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ABSTRACT

This quantitative study examined the frequency of usage and teacher perception of educational
technologybyK-12publicschoolteachersinthreegeographicsettings:urban,rural,andsuburban.
Theobjectiveaimedtouncoveranysignificantrelationshipbetweenvariablesinanefforttobetter
understandtrendsintheprofessionalenvironment.Asurveyof2,200educatorsinaMid-Atlantic
staterevealedsignificantdifferencesofperceptionandusage.Theinquirydiscoveredteachersfrom
urbanschoolstrailedsuburbanandruralschoolsinnearlyallobjectives.Suburbanschoolsreported
thehighestperceptionlevelsoftechnologyeffectiveness,trailedconsistentlybytheirruralpeers.
Current teachers, administrators, and teacher educators may utilize this research to personalize
technologiesfor theirstudentpopulationanddevelopstrategies to increase teacherperceptionof
technology,particularlyintheurbansetting.
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INTRoDUCTIoN

Educationaltechnologiesplayanessentialpartinthelearningprocessandprovideteachersanability
todevelopmultiple21st-centuryskillsoftheirstudents.HigherratesoftechnologyusageinK-12
classroomshasbeenlinkedtoelevatedlevelsofcriticalthinking,problemsolving,andcommunication
skills (Chai & Kong, 2017). The Association for Educational Communications and Technology
(AECT)defineeducationaltechnologyas“thestudyandethicalpracticeoflearningandimproving
performancebycreating,using,andmanagingappropriatetechnologicalprocessesandresources”
(Januszewski & Molenda, 2013). Educational technologies may provide another mechanism to
overcomeobstaclesencounteredduringinstructionsuchasoutdatedcontent,damagedresources,lack
ofopportunitiesforwritingandcommunication,andaccessibility.Educationaltechnologyenables
teacherstocreateastudent-centeredclassroomanddeviatefromconventionalmethodsofdelivery
suchasworksheetsandlecture(Spencer,2017).

Thisarticle,originallypublishedunderIGIGlobal’scopyrightonJuly1,2020willproceedwithpublicationasanOpenAccessarticlestart-
ingonJanuary28,2021inthegoldOpenAccessjournal,InternationalJournalofWeb-BasedLearningandTeachingTechnologies(con-

vertedtogoldOpenAccessJanuary1,2021),andwillbedistributedunderthetermsoftheCreativeCommonsAttributionLicense(http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)whichpermitsunrestricteduse,distribution,andproductioninanymedium,providedtheauthorof

theoriginalworkandoriginalpublicationsourceareproperlycredited.
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Thisquantitativeinvestigationsoughttobetterunderstandteacherusagefrequenciesandattitude
towardeducationaltechnologybygeographicsetting.Resultsfromthisresearcher-designedsurvey
mayassistteachersandadministratorsidentifystrategiestoenhanceteacherattitudeanddesignate
specificneedsofimprovement.Inaddition,thisdataprovidesatemplatefortechnologyusageinan
efforttomeetthedifferencesanddiverseneedsthatarepresentineachlearningcommunity.Forthe
purposeofthisstudy,usageisdefinedas“thefrequencyinwhichateacherimplementsaspecific
online-basededucationaltechnologyintocurriculumdesignandimplementationinsideandoutside
ofthephysicalclassroom.”Attitudeisoperationallydefinedas“thewayinwhichateacherregards,
understands, and interprets the effectivenessof educational technologywithin the frameworkof
teachingandlearning.”

LITERATURE REVIEW

American K-12 Education and Technology
Educationaltechnologyhasbecomeastapleofday-to-dayoperationsinalllevelsofeducation,
includingK-12publicschools.Overthepast25years,teacherandstudentaccesstoeducational
technologieshasincreasedatarapidpace.In1994,onlyonecomputerwasavailableforevery
20 students. In2016, that ratiohasdropped toone computer for every two students inU.S.
publicschools(Herold,2016).Nowmanyschoolsallocatetabletsforkindergartenstudentsand
offerawidevarietyofvirtualonlinesecondaryschoolcourses.Asstudentaccesstocomputers
increased,sodidfinancesdedicatedtotechnology.In2015,AmericanK-12schoolsspent$8.3
billiondollarsontechnology,with$3billionusedondigitalcontentalone.Thesefiguresarea
12%increasefrom2014andprojectedtoexpandeachofthenextfiveyears(Chen,2015).Overall
spendingoneducational technologyhassurpassed$630billion, roughly$12,608perstudent
(Herold,2016).TheUnitedStatesDepartmentofEducationhasrecognizedtheimportanceof
educationaltechnologywithinpublicschools.Thedepartmentdeclared“technologyisatthecore
ofvirtuallyeveryaspectofourdailylivesinwork,andwemustleverageittoprovideengaging
andpowerfullearningexperiencesandcontent”(U.S.DepartmentofEducation,2010).Grade-
leveltechnologystandardshavebeenadaptedatthelocallevelaswell,witheachstatehaving
incorporated technologybenchmarks into their curriculum.For thepurposeof this research,
technologyhardware,orthephysicalpartsofacomputersuchasthemonitor,keyboard,and
mousewerenotexamined.Technologysoftwaresuchaswordprocessingprograms, Internet
browsers,andoperatingsystemswerealsoexcluded.Rather, theresearchfocusedononline-
basededucationaltechnologydesignedtoenrichthelearningprocess.

Public Schools and Technology
ThisMid-Atlanticstateiscomprisedof501publicschooldistrictsthatoperate3,068schools,
notincludinganadditional176charterschools.Thestateishometo260rural,209suburban
and32urbandistricts(NationalCenterforEducationStatistics,2015).In2015,morethan2
millionstudentsattendedK-12schoolsthroughoutthestate,with1,755,236enrolledinpublic
schools and 265,545 students in private schools (United States Department of Education,
2015).TheDepartmentofEducationhascomposedstateandgrade-levelstandardsforScience
andTechnologytomeasureappropriatelearningforeachstudent.Thestandardsaddresswhat
knowledgestudentsshoulddemonstratebytheendoffourth,seventh,tenthandtwelfthgrade
and“aimtoreflecttheincreasingcomplexityandsophisticationthatstudentsareexpectedto
achieveastheyprogressthroughschool”(StateDepartmentofEducation,2012).Teachersare
expectedtoexhibithighlevelsofcapabilitytoapplyknowledgeofcontent,processesandskills
relatedtotechnologytoprovidestudentswithdiverseinstruction.
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The Digital Disparity in U.S. Public Schools
Learningcommunitiesinurban,rural,andsuburbansettingsareasuniqueanddiversifiedasthe
neighborhoodstheyserve.Adisparityoffinancialresourcesamongschooldistrictshasledtoa
digitaldivide,definedas“theinequalityandaccesstotechnologythatexistsbetweencommunities
due to regional and demographic differences, particularly socioeconomic groups” (Tate &
Warschauer,2017).Priorstudieshaveindicatedurbanandruralschoolsconfrontalargernumberof
obstaclesrelatedtofinancialsupport,accesstotechnology,qualityofteaching,teachersupply,and
classroommanagementthansuburbanschools(Kozol,1991;Fishman&Pinkard,2001;Mouza&
Barrett-Greenly,2015).Suburbanschoolshaveagreaterchanceofbeinglocatedinmoreaffluent
communitieswithhighereducation levels.These schooldistricts are typicallybetter financed,
appropriatemoremoneyperstudent,andserveapredominantlywhitepopulation.Asaresult,
thesedistrictadministratorsaremorelikelytoprovidefinancialsupportandappropriatetraining
tofacultyandstaff(Leonardo&Grubb,2014).

Teachersinurbansettingsfacevariouschallengesrelatedtoeducationaltechnology.Onaverage,
thesedistrictshavelargerstudentpopulationsthanthoseinsuburbanandruralsettings.Also,they
operateinahighlybureaucraticsystemthatmayhindertheintegrationandconsistencyoftechnology
usagebyteachersandstudents(Mouza&Barrett-Greenly,2015).Furthermore,usageoftechnology
maybeaffectedbyteachermorale.Urbanteachershavereportedlowerself-efficacylevelsrelated
toeducationaltechnologyandlesshoursofadministrative-ledtraining(Herold,2016).Adisparity
inteacherreadinesstoeffectivelyutilizeeducationaltechnologyalsoexists.Minorityteachersin
urbanschoolsaretwiceaslikelytonothavereceivedadequatetechnologytraining,developedcontent
specificskills,oracquiredsufficientcontentareaknowledgetodesignandemploytechnologywithin
aneducationalframework(Yentes&Gaskill,2015).Priorresearchhassuggestedthoseteaching
insuburbanschooldistrictsarethemostinnovativewithtechnology.Bycomparison,educatorsin
urbanschoolsaremorelikelytoutilizetechnologyinarigidfashion,typicallyfordrillandpractice
(Tate&Warschauer,2017).

In many cases, urban schools are located in low socioeconomic neighborhoods. A small,
dwindling,ornon-existenttaxbasemayhaveacripplingeffectonadistrict’stechnologybudgetfor
multipleacademicyears.Facedwithrisingcostsanddecliningtaxrevenue,manyurbanschoolslag
behindtheirruralandsuburbancounterpartsinmoneyspentperstudent(Mouza&Barrett-Greenly,
2015).Urbanschoolshaveamorediversestudentpopulationwithahighercompositionofminorities
thanothertypesofschooldistricts.Althoughtheseschoolshaveencounteredasignificantincreasein
Hispanicstudentsduringthelast20years,theselearningcommunitiesstillremainmainlypopulated
byAfricanAmericans.Liketheirurbancounterparts,ruralschooldistrictsarechallengedbyfunding
shortagesandlackoftechnologyintegration.

Highpovertyratesinruralschools,likethoseinurbanareas,haveanegativeimpactonschool
budgetsrelatedtotechnologyandteachercompensation.Asaresult,ruralschoolsexperiencehigher
ratesofteacherturnoverandteachershortagesandspendlessmoneyonaverageperstudentthan
urbanandsuburbandistricts(Barrettet.al.,2015).Ruralcommunitiesfeatureahigherpercentage
ofEnglishlanguagelearners,studentswithspecialneeds,andalowratioofcollege-boundstudents
(Azano&Stewart,2015).Educationaltechnologiesmayprovevitalintheruralenvironmentdueto
theirabilitytocloselanguageandlearninggapsforELLanddisabledstudents(Song&Samimy,
2015).Also,smallerenrollmentsofruralschooldistrictscanbeanassetforbothteachersandstudents.
Teachersinthesedistrictshaveindicatedhigherlevelsoffreedomandgreateramountsofpreparation
time.Previousresearchsuggestsrelationshipsbetweenteachersandstudentsarecommonlylongerin
natureandcloserthanthoseinsuburbanandurbanschools(Hoffmanetal.,2017).However,dueto
sometimeremotelocals,ruralschoolsstrugglewithconsistentandreliableInternetaccess.Inability
toroutinelyaccessnecessarybandwidthcanlimitteacheraccesstolearningmaterialssuchasvideos,
images,documents,andassignments(Azano&Stewart,2015).
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METHoDoLoGy

Instrument
Thisquantitativeinquiryemployedaresearcher-designedquestionnairetoexploreaMid-Atlantic
state’s K-12 public school teacher satisfaction with Internet speed and access, usage frequency
ofeducationaltechnologiesandperceivedeffectiveness.AStateDepartmentofEducationlistof
emailaddressesforeachschoolprincipalprovidedrespondents.Qualtrics,anInternet-basedsurvey
instrumentsystem,servedastheplatformtocreatethesurveyandemaileachprincipal.Contentof
themessageincludedanexplanationofthepurposeofstudyalongwitharequesttoforwardthe
email toall faculty.Ahyperlinkto the informedconsentandsurveywere includedin theemail.
Thequestionnairerecordedresponsesfor28days.Thesurveyincludedthreequestionsfromprior
researchandinstrumentsdevelopedbyKotrlikandRedmann(2009)andColeyetal.(2015).The
firstsectionincludedeightquestionstoexploreteachersatisfactionlevelsofaccesstotechnologyand
administrativetraining.Thenextsegmentcontained12questionsthatpertainedtousagefrequencies
andattitudesofeffectivenessofsoftwareprogramsandapplications.Thefinalportionconsisted
ofdemographicquestionsincludingage,gender,yearsoffull-timeteachingexperience,andgrade
levelsandsubjectstaught.

Participantsself-indicatedif theirschoolbuildingwaslocatedinasuburban,urban,orrural
location.Forthepurposeofthisstudy,schoolsettingdefinitionswereadoptedfromtheNational
CenterforEducationStatistics(2014).Urbanschoolsweredefinedaswithinacity,apopulation
comprisedofatleast20%minoritystudents,anda20%minimumofstudentswhoreceivedfreeor
reducedlunch.Ruralschoolswereoperationallydefinedaslocatedinasmalltownorruralareawith
lessthan25,000people.Thisstudydefinedsuburbanschoolsaslocatedinanurbanfringe,butnot
inaruralarea.Suburbanschoolsfeaturelessthan20%diversityrelatedtostudentsocioeconomic
statusandethnicity.

RESULTS

Participants
Thesurveygeneratedatotalof2,203volunteerresponsesofK-12teachersemployedinaMid-Atlantic
Stateduringthe2016-2017academicyear.Foraconfidencelevelof95%,arepresentativesampleof
1,064respondentswasnecessary(Creswell&Creswell,2017).Adropoutrateof10%leftatotalof
1,998usableresponses.Thetypicalparticipantwas41yearsoldwith14yearsoffull-timeteaching
experience.Middlegrades(grades5-8)teachersrepresentedthehighestpercentageofparticipants(N 
=887;44%),thengradesKthrough4(N =867;43%),and9-12(N =726;36%).Forfutureanalysis,
middlegradesandsecondaryteachersidentifiedsubjectstaught.Englishteachers(N =342;24%)
hadthehighestnumberofresponses,followedbymath(N =283;20%),science(N =256;18%),
specialeducation(N =224;16%),andsocialstudies(N =199;4%).Suburban(N =898;45%)and
rural(N =896;45%)teacherswererepresentedinalmostequalnumbers,followedbythoseinurban
(N =204;10%)areas.

oBJECTIVES

ThefirstobjectiveexploredaMid-Atlanticstate’sK-12publicschoolteachersatisfactionwithInternet
access.ALevene’stestofhomogeneity(F=4.258,p=.014)indicatedunequalvariancesamongstthe
groups.PerceptionofInternetaccesswasslightlysignificantbaseduponsetting,Welch’sF(2,581.8)
=3.228,p=.040).FurtheranalysiswiththeGames-Howellmultiplecomparisonstestdidnotreveal
asignificanteffectatp<.05levelbetweenvariables.Table1showsteachersatisfactionofschool
buildingInternetaccess(M=3.94;SD=0.97).Ruralteachersweremostlikelytoeitherdisagree
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orstronglydisagree(N =147;16%)theyweresatisfiedwithInternetaccess,lowerthansuburban
(N =94;10%)andurban(N =21;10%)counterparts.Analyzedtogether,responsesindicateteacher
satisfactionwithInternetaccessbyschoolsettingisofsomeconsequence.

Objectivetwoinvestigatedsettingandteachersatisfactionwithschool-buildingInternetspeed.
Aone-wayANOVAuncoveredschool settinghadnosignificanteffectat thep<.05 level [F (2,
1962)=.819,p=.441].Overall,teachersreportedlowersatisfactionlevelswithInternetspeed(M=3.77;
SD=1.05)thanInternetaccess.UrbanteachersweremostpositiveaboutInternetspeedsandhada
smallerdeviationthansuburbanandruralpeers(Table2).

The thirdobjectiveexplored socialmedia (i.e.Facebook, Instagram)usage frequencyas an
educationaltool.Aone-wayANOVAfoundasignificanteffectbetweenthevariablesatthep<.05
level[F,(2,1794)=3.366,p=.021].Post-hoccomparisonsusingtheTukeyHSDtestindicatedthe
differenceofmeansforruralteacherswassignificantlylowerthansuburbanteachers.Thefindings
indicatedruralteachersusesocialmediaatamuchlowerrate(Table3).Amajorityofrespondents
(N =1,464;81%)neverusesocialmedia,while118(6%)didsoonatleastaweeklybasis.

Objectivefourexploreddifferencesinperceivedeffectivenessofsocialmediaasaneducational
technology.Aone-wayanalysisofvarianceindicatedasignificanteffectofschoolsettingonteacher

Table 1. Comparison of teacher satisfaction with internet access

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,966 3.94 0.97

Rural 888 3.88 1.00

Suburban 877 3.98 .095

Urban 201 4.03 .891

Note. 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree

Table 2. Comparison of teacher satisfaction of school-building internet speed

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,965 3.77 1.05

Rural 887 3.74 1.06

Suburban 877 3.79 1.05

Urban 201 3.84 0.99

Note. 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree

Table 3. Comparison of teacher usage frequency of social media

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,797 1.50 1.22

Rural 815 1.33 1.11

Suburban 797 1.59 1.30

Urban 185 1.52 1.27

Note. 1 = never, 2 = a few times a year, 3 = a few times a semester, 4 = monthly, 5 = weekly, 6 = daily
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attitude[F(2,1,772)=3.563,p =.029)].Post-hoccomparisonsusingtheTukeyHSDtestrevealed
thedifferenceofmeansforurbanteacherswassignificantlylowerthanbothruralandsuburban.
Thefindingssuggesturbanteachershavesignificantlylowerperceptionsofeffectivenessofsocial
mediaforeducationaluse(Table4).Only19%(N=344)ofrespondentsperceivedthetechnology
aseffective,while42%(N=760)statedthetechnologywasnotatalleffective.

Thefifthobjectiveinvestigatedhowoftenteachersutilizeclasswebsites.Aone-wayANOVA
[F(2,1794)=8.000,p<.001)]discoveredsignificantvariationassociatedwithschoolsetting.Post
hoccomparisons,usingtheTukeyHSDprocedure,foundurbanteachersusedclasswebsitesata
significantlylowerratethansuburbanandruralteachers.Only28%(N =52)usedawebsiteatleast
onetimeperweek,lowerthanrural(N=354;45%)andsuburban(N =380;43%)teachers.Table5
demonstratesthatsuburbanteachersaremostlikelytouseaclasswebsite.

Forthesixthobjective,responsesofperceivedeffectivenesswereanalyzed.ALevene’stestof
homogeneity(F=6.14,p=.002)indicatedunequalvariancesamongstthegroups.Assuch,aWelch’s 
Ftestwasperformed[(F(2,489.3)=6.30,p<.002)].ATukeyHSDtestindicatedmeanscoresfor
urbanteachersweresignificantlylowerthanthoseinthesuburbs.Posthoctestingalsoyieldeda
significantdifferencebetweensuburbanandruralteachers.Analyzedtogether,theseresultssuggest
school setting impacts teacher attitude towards the effectiveness of class websites. Specifically,
suburbanteachersreportedmostpositiveattitudetowardperceivedeffectiveness(Table6).

Objective seven explored how often teachers utilized video sharing during instruction. As
determinedbyaone-wayANOVA[(F(2,1792)=.457,p=.634)],schoolsettingwasnotasignificant
variable.Suburbanteacherscontinuedtoreportthehighestfrequencyofuse.Thestandarddeviations
suggestthereisawideusagegap,particularlyinruralandurbanschools(Table7).Urbanteachers(N 
=85;42%)wereleastlikelytousevideosharing,thenruralteachers(N=271;30%)andsuburban
teachers(N=242;29%).

Table 4. Comparison of teacher perceived effectiveness of social media

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,775 2.26 1.29

Rural 803 2.28 1.25

Suburban 793 2.29 1.31

Urban 179 2.02 1.30

Note. 1 = not at all, 2 = slightly, 3 = neutral, 4 = moderately, 5 = extremely

Table 5. Comparison of teacher usage frequency of class websites

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,797 3.49 2.08

Rural 813 3.44 2.08

Suburban 798 3.67 2.06

Urban 186 2.91 2.04

Note. 1 = never, 2 = a few times a year, 3 = a few times a semester, 4 = monthly, 5 = weekly, 6 = daily
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The eighth objective examined school setting and teacher attitude related to video sharing
platformssuchasYouTubeandPlayPosit.Aone-wayANOVArevealedastatisticallysignificant
maineffect[F(2,1787)=12.553,p=.012].PosthoccomparisonsusingaTukeytest indicated
urbanteachersperceivedvideosharingtobesignificantlylesseffectivethanbothruralandsuburban
educators.Urbanteachers(N=36;18%)weremostlikelytonotusethetechnologyatall,while
suburban(N =286;36%)teachersreportedthehighestlevelsofneutralitycomparedtojust14%(N 
=114)ofurbanteachers(Table8).

Objective nine measured school setting and usage frequency of summative assessment
technologies(i.e.GoogleForms,Socrative).ALevene’stestofhomogeneity(F=14.858,p<.002)
exposed uneven variances between groups. A Welch’s F test [F(3, 1792) = 13.562, p<.001)]
indicatedasignificantdifferencebetweeneachofthethreegroups.Aposthoccomparisonusing
Games-Howellprocedurefoundsuburbanteachersreportedhigherfrequencyofusethanruraland
urbanteachers(Table9).Themajorityofurban(N=108;53%)teachersreportedtheyneverused
summativeassessmenttechnologiescomparedto42%(N=431)ofsuburbanteachers.Suburban(N 
=170;22%)teachersusedtechnologytoconductsummativeassessmentsmorethanrural(N =128;
16%)andurban(N =24;12%).

Table 6. Comparison of teacher perceived effectiveness of class websites

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,795 3.72 1.26

Rural 813 3.65 1.25

Suburban 798 3.83 1.22

Urban 204 3.52 1.40

Note. 1 = not at all, 2 = slightly, 3 = neutral, 4 = moderately, 5 = extremely

Table 7. Comparison of teacher usage frequency of video sharing

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,794 3.28 1.75

Rural 813 3.30 1.76

Suburban 795 3.28 1.73

Urban 186 3.17 1.80

Note. 1 = never, 2 = a few times a year, 3 = a few times a semester, 4 = monthly, 5 = weekly, 6 = daily

Table 8. Comparison of teacher perceived effectiveness of video sharing

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,790 3.41 1.35

Rural 804 3.44 1.27

Suburban 785 3.46 1.29

Urban 201 3.11 1.35

Note. 1=not at all, 2=slightly, 3=neutral, 4=moderately, 5=extremely
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Thetenthobjectiveexaminedtheeffectofschoolsettingonperceivedeffectivenessofonline
summativeassessmentplatforms.Levene’s testofhomogeneity (F=4.175,p= .016) indicated
unequalvariancesbetweengroups.AWelch’sFtest[F(2,479.286)=18.176,p<.001)]uncovereda
significantdifferencebetweengroups.Tofurtherexplorethedata,aGames-Howelltestwasutilized.
Theresultsuncoveredastatisticallysignificantrelationshipamongsteachgroup.Specifically,rural
andurbanteachersreportedlowerattitudelevelsthanthoseinthesuburbs(Table10).Morethanhalf
ofsuburban(N=495;63%)andrural(N =436;55%)teachersperceivedsummativeassessments
asmoderatelyorextremelyeffective,ascomparedtoaminorityofurbanteachers(N=63;31%).

DISCUSSIoN

Limitations
Participants for this studywere limited toK-12publicschool teachers inoneMid-Atlantic state
duringthe2016-2017academicyear.Asecondlimitationoccurredwhentheresearcherreliedon
anintermediarytodelivertheemailrequestbecauseitwasnotpossibletocontacttheparticipants
directly.Theresearchersentanemailcontainingahyperlinktoschoolprincipalswhowererequestedto
forwardtheemailtotheirfaculty.Athirdlimitationwasarelativelylownumberofurbanrespondents,
possiblybecauseonly32ofthestate’s501schooldistrictsaredesignatedasurban.Despiteadisparity
inresponses,participantsprovidedaglanceintohowtheyincorporatetechnologyregardlessofsetting.
Afinallimitationisthatrepetitionalanalysisofanidenticalsamplemayresultinalphaslippage.
Therefore,itmaybepossiblethefamily-wisealphascoreshavebeenreduced.

Conclusion and Implications
Thefindingssuggestschoolsettingcreatesasignificantdifferenceinthefrequencyofusageand
teacherattituderelatedtoonline-basededucationaltechnologies.Urbanteachersconsistentlyindicated
significantlylowerusageratescomparedtotheirsuburbanandruralcounterparts.Thesameisalso
trueforvideosharing,summativeassessmenttools,socialmedia,andclasswebsites.Significant

Table 10. Comparison of teacher perceived effectiveness of summative assessment platforms

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,763 3.19 1.16

Rural 798 3.14 1.16

Suburban 787 3.37 1.11

Urban 200 2.68 1.24

Note. 1 = not at all, 2 = slightly, 3 = neutral, 4 = moderately, 5 = extremely

Table 9. Comparison of teacher usage frequency of summative assessment platforms

N M SD

Overallgroup 1,795 2.59 1.48

Rural 807 2.45 1.45

Suburban 787 2.78 1.54

Urban 201 2.13 1.39

Note. 1 = never, 2 = a few times a year, 3 = a few times a semester, 4 = monthly, 5 = weekly, 6 = daily
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differenceswerealsofoundbetweenruralandsuburbanteachers.Althoughruralteachersreported
highermeanscoresthantheirurbanpeersonnearlyallvariables,theylagbehindthoseinsuburban
environments.Finally,suburbanteachersreportedthesmalleststandarddeviationsonnearlyeach
variable.Responsesindicatedsuburbanteachersutilizededucationaltechnologymostfrequentlyand
believedinitspositivebenefits.

Ingeneral, respondentsrevealedsatisfactionwithschool-buildingInternetaccessandspeed.
However,aslightstatisticallysignificantrelationshipwasfoundbetweensettingandInternetaccess.
Urbanteachersidentifiedasmostlikelytodisagreeorstronglydisagreetheyweresatisfiedwith
InternetaccessbutweremostsatisfiedwithInternetspeed.Itisimportantforurbanteacherstobe
abletotakeadvantageofclassroomtimetoincorporateeducationaltechnology.Studentsofcolorin
urbanenvironmentsarelesslikelytohavecomputeraccessathomeandfacebarrierssuchasslower
Internetspeedandoutdatedhardware.Studentlimitationsathomedirectlyimpactateacher’scapability
todifferentiateinstructionatwithtechnology.Unequalaccesstotechnologyoutsideoftheschool
buildingincreasesthestruggleforteacherstocreateandexperimentwithexistingtechnologies.A
lackofresourcesintheclassroomandinastudent’shomeservetomaintainthedigitaldividebetween
school-agechildrenbaseduponsocioeconomicstatus.

Frequentuseofsocialmediaasaneducationaltoolwasnotcommonforrespondents.Inparticular,
itwasrevealedrural teacherswereleast likelytousesocialmedia.Despitehighestfrequencyof
usage,urbanteachershadasignificantlylowerperceptionofeffectivenessthantheircounterparts.
Sincetheselearningcommunitiesaremostlikelytobe“smartphone-dependent”,theincorporation
ofplatformssuchasFacebookandInstagrammaybeofgreatbenefitandincreaseasynchronous
communication.Socialmediatoolsprovidestudentsadigitalspheretocommunicatewithteachers
andclassmates,enhanceaccountabilityandpresentaforumtoexpressthemselvesastheymaynot
inaphysicalclassroom.

Teachersinasuburbansettingweremostlikelytouseclasswebsitesandperceivethemtobe
effective.Urbanteachersreportedsignificantlylowerfrequencyofusageandattitudelevels,and
those in a rural setting were significantly lower than suburban. Class websites promote student
preparedness,teamwork,cross-culturalcollaboration,andincreasedcognitiveabilitybyproviding
aconsistentlocationforclassinformation,schedules,resources,andcontentfrommultiplesources.
Classwebsitesprovidebenefitsforindividualstudentandgeneralclassroomperformance.Prepared
learnersaremorelikelytoengageingroupdiscussion,promotesociallearning,exemplifyhigher
levelsofdialogue,attainhighergradeaverages,andreportgreaterlevelsofintrinsicmotivationthan
thosewhofeltunprepared.

Thequestionnairerevealednodifferenceinhowfrequentlyteachersusevideosharingaspartof
instruction.Urbanteachersperceivedvideosharingtobesignificantlylesseffectivethanruraland
suburbaneducators.Anexplanationmaybealackoffinancialresourcesinurbanschooldistricts.
Priorstudiessuggestedschoolslocatedinrelativelyaffluentsurroundingsaremorelikelytopurchase
auxiliaryresourcessuchasvideos.However,videosharingmaybeofgreatbenefitforruralandurban
learningcommunities.Thesestudentpopulationsfeaturehigherpercentagesofstudentswithlearning
disabilitiesandlanguagedifficultieswhocouldbenefitgreatlyfromvisuallearning.

Suburbanteachersreportedsignificantlyhigherfrequencyofuseandperceptionsofeffectiveness
of summative assessment platforms. Additionally, rural teachers revealed significantly higher
meansthanurbanrespondents.Thesetechnologiesutilizeavarietyofformatstodeterminestudent
understanding and demonstrate knowledge through interactive assessments. Implementation of
platformssuchasGoogleFormsorDocsallowteachers,particularlythoseinanurbansetting,to
facilitateatechnology-driven,student-centeredlearningexperienceasopposedtodrillandpractice
instruction.Educatorsinasuburbanenvironmentreportedhighestlevelsofperceivedeffectiveness
andaremostlikelytoseekoutandemploytechnologyinaninnovativemanner.Theavailabilityof
add-onsinGoogleplatformsisanexampleofhowsupplementalalternativescanenhancethelearning
environmentandprovidestudentexposuretovariousmedia.
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The observed results highlight the discrepancy in educational technology urban, rural, and
suburbanschoolsface.Byrecognizingandunderstandingthisimbalance,schoolleadersmayidentify
designatedareasofimprovementandplanfutureprofessionaldevelopment.Itisimportanttorecognize
educatorsinurbanandruralsettingsarelesslikelytobetrainedintheuseoftechnologycompared
totheirsuburbancounterparts.Toclosethisgap,itisessentialpre-serviceandcurrentteachersare
providedopportunitiestoreceiveappropriateguidanceandpractice.Foranylearningcommunityto
thrive,teachersneedanopportunitytofamiliarizethemselveswithcurrentandemergingtechnologies,
theircapabilities,and integrationstrategies toaccomplish research-basedgoals fromdistrictand
school-buildingadministrators.

Whilethisstudyexaminedteacherusageandperceptionsoftechnologyeffectiveness,theresults
offerafoundationforfutureinvestigationandpractice.SinceparticipantswerelimitedtoK-12public
schoolteachersinonestate,furtherresearchmaybeperformedinotherstatesandU.S.-accredited
internationalschools.Qualitativeresearchsuchasvolunteerinterviewswithteachersmayprovide
furtherinsightofpersonalexpectationsrelatedtotechnologyusage.Interviewswithadministrators
mayleadtomoredefinedexpectationsoftechnologyintegratedintothecurriculum.Futurequantitative
studies may further examine significant relationships uncovered in this study, including reasons
teacherssearchforanduseparticulartechnologies.

Moving Forward
Thisresearchmaybeincorporatedintothedevelopmentanddeliveryofprofessionaldevelopment
workshopsandpersonalizedteachersupport.Schoolsneedtoprioritizefacultytrainingoftechnologies
thatareavailablewithintheschool.Inaddition,schoolsshouldpromoteanadministration-generated
listofspecifictechnologiesteachersshouldlearnandimplement.Throughconsistentandmeaningful
professionaldevelopment,peersandadministratorsmayoffercheck-upmeetingsafteraprofessional
developmentseminartoidentifylearninggapsandstrategizefuturesessions.Technology-specific
trainingoffacultywouldallowteacherstoavoidpressuresoffindingnewtechnology,aswellprovide
anopportunityforcross-curricularandmulti-gradeandsubjectlevelcollaborationamongstfaculty.
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