods.
Costs were studied for the delivery of 34 courses conducted in a number of
different states and involving several different transmission methods.

Using data from this survey, RBS was able to partial out 17 courses
which wer. delivered through the Pennsylvania teleteaching project within

Pennsylvania and involving a dial-up transmission procedure. One hundred
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eighty-six students were involved actoss the 17 sites, with a mean of 11
students per site. Using the figures in the Ellertson report, and including
only the 17 Pennsylvania sites, a mean cost for distance learning instruc-
tion per student per month was computed at $93.00. This figure assumed the
then prevalent use of ﬂwo.separate phone lines for transmission of the
course between the sending and receiving sites. Also using figures from the
Ellertson report, the estimated cost for delivery of the same course at the
same typical site by a regular certified téacher, if one were available,
would have been $75 per student per ménth. Thus, for these 15 districts in
Pennsylvania, tﬁe cost for teleteaching would, according to these figures,
be slightly higher than the cost using a regular teacher.

However, since the time the Ellertson study was completed, the Penn-
sylvania teleteaching project has made some advances in methods of trans-
mission and has succeeded in reducing the number of lines required from two
to one. When fully implemented, this will result in a reduced transmission
cost of half of what it originally was. Using the figures from the
Ellertson report, and adjusting the transmission cost to accommodate single
line transmission, a significant savings can be realized over the originally
projected cost. When this is done, using the same methodology originally
employed by Ellertson in his cost effectiveness study, a total cost per
student per month of $71 for the teleteaching process is realized. When
this is compared to the cost that otherwise would be involved should a
regular teacher have been available to teach the same course, a savings of
$4 per student per month can be realized for the teleteaching approach as

opposed to the traditional approach (all other things being equal).
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It should be clear that the cost comparisons discussed here are hypo-
thetical in nature. For, if a regular teacher could have been found to
teach the teleteaching course at the receiving site, most assuredly one -
would have been employed in that manner. However, in the absence of such a
teacher, no reasonable alternative in most cases other than teleteaching
could be found to deliver this course. Thus, the cost of a teleteaching
course at a receiving site might prove to be very reasonable indeed if it
meets course requirements needed by students even though it may come at a
premium to the traditional method of class instruction. Whether one-line or
two-line transmission is used in the teleteaching process, the cost analysis
presented above shows the teleteaching-approach to be very cost effective in

its current applications.
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ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIOCNS

This section presents some of the issues uncovered during the
evaluation of the teleteaching project, discusses those issues, and provides

some recommendations for addressing them.

Integration of Computer Technology
The Pen—sylvania Teleteaching.project provides a process of instruction
which blends computer technology with traditional teaching. It does not
seek to replace teachers with machines. To the contrary, it utilizes the
expertise and training of teaéhers, and their adaptability, to extend the
impact of their teaching over a distance to one or more remote sites. At
most of the sites in which it has been implemented, staff associated with
the teleteaching approach have indicated an appreciable amount of interest,

positive reaction, and support from their colleagues. This represents an

approach to teaching which meets a defined need, generates little or no
political opposition, and has few identifiable detractions. It is an
approach that should be disseminated more widely within Pennsylvania. Thus,
the following recommendations are offered:
‘e The Pennsylvania Department of Education should consider broader
sponsorship of the program at a level of support that would promote

good management, training, and implementation in new sites in which
the project is adopted.

e Build on the current level of success with the teleteaching process
and encourage the coordination of work done by teleteachers on the
system and the sharing of information across teleteaching sites.
Additionally, a process should be established for the continued
infusion of the latest technology into the teleteaching process to
further improve course delivery on an ongoing basis.
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Management, Training, and Support

A number of teachers participating in the project cited problems with
the management, teacher training, and support in carrying out their re-
sponsibilities via the teleteaching process. Some held that the precject may
not have been as well managed as it had been in the past. A number of
teachers believed that insufficient training was provided to them, so that
they were not as prepared as they might have been in handling some of the
equipment problems that came up during their teleteaching course. Others
complained about the late delivery of computer equipment and the lack of
assistance in setting it up. Still others indicated problems with support
and with receiQing materials in a timely manner. These kinds of concerns
appeared to be more troublesome and more critical for first year tele-
teachers than for teachers who had used éhe teleteaching process before.
Further problems surfaced in the coordination of class schedules between the
sending and receiving sites and in the appropriate matching of students from
both sites. For most sites the scheduling was workable and the students
enjoyed working with students from the other class. However, for a notable
minority of sites, the scheduling was to the detriment of the students and
the match between classes created animosity and resentment. To address
these issues, the following recommendations are offered:

@ Consider, for sites that would be involved in the project the

following year, leaving the equipment located at that site over the
summer months and making the site responsible for its security.

e Prepare a comprehensive manual for equipment set-up, operation, and
troubleshooting to be provided to all participating sites and to be
used as a resource by teachers and administrators who have been
trained but need such a reference as a follow-up to their training.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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e Establish a means for networking technical assistance and
troubleshooting services across all users of the svstem and all
sites. This "schools helping schools” approach could serve to
reduce the demands on Pennsylvania teleteaching staff time and, in
some cases, provide for more efficient and effective distributed
problem-solving.

e Construct a library of shared materials and "slides" that can be
used by teleteachers to help prepare lessons.

e Provide firm guidelines to insure a proper match in scheduling and
type of students between the sending and receiving sites.

Need for Further Evaluation

The present evaluation study of the teleteaching project focused on six
major evaluation questions. While the evidence is.strong to support the
conclusions drawn with respect to each of these questions, the issue of how
much students learn via teleteaching (evaluation question #2)-is one which
demands a more rigorous evaluation than was possible given the timing and
design of the cu?rent study. The most rigorous way to approach this ques-
tion involves undertaking a controlled study with teleteaching and non-
teleteaching classes being conducted for the same subjects in the same
schools at the same time. In most applications of the teleteaching process,
this approach is not only impractical but also impossible. However, there
are some school§ that have indicafed an interest in participating in such a
study, and if solicited, other schools may join in such an effort. This
kind of a study (involving a true or quasi-experimental design) would not
only provide an index for the level of learning to be expected by the tele-
teaching process as compared with more traditional methods, but would also
provide an opportunity to test out various implementations of the tele-
teaching process itself for differential effectiveness. The following is

our recommendation in this area:
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e Seék out schools willing and capable of participating in a
controlled evaluation of the teleteaching process and undertake such
an evaluation as a follow-up to the present study.

Closing Remarks

Tﬁe Teleteaching project represents a promising infusion of technology
into the educational process. Its rapidly expanding applications within
local schools are demonstrating that it is a feasible, practical; and
cost-effective approach to distance learning. It has received a generally
favorable reception by administrators, teachers and students involved in its
implementation, and has shown the potential to engender student performance

at levels ccmparable to traditional modes of instruction.
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. ITEM RESULTS
R A € A B i

ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

(For Superintendents, Principals and/or Project Coordinators/Directors)

1987-88 PENNSYLVANTIA TELETEACHING PROJECT: Sponsored by the Pennsylvania

Department of Education and Riverview Intermediate Unit. (Evaluation
Contractor: Research for Better Schools, Inc.)

NOTE: All responses will be treated confidentially. Responses will be

aggregated across categories of respondents. Individuals will not be
identified.

Your Name . Phone # ( ) -

Your Regular Job Title and Role

Your School, IU, Agency/Institution

Your Role re the Teleteaching Project (explain)

The number of teleteaching courses jyou are (or have been) involved with
and/or responsible for in previous years (4 2,15 ) -- and, this year
(# 1.65 ).

The number of years of experience you have had with the Teleteaching
" Project (i.e., 1lst or 2nd, etc., yr.) 1.8

Which of the following teleteaching systems are you working with?

32% Apple 68% Ms DOS 0% Other (please list)

Kow did you become involved in the teleteaching project? (Explain
briefly the stimulus and/or motivation which prompted your involve-
ment.)

Through discussions with:

Intermediate Unit
Neighboring School District
Mansfield State University
PA Department of Education




9. What orlentatlon/tralnlng have you recelved re the teleteachlng _ _ n
equipment and/or instructional process? (Briefly descrlbe the source . : Coen
content and duration of orlentatlon/tralnlng ) : '

a few inservice sessions ::. - ..l w0

minimal (2) .

two training sessions with follow-up (2)

state workshops (2) ) L .

regional training meeting with follow- up (5) -

none (2) - :

one-day inserxvice

0 numerous

FELETE 75 B B

O 0O 0O O 00 o

10. How much previous experiznce (pre- prOJect) did you have with personal
computers? (CHECK ONE)

10% _ None 387 A little 33%Z A Moderate Amt. 19% A lot

11. Circle the choice which best indicates your experience with the tele-

teaching equipment and materials this school year: ¢
4 3 T2 1 _
Excellent Good Fair Poor . X

a. Computer equipment 0 o e et .on

operation E - G F P " 3.15
. .25 . -1 65 10 - ~ L
' b. Software operation E .6 F P 3.05
25 55 20 T
c. Telephone line i
functioning E G F P 2.50
’ .15 240 . 25 20
d. Material available
(courier) E : G F P 3.05
16 24 11
Comments:

=3

p

fax machines would be a big plus for the program.

good program

the year went well

experienced delays due to delay in receiving updated software and

due to line trouble

needed new speakerphone; telephone line was poor but that was our fault
o speakerphone was a problem

O O O O°O

(o]
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Circle the appropriate response for each of the following statements:

(Statements 12-24) RN
5 4 3 ‘ 2 1

Strongly Unsure or Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree
SA A ‘ U D .. SD
: ' % .
12. Overall, the equipment has functioned 5 4 3 2 1
adequately. SA A U D SD
30 60 10
13. The orientation and training I've
received have been adequate/effective. SA A U D SD
. 21 47 16 11 5
14. The project is effectively meeting '
the needs it was designed to L o
address. SA A U D SD
: 30 35 25 10
15. The course (or courses) being
delivered via the project most
likely would not have been possible
to deliver at the receiving site(s)
if it were not for the project. SA A U D SD
_ ] 50 35 15
16. The course (or courses) being
delivered are as effective as ]
class instruction. ) SA A U D SD
30 35 30 S
(Comments)
17. I am satisfied with the in-
structional outcomes of the
project. SA A U D SD
30 45 15 10
(Comments)
18. I have been satisfied with the
management of the project and
the implementation support pro-
vided (by the I.U., or by PDE). SA A U D SD

25 65 5 5
(Comments)

3.85

3.90




19. To the best of my knowledge ‘the 5 .4 3 2 "1 X
teleteachers and associate tele- : -
teachers are quite satisfied
with the project. : SA A

- ’ 15 65

w o
lw]

SD 3_._&Q

"20. The teleteaching students are
satisfied with their participa- _
tion in the project. SA A U D SD 4.15
45 35 10 10
21. I would recommend teleteaching
to other schoecl districts (or to
other sites/agencies similar to
mine). SA A U D SD 4.30
45 45 5 5
22. Overall, the teleteaching project
has met my expectations. SA A u D SD 3.90
A 25 50 15 10
23. -I would be willing to participate _
again in the teleteaching project. SA A U D - SD 4.45
' 50 45 5 )
24. In my perception, school/agency
staff at the "remote" and/or
"home" sites who have not been in-
volved with the project have gen-
erally reacted favorably to the .
project. SA A U D -SD 3.85
10 70 15 5

(Comments)

25. Indicate the things you liked the most about the teleteaching project
and your experience with it.

o relationship between sending and receiving school students (2)

o flexibility and possibility of extended course offerings are greatest assets

X0 o

o the "new" and "revolutionary" aspects of project helped stimulate distance

" learning discussions

o school motivator

support from PDE

o opportunity to share information with other agencies and cooperate with
different schools (3)

(o]

26. What problems, .if any, did you encounter in the implementation of the
project and in implementing your role?

o no problems (2)

o cost of dedicated phone line (3)

o phone line problems (5)

o meshing time schedules with cooperating schools (3) )
o IBM equipmeunt problems, Apple seemed easier to use and more reliable
o frustrating beginning but better when problems were worked through

o lack of coordination, especially at the local level




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

26.

(continued)

o possibilities are endless

a creative alternative form of instructicn where none otherwise could be
nrovided ' '

offers alternatives

greater respcnsibility on the student for learning

state of the art technology (2)

students enjoy it (2)

(o]

o0 0O

(continued)

improper/insufficient training of personnel (3)

only minor problems experienced and were corrected quickly

time needed by teacher to develop program

difficult blocking in time for students

initially poor student attitudes

shipping of equipment to a central location each summer for inventory could
damage it

O o0 o O O 0o
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27. What changes or improvements, if any, would you like to see made in
either the project design or management? T

design ~ more rapid changeover to MSDOS

assign a local level person to coordinate the program
greater emphasis on training of personnel (3)

funds for development of programs .

better planning in routing and study of most economical communications llnklng
assistance in handling transmission problems . . St

better planning and scheduling

addition of fax machines for assignments and .texts (2) e R )
reduced phone costs

O 0O 0O OO0 oo 0O

28. How do you see "the project being used next year -- i.e., what future
applications/potential do you see for the project and teleteaching?

great potential for use with gifted students (2)

good link with college and university resource people

expanded number of courses (9)

would like to see staff development using teleteaching

more opportunity for teleteachers and associates across PA to interact
state level awards and recognition for teachers and students

standard equipment training lessons made available

project newsletter

considering not participating due to problems in funding and training

O 0O OO0 OO0 OO0 O

29. Any additional or closing comments?

o keep the program going; its potential is enormous

a new experience - good

should pursue two-way videa and audio via cable or microwave (four schools
can be linked for about $100,000)

problem seen with long distance phone calls

it works well '

pleased with it .

much better off as a result of this project

operated well

move our phone company to the 20th century!

o O

O 0O 0O O 0 O

o 4()
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27. (continued)

o opportunity for teleteachers and associates across PA to meet and discuss
techniques (2) . .

o worked well as is - no changes (4) '

o software improvement

28. (continued)

o improve quality of existing courses rather than adding new ones
o excellent potential for use in other districts as enrichment program
o expansion to a consortium of 20 schools
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ITEM RESULTS _
CU(n=38) e il

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE .

(For both Teleteachers and Associate Teleteachers)

1987-88 PENNSYLVANIA TELETEACHING PROJECT: éponsored by the Pennsylvania

Department of Education, and Riverview Intermediate Uni~. (Evaluation
Contractor: Research for Better Schools, Inc.)

1A .

Directions:

Please complete one copy of this questionnaire for each teleteaching
course you have been involved with this year -- either as a sending or 4
receiving teacher. (Make copies of thig'questionnaire as needed.)

This questionnaire deals with any teleteaching courses you have been
involved with during the current academic year -- whether completed or
ongoing.

Your responses will be treated confidentially. (Responses will be
agogregated across teachers -- individual respondents will not be
jidentified.) Please complete this form and return it to Research for
Better Schools, Inc. in the attached pre-addressed/posted eanvelope.

Teleteachers: Please respond to all questions #1-54.
Associate Teleteachers: Respdénd to all questions (1~-34) with the
exception of questions #36-41.

NOTE: Re Items 18-22:

Teleteachers: Remote refers to those students you teach at the remote
site; "home" refers to those students present in the classroom with you
when you teach. Leave the "home" columns blank if no students are
present with you when you teach.

Associate Teleteachers: When answering please refer only to the
students present with you at the "receiving" site.

Your Name

School Phone { ( ) -

(The best time to contact me during the school day is between
( & ).

Name of course

CHECK ONE: I am: 53% a teleteacher; 45% an assoclate teleteacher.

42  BEST COPY AVAILABLE

-----




10.

11.

How long has the course you -are (were) involved with, been operating
*on-line?” - . A

Fill in: The course I am (was).involved with is a 21.70 week course, .

which is usually taught 4.50 times a week, for approximately'f}.70
minutes each session.

There are ({ 8.21 ) students at the sending site and (# 6.22 ) stu-
dents at the remote site. ) .

Indicate the grade level(s) and/or any special educational character-
istics of the students.

Respond to (a-c) or (d-e):

Teleteachers:

(a) Subject(s) you usually teach?

(b) Your years of teaching experience? 16.20

(c) Your experience with teleteaching? 1.66
(i.e., lst, 2nd, 3rd or 4th course you've taught) .

Associate Teleteachers:

(d) What is your regular educational role?
How many years of experience do you have in the above role?

(e) Your experience as a téleteaching Associate Teleteacher (i.e., 1st,
2nd, 3rd, etc. course you've been involved with)?

Which one of the following teleteaching systems are you working with?
26% Apple 71% MS DOS 3% Other (please list)

Circle the choice which best indicates your experience with the tele-
teaching equipment and materials this year:

4 3 2 1 _

Excellent Good Fair Poor X
a. Computer equipment operation E G F P 3.10
b. Software operation E G F P 3.07
c. Telephone line functioning E G F P 2.84
d. Material] available (courier) E G F P 2.94
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12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

How were you selected for parpicipatiod in this project?

0% I heard about the project and I volunteered . .
89% I was approached by -the administration of my school dlstrlct or

o8

11% Other (please explaln)

How much training time did you receive:

(a) on the equipment 3.93 (hqs.) ana
(b) the instructional process involved 4.10 (hrs.)?

¥ho trained you?

Prior to commencing the.course, how much time did you have to work on
the equipment on your own, outside of teaching? 11.57 (hrs.)

How much previous experience did you have with a personal computer?
16.70 (hrs.) .

Respond to (a) or (b):

Teleteacher:

(a) On the average, how much time does it take you to prepare a com-
puter display file for each lesson (i.e., the instructional
visuals or slides that constitute the core of the lessons)}?

1.90 (hrs.)

Associate Teleteacher:

(b) How much time on the average, does it take you to prepare for
class? 1.08 (hrs.)




For the following questions (#i8-22) -~

19.

20.

21.

22.

Teleteachers: Indicate your response for both the "remote" and the

"home" students (unless, of course, you have no home students).

Associate Teleteachers: Indicate yoﬁr response for ydur‘studenﬁs
only in the "remote” column. o - ot T

How well do students learn in the teleleérﬁing situation?

% . L. Co _ . 4
remote i home
12 Better than in a regular classroom 24
79 As well as in a regular classroom 65
9 Less well than in a regular classroom 12

How much responsibility do you feel students take in a telelearning
class?

remote ' home
50 More than in a regular classroom . __ig_
32 As much as in a regular classroom ' 29
;Ez__ Less than in a regular classroom 12

How would you rate the students’ enthusiasm for the class7

remote ‘ home
50 More than in a regular classroom 53
23 As much as in a regular classroom 35
21 Less than in a regular classroom 4 12

How well did the progress of your class correspond to your expecta-
tions? -

remote home
18 It surpassed my expectations ' ' . 26
42 It was just about what I expected 41
39 - It fell short of my expectations 35 -

How attentive are students when they are being taught over the
teleboard? :

remote : home
31 More than in a regular classroom 44
46 As much as in a regular classroom 28
23 Less than in a regular classroom .28




For questions 23-40 use the following scale:

Circle the aﬁpropriate responée to each statement. (23-40)

Strongly : ~ Unsure or ' Strongly

Agree . Agree Undecided . Disagree . Disagree
SA A ' u D SD
. % X
23. The teleteaching orientation and 5 4 3 2 1
training I’ve received have been
adequate/effective. SA A u D sD .
o 13 37 16 29 5 3.23

24. My participation in the project
is receiving adequate administra-

tive support. _ SA A u D sD. .. . e
26 53 5 16 3.89
25. My co-workers support my partici-
pation in the project. . SA A U D ° SD
16 50 29 5 _ 3.76 ,
26. My co-workers are interested in my C ' B EA -
participation. SA A U D SD | ..
11 50 26 11 3 3.55
27. 1 currently have a good under- S T
standing of the software. SA A U D SD
24 61 8 3 5. 3.94

28. Overall, I am enthusiastic about

the telelearning class. SA A u D SD ,
24 55 11 8 3 3.89
29. (verall, the students are enthu-
"siastic about the telelearning
class. SA A U D SD
21 53 11 8 8 3.7
30. The students enjoyed belonging
to the telelearning class. SA A U D - SD
16 66 5 8 5 3.78
31. I enjoyed taking part in this
method of teaching. SA A U D SD
24 66 5 3 3 4.05
32. I have been satisfied with the
progress of the class at the re-
mote site. SA A U D SD
: 18 47 11 21 3 3.57
33. Students at the remote site take
more responsibility for learning
than students in a regular
classroom setting. SA A u D SD
16 34 24 18 8 3.31

5 46
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© _ 34. Overall, the telelearning project > 4 .3 2 1 .
has met my expectations. SA . A U . D - SD :
o .11 55 13 16 -5 3.50 :
35. I would recommend this method of _ . o ; S
instruction to other teachers. o SA. A U D .. SD _ S )
, 18 42 29 -5 5 3,63
(Questions 36-41 are for Teleteachers only:) S o o "
36. I have had adequate preparation
time for the teleteaching class I _ _
teach. . - © SA A U p.-°sp . I
13 39 22 26 3.39
37. As a teleteacher, I now find my- :
self better prepared for class.
(Teleteaching constrains me to )
prepare more thoroughly.) ‘ SA A U D SD
33 43 14 10 4.00
38. The students in my "home" class
benefit from my teaching to stu- : e e R
dents at the other site. SA A U D SD
22 56 - 11 11 .. . 3.88
39. I have been satisfied with the
progress of the class at the home ‘ . ) I TR S
site. . SA A U D SD
18 53 6 18 6 3.58
40. The students at my home site take T
more responsibility for learning
than students-in a regular class-
rcom setting. SA A U D SsD
. 19 31 38 13 . _ 3.56

41. Teleteacher: Describe what contact (visits) you've had with the stu-
dents at the remote site and any contact that's occurred.
between students at the remote site and your home school.

o0 two visits to remote site; letter profiles of each student sent to me from
remote site - ‘
exchanged photographs ' '

students wanted to get together - but couldn't arrange

visited remote day to administer posttest — no meetings between students
students sent letters and pictures to each other

we videotaped lessons and exchanged videotapes

no visits (5)

visited remote classes and taught a lesson; also delivered software each week
I made 3 visits to remote site; remote site students visited sending site once
I have one class per week at the remote site to use supplemental additional
remedial strategies not conducive to teaching via teleteachlng

met student at remote site last year

o went to remote site twice to give a class

o I have met teleteaching partner and we have exchanged videotapes for benef Lt
of students

visited the remote students once

o remote and home students met during a field trip

O CcC OO 0O OO0 Oo0O0
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42. Please indicate whlch'of the:following opportunities have been provideq
you to facilitate your 1nvolvement in thlS prOJect (CHECK ALL THAT . -
APPLY). | ) : . . o : o .-

lOO/ Release from other respon31b111tles
1007 substitute days ‘
100% Preparation time during the regular school day (how much?)

Explain your answers:

o also compensated for my time after school hours

43. Has your participation in this project affected your future goals as an ) Lo
educator in any way? 547% Yes _46% No (Please explain)

o0 more computer—orlented in terms of applications for instruction
o confirmed my decision to pursue masters degree in field of computers
o want to do graduate study in computer teaching techniques

44. Describe what effect your participation in the teleteaching project has
had on other teachers you work with (i.e. "their opinions about or
reactions to the project).

jealousy (2)

interest (18)

no effect (9)

during teleteaching, other instructor. in same room had to remaln quiet
with his students, limiting his teaching

other teachers interested in the results obtained

positive reactions (8)

generally supportive (9)

skeptical

O 0o O O

O O O O

18




' 45. 1Indicate the things you likéd the_most-abouf your teleteaching exbe%i~

ence.

1earn1ng to use modem ‘and light pen ) -

gave students a chance to take a course not offered in own district (4) .
exposure to technological equlpment (10) )

helped students (5) :

high student interest (4)

great software

organized presentations§ (3)

OOOOdOO

46. Indicate the things, if any, “that you liked the least about your tele-
teaching experience.

when phone malfunctions hardware doesn't recognize remote students
problems in getting materials between schools

no instruction booklet

the equipment was delivered to my room the day before school was to begin
without even a picture of how it was to be assembled

o not being able to tell what students d01nt at reme te site (no associate
teacher) oot

o O O O

47. Wnat changes or impfovements, if any, would you like to see made in -
either project design or management? ' ' o "

larger screen C : .
make sure systems in both schools are ready by flrSt day of class
more/better training (6)

more training on constructing slides and handling problems
receive-slide files by mail rather than over telephone line daily
tasks kept to high interest

directions on how to set up equipment

O O O 0O O O O

48. Any additional or closing comments about the prOJeCt and ltS lmpact

o a useful tool

o continue generating software

o put into our district prematurely

o terribly disorganized (3)

o connections were poor regarding timely arrival of materials

o need more prep time (5)

o need associate teacher at receiving school

o need hardware to be left for summer

o make sure remote class is well-matched in ability to sending class
¢ make sure remote class -is well-matched schedule-wise

o project started too far into the year - out of phase with remote site
o great potential in program (10)

o the most rewarding year of my educational career

0 use as supplement to certain courses also

o uncooperative students make course difficult

o good to learn new instructional style

o conditions must be right for it to work properly

o hope the program expands

o excellent project (2)

o relatively cheap cost of program

o the school district does not want to support such programs - only have them
on paper 8 :

Q
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46.

47.

O OO0 OO O OO0 O0OO0O0

(continued)

O 0O 0O 0O 0oV

exposure to students in remote site (2)
exposure to students from another country
working with another teacher (7)
personally stimulating

‘teaching teleteaching (2)

communicating with students in another school

(continued)

scheduling differences between sending and receiving sites (5)
time taken to do ic

student lack of interest

somewhat inhibited by usual teaching style

lack of support from principal

children with severe reading problems not do as well
difficult to use the shape mode

poor training

the need to pull students out of other classes to take this one
size of classroom monitor :

computer technical problems (3)

(continued)

O O 0O C O 00O 0 o0 o

need associate or aide at receiving school

receiving district should pay sending district for services
more planning and better scheduling (3)

better means of sending materials (3)

smaller classes

better software

combine the Apple "working'" and "transmitting" versions (2)
reduce technical problems (3) '
need mo:re prep time (5)

provide video as well as audio connections (2)
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. STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE - . -

| 987-83 PENNSYLVANTA TELETEACHING PROJECT: .Sponsored by the Pennsylvania '
Department of Educatiocn and Riverview Intermediate Unit. (Evaluatioh :
Contractor: Research for Better Schools, Inc. ' ' oy

1. Scheol:

2. Name of course

3. Date 4., Teacher’s Name

5. The teacher who taught the course was

CHECK ONE: (a) 920%Z opresent in my class, or
(b) 37%  at another ®sending" site with another class of
students, or. '
(c) 13%Z  at another "sending" site with no other students

present.

Directions:

Circle the appropriate response for each of the following statements: -
(Statements 6-28)

Strongly Unsure or _ Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided @~ Disagree Disagree

SA A U D SD

Practice ltems:

I like to watch TV game shows. sA - A U D SD
I like the color pink. sA A U D SD
. 9 .

6. In my teleteaching class T 5 4 3 2 1 X
learn about the same as, oOr -
even better than, I learn in
a regular classroomn. SA A U D SD

- 19 b4 15 15 8 3.49
(Explain briefly) -

7. In my teleteaching class I
tend to pay more attention to
the lesson than in my regular
classes. SA A U D SD

14 36 21 23 5 3.30

(g |
paa




8.

12.

13. -

14.

15.

ie6.

17.

18.

T feel I take more resgonsiQA
bility for my own learning in
my teleteaching class than I
do in my regular classes.

I am more enthusiastic about

my teleteaching class than I~ i

am about most of my other
classes.

If it were not for the tele- "’

teaching project I would not
have been able to take this
class.

It was important to me to
have the opportunity to take
this class. -

I enjoyed getting to know the
students at the other site. .

Overall, I was more attentive
in my teleteaching class than
I am in my regular classes.

1 was reqguired to respond more

and/or participate more in my
teleteaching class than in my
regular classes. ' '

In my teleteaching class the
kids cooperated more often
and/or helped each other to
learn more often than in my
regular classes.

At times, I felt a clear
sense of academic competi-
tion with the students at
other site.

Being in a teleteaching class
forces you to listen more
carefully to the lesson.

At times, I felt irritated

or upset at having to share
the teacher with the students
at the other site.

. SA.
A

SA

12

SA
22

SA

18

SA
15

SA
13

SA

14

SA

20

SA
17

w3

N>

17

19

22

15

13

24

28

32

15

22

18

36

SD

SD
29

-~
)

SD

SD
14

SD
38

3.09

2.87

E

’

3.17

3.60




19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

I tend to be happier with

myself and my class perfor—"

. mance in my teleteaching

class than in my regular
classes. g e

My experience in my tele-
teaching class either met or

exceeded my initial expecta-
tions.

I tend to take notes more
often in my teleteaching cla
than I do in my regular
classes.

I spent more time, outside o

ss

£

class, studying for my tele-
teaching class than I did fo
most of my regular classes.

Participating in the tele-
teaching project may be one
the most interesting things
I've done in high school.

Overall, I enjoyed partici-
pating in the teleteaching
project.

I would recommend this type
of class to other students.

I would participate in a
teleteaching class again.

My teacher in my teleteach-

ing class had as much time t
deal with me as the teachers
in my regular classes (i.e.,
I didn't feel slighted).

In my teleteaching class 1
didn’'t feel "labeled or
stereotyped” as a good or
poor learner.

T

of

0]

SA
11

SA
14

SA
24

SA
29

SA

sA
17

SA
18

I~

g ]
L

'l>3i |

s

18

g

\]U

Salw

s
12

5D

11

SD
21

sD
29

SD

14

SD

10

sD
10

'SD

11

2.88

2.26

3.40

I SR
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29.

30.

35.

36.

0O 00O 0O OO OO0'0

How have you benefited from part1c1pat1ng in the teleteachlng prOJect?

learned a lot about the course subject

fun : .

learned to use modem . . o coe _
learned about computer- technology s e . -
able to get more help from teacher and other .students

had to have a lot of self- dlsc1p11ne and study hard

no benefits

benefited somewhat _ :

able to take a class otherwise not available

What did you like most about the teletéaching class?

talking to the kids in other class and sharing ideas
‘learning

the teachers

the computer

challenged to do our best
the students

could take a course that otherwise wouldn t be available
could work at own pace

communicating with other students in my class

everything

friendlier atmosphere

O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O O0OO0O 0 0 o0

What did you like least about the teleteaching class?

the timing

screen too small

couldn't see kids in other class
questions or problems too hard
the whole program

the slow pace

too much time typing and messing with computer
didn't get help needed
couldn't talk directly to teacher
scheduling conflict

problems with computer hook-ups

O 0O 0O 00O O O0OO0OO0 OO0

What changes or improvements would you recommend?

a phone hook-up to see person on other end

bigger screen

better voice quality over phone llne

do away with the computer

expand curriculum taught over the computer

don't hold in same room as another class

more computers or less students

do more work on computer rather than with workbook
make a little more interesting

smoother running slide presentatidns

O o0 0O OO0 O OO0 O0O0
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35. (continued)

too fast paced

too many tests
taking notes

long assignments
not enough teaching
class too large
nothing

the other class was discuptive

O 0 0O 00 O O

(¢}

36. (continued)

o eliminate the wasted time with trying to get computers to work
properly

more discussion

none

more class work, fewer tests

make sure other class is well matched to sending site class

O O O O

ERIC 55

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




