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ABSTRACT
The goals of the Internet Evaluation Project,
undertaken cooperatively by the University of Nebraska al Omah;1 and
the Nebraska Consortium of Educational Service Units, focus on ;1 lonp,
range assessment of Internet integration into the K- 12 Nebraska
schools and the support delivered by the Educational Service llnil1;
(ESUs). The purpose of this report is to relate progress, after 2~
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impact on teachers, students, and schools. In addition loa
pre-training and post-training teacher survey data, info•·mal.ion is
being gathered from machine-based ESU server support data, and
observed classroom uses and projects. Each of the teacher survey,
server, and innovative use data sources was examined for related
implications, with cross-referencing between sources conducted when
appropriate. General implications include: (1) significant progress
is being made for the implementation of LB 452, and LB 860 promises
to also assist in Internet integration; (2) community interest is
continuing to parallel educational interest; (3) statewide ctialoBue
is becoming increasingly important; and (4) Nebraska continues to
play a national leadership role. Appendices provide the pre- and
post-training surveys; pre- and post-training survey r,•·nph!;; Lhe
Internet coordinator's data request form; the innoV3Live IISCJI'
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Nebraska Internet Evaluation Project
Year 2
Progress Report
Completed January 30, 1996

Purpose
The purpose of this report is to provide a progress report (after 24 months) related to
the five year Nebraska K-12 Internet Evaluation Project. undertaken cooperatively
between the University of Nebraska at Omaha and the Nebraska Consortium of
Educational Service Units. This report , and other January reports, are summary
updates to the July reports, with comprehensive data collection associated with the
end of each K-12 school year .

Evaluation TEAM
The following are the team members conducting the evaluation project.
Dr. Neal Topp, Assistant Professor, College of Education, UNO
Dr. Neal Grandgenett, Associate Professor, College of Education. UNO
Dr. Elliott Ostler, Assistant Professor, Coilege of Education, UNO
Dr. Robert Mortenson, Associate Dean. College of Education, UNO
Donalyn Heise, Graduate Assistant, College of Education, UNO
Pam Mooney, Graduate Assistant, College of Education, UNO
Karli Schlenker, Graduate Assistant, College of Education, UNO
Franci Addy, Secretary/Office Manager, Office of Internet Studies. UNO

Evaluation Project Goals (24 Month Period)
The goals of the Internet Evaluation Project focus on a long range assessment of the
integration of the Internet into the K-12 Nebraska schools and the support related to
this integration delivered by the Nebraska Educational Service Units. This 24 month
report references progress related to each of these goals, which are targeted at
providing a comprehensive and formative evaluation approach to examine the
"Nebraska model" for integrating the Internet into K-12 education. The goals for the 24
month period of the Evaluation Project were:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

To
Tc
To
To
To
To

build upon the data collection and analysis procedures
gather and analyze server data related to the cSU activities
interpret the results related to the surveys of trained teachers
summarize classroom observations of innovative uses of the Internet
summarize observations related to statewide "Internet projects and activities"
compare Nebraska's progress to the relative progress of other states
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7) To examine Nebraska related World Wide Web pages
8) To provide World Wide Web access to the evaluation report

Background
The need to follow the educational use of the Internet in Nebraska 1s becommg
increasingly important as information technology continues to rapidly evolve, and 1s
also an area that many other states are also beginning to address. More than any
other time in the history of our nation, there is a potential for change within our
educational systems based on new technologies. The Office of Technology
Assessment of the United States Congress. has emphasized the increasing
importance of researching and evaluating this educational phenomenon
Computers, telecommunications networks. and other technologies have
become increasingly central to the American way of life. The nation ·s
schools are also investing substantially in technologies for education
What will be the impact of these technologies on schools in the near
future? Will there be dramatic changes in teaching techniques.
curriculum, staffing. and even the concept of school as a result of
investments in these tools? What kinds of visions can we identify for
education over the next decade, if technology use is supported? What
factors affect the likelihood of meeting these visions?
(U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment. 1995b. p. 1ii)
The use of new information technologies in schools is indeed increasing . and
many states across the United States of America are beginning to plan and initiate
steps to facilitate access to the "Information Superhighway", as represented currently
by the Internet. In part, a vision for this effort has been identified and encouraged by
the federal government. As stated by Vice President Gore, in a recent address to the
communications industry:
Today, we have a dream for a different kind of superhighway that can
save lives, create jobs and give every American young and old. the
chance for the best education available to anyone, anywhere I
challenge you .... to connect all of our classrooms. all of our libraries. and
all of our hospitals and clinics hy the year 2000
(National Institute of Standards and Technology, 1994, p 57)
The "information superhighway" described by Vice President Gore is currently
represented by the Internet, and is the world's largest computer network. It was born
more than 20 years ago as a U.S. Defense network, with the purpose of supporting
military research, through a communications structure which could survive a limited
nuclear attack . In the late 1980's the National Science Foundation extended the
network to encompass scientific and higher education institutions. Since that time . the
Internet has expanded commercially and internationally, and is now estimated to be
resident within more than 155 countries worldwide (Quarterman & Carl Mitchell .
1995b; Calcari, 1994; Pawlowski, 1994), and serving over 27 million users
(Quarterman & Carl Mitchell. 1995a). It is grpwing rapidly, with estimates for new tw st s
being added at more than one approximately every 30 minutes (Calcari. 1994) The
Internet based World Wide Web system is evolving even more quickly, and a rece nt
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MIT researcher noted that there was as much information passed over the Web in 15
minutes of 1994, than in all of 1992 combined (Gray, 1995)
The Internet provides the efficient exchange of computer-based data across the
globe. In addition, it provides users access to a wide variety of long range network
based computing (called telecomputing) activities, includrng direct access to electronic
mail, network supercomputers, and extensive on-line databases, software, and
newsgroups. Within the general population, the int~rest in these new informational
resources has been significant, and it is now estimated that more than 1 in 6 homes
have at least one modem connected c8ri'puter (Cohe ·~. 1994). The use by commerc1al
business is even more impressive, and is expected to include more than 27 millron
employees of such f!rms by the end of 1995 (Quarterman & Carl-Mitchell, 1995a.
Calcari, 1994). Although at first lagging behind both industry and home use. the use of
the Internet in schools is quickly expanding, and a recent government report indicated
that 35°/o of a random sample of American educators reported access to the Internet
somewhere within the school, and 3% of the sample reported access within their own
classroom (Heaviside, Farris, Malitz, & Carpenter, 1995).
Many K -12 schools and school districts are now showing considerable interest
in being a part of the Internet and its related telecomputing activities For the K-12
classroom, Internet access offers the potential of breaking down the classroom walls"
and linking a classroom microcomputer with any computer on this international
network. Thus, a fifth grade student in Fort Calhoun, Nebraska might exchange
electronic mail with a fifth grade student in Melbourne, Australia, or receive actual
pictures of Mars from NASA, or perhaps search a national database for the most
recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling. Popular Internet sites such as NASA's Spacelink.
are now visited by more than 1,000 people per day, and support teacher access to
everything from lesson plans, to specific information on current space shuttle flights
(Cohen, 1994). The real !ime communication capability of such technology is quite
remarkable. For example, on a recent international bicycle trip through Guatemala.
trip organizers were able to receive and send electronic notes to K-12 students across
the world, to help them better understand Guatemala. and follow their progress (Smith .
1995). It is anticipated that the Internet will parallel or even exceed the substantial
adoption into education of the classroom microcomputer (Krol, 1993). The skills that
students gain in such telecomputing activities are also becoming better understood .
and the use of telecomputing in the K-12 classroom appears to be very consistent with
what many businesses are desiring of high school graduates in the workplace
(Reinhardt, 1995; Sheingold, 1991 ).
Many national organizations are now making strong statements related to the
necessity of providing K-12 students with effective Internet access and related
information based technologies. The Committee for Economic Development . which is
an independent nonpartisan research and policy organization of some 250 bus1ness
leaders and educators, expressed this critical need in therr recent policy document
II

We believe that the ability to access information should no longer be
considered an educational frill; it should be recognized as a necessary
investment in our children's education and, therefore. an essential item in
the regular school budget . We believe that increased competition among
providers will ultimately result in fairer pricing for all, but we recognize
that this will take time and that schools need more affordable access
now. We call on federal, state, and local policy makers in cooperation
with the private-sector providers to develop new incentives and
strategies so that schools can gain affordable access to communication
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services. In addition, any strategies that are developed to provide access
to schools should ensure that costs are shared equitably.
(Committee for Economic Development, 1995, p. xiii)
Although the nation's K-12 teachers are beginning to have access to the
Internet, many of their current activities are facilitated by the knowledge, equipment.
and motivation of individual teachers (Willis, 1993). However, formal statewide
support in the nation is increasing, and many states are initiating statewide plans for
supporting at least some type of general technology network (television. satellite.
telecomputing, etc .) for their resident schools and districts (Cohen. 1994). Nine states
were identified as early leaders in K-12 telecomputing planning and adoption, through
their early statewide p1ans (Kurshan. 1990; McAnge, et. al., 1990; Web Associates.
1993), and included Arizona, Florida, Indiana. New Mexico, Pennsylvania. Texas.
Virginia, \'Vest Virginia, and Nebraska. This group has quickly expanded, and now 33
states report the direct support of at least some sort of telecnmputing network related to
education (Office of Technology Assessment, 1995; Cohen, 1994), and most cf the
remaining states are beginning to develop sta1:ewide plans and consider statewide
efforts. Yet, as stated by the Office of Technology Assessment. these network~; "vary
considerably in their scope, sophistication, and support servic,es" (p. 114). W1th such
variation, many states are beginning to look to the "early adopters" for important input
related to refining their evolving statewide efforts and plans.
The state of Nebraska is in position to help provide considerable leadership in
the emerging national efforts to realize the potential of telecornputing and the Internet
in K-12 education, and is carefully documenting its own model for integrating 1he use
of Internet into its K-12 schools. Nebraska has long had a strong support network of
19 Educational Service Units, which have since 1966, provided the state's public
schools with many resources, including significant computer data and informc:ltion
services (Nebraska Educational Service Units, 1991 ). Building on this statewide
expertise, the Nebraska Legislature recently passed Legislative Bill 452, which
authorized the local educational service units to levy an additional property tax to
support the introduction of Internet equipment and teacher training for Nebraska
schools. Legislative Bill 860 was also recently passed, and will further enhance
Internet connectivity to schools using school weatherization funds. A statewide effori
to bring the Internet into Nebraska schools is indeed well underway. and the
Educational Service Units are now working with their local school districts to bring
them on-IL 1e as soon as possible.
Yet the monitoring and evaluation of such statewide efforts is critical to the
effective use of these new technologies in education . As suggested in a recent
statement by the Center for Teaching and Learning, there is a strong need for
addressing accountability:
GiVfm the difficulty of making widespread, fundamental changes in
practices, a strong body of research and evaluation evidence
supporting these practices must be generated and disseminated to policy
makers and the public if the kinds of practices we describe are to be
commonplace in the year 2005.
(U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment. 1995b, p. 141)

tea~hing

A research team from the University of Nebraska at Omaha has been contractocl
by the Nebraska Educational Service Units to evaluate and document Nebraski:1's
statewide approach to providing Internet connections and support for schools. Tl1is
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team, directed by Dr. Neal Topp, Dr. Neal Grandgenett, and Dr. Elliott Ostler, is
currently investigating evaluation questions that include : What is the frequency and
patterns of Internet usage by teachers and students in the state of Nebraska following
teacher Internet training? Is the usage pattern spreading? Are trained teachers
sharing their expertise with other teachers? Are there relationships between teacher
characteristics, teacher perceptions. and teacher Internet use? Does the Internet
impact the role of teachers? How does Internet usage impact students and their
learning? How do teachers perceive Internet usage to be impacting schools? What
are the strengths and weaknesses of the Nebrask ;:l modei ~or involving Internet 1n K-12
education?
Within the partnership with the N<:!braska Educational Service Units. the
University of Nebraska at Omaha research team is coordinating the evaluation project
and the Educational Service Units are facilitating the data collection procedures The
evaluation process is both formative and comprehensive in nature, and will be
ongoing for at least five years. Results and information related to the evaluation are
also being reported to interested organizations. such as the U.S. Department of
Education .
As a leader in the integration of the Internet, Nebraska is aware of the
responsibility of carefully documenting the effectiveness of its K-12 telecomputing
model, as these activities impact upon the classrooms and students of Nebraska Th1s
careful assessment and evaluation of the educational use of the Internet is the
purpose of the Nebraska K-12 Internet Evaluation Project. The more we know about
the success and failure of statewide Internet activities in K-12 environments, the better
able we will be to help all students and teachers use the Internet to its full potential . not
only in Nebraska, but in the United States as a whole .

Evaluation Questions
The current evaluation questions for the project are listed below. and
correspond to the initial evaluation questions developed by the Univers1ty of Nebra ska
at Omaha Evaluation team, with input from the Nebraska Educational Service Un1ts
The questions reflect a five year, long term aoproach to the evaluation, and are only
partially addressed in this current 24 month report .
1) Does the Internet impact the role of teachers?

2) What are the characteristics of teachers who continue to use the
Internet following training?
3) What are the characteristics of teachers who do not continue to use
Internet following training?
4) What are the perceptions of teachers concerning Internet potent1al
before and after initial training?
5) What are the perceptions of teachers concerning Internet potential
after an initial period of usage?
6) Is the Internet used by teachers after training?
T) What are the reasons for using or not using the Internet? (i .e. lack of
phone line? lack of computer access? etc.)
8) What are the innovative classroom uses of the Internet in Nebraska?
9) How does the Internet appear to impact student learning in the classro om?
10) What are the general characteristics of Internet related projects in t\let)raska')
11) How does Nebraska compare to other states regarding the lnterneP
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Design of the Evaluation
The Nebraska K-12 Internet Evaluation is focused on being a formative
evaluation. and is essentially that of an "impact analysis". In evaluation studies, ltnpact
analysis can be defined as "determining the extent to which one set of directecJ I1U1T1ar1
activities affected the state of some objects or phenomena. and ..... .. determining why
the effects were as large or small as they turned out to be" (Mohr. 1992, p. i ). In t111s
evaluation project the evaluation design is focused on research based questions
which seek to determine the general impact of the Internet training of teachers
facilitated by the Ecucational Service Units. on K- i 2 education in Nebraska. or
specifically on teachers and their students in the classroom .
Within the evaluation, three primary types of data are being examined related to
the research questions These data types include 1) teacher survey data. 2) macl11ne
based ESU server support data. and 3) observed classroom uses and projects The
observed classroom uses also include teacher interviews, and an examination of key
integration projects happening in the state . The twenty four month evC!Iuation period of
the project is associated pnmarily with continuing the data collection R!"ld analysis
procedures for each of these three areas. and then summarizing the Initial results
This report. like other January reports. 1s primarily an addendum summary report. w1th
annual data collection procedures implemented at the end of each school year and
associated with the July reports.
Descriptive summary statistics were targeted dunng this reponing period. w1tt1
correlational and pattern analysis planned for years 3 - 5. Data runs for each 6 month
analysis period are cumulati'.Je in presentation. with some trends illustrated at one year
intervals as the project evolves during the five year period. For a peer group
reference. a brief investigation of the general progress in other states related to H1e
Internet is also being conducted.
Progress in each of the thr~e data areas. as well as sorne implications appar·ent
at the 24 month reporting period, are summarized in the following subsectior1s

ESU Server Support Data
Estimates related to the general support offen~d at eac:·, of the E:SU servers are
requested periodically from each of the Internet coordinators by p~1one or elcctron~c
mail (see Appendix F) . Data summaries from these periodic contacts e:lre beinq
reported as state totals. rather than individual ESU totals The information rEx~ue:,;tcd
establishes statewide estimates related to the total number of f<) El.ChE,r~; w~in~~J the
system, the modem and direct connect access available to LJt)c~ rs. and e,volvin~~ ~)uppon
plans. The following cumulative statewide totals were found througfl 1 f~edb;lck 1rol"
the Internet coordinators at each server site and are current ;;~s of ~January ·1. ·1995 It
will be updated in each evaluation report at six month intervals

Estimates:
Number
Number
Number
Number

of
of
of
of

V ~.aJ rr'

·]:

statewide Internet users supported by the r-: ~3LJs
·1 0,200
"direct connected" schools
·1 t:;G
planned additional "direct connects" nex1 year
·1 70
Individuals going ttlrough at least 1n1tial F-=::su tr;c1i11ill(J ::),DOO

Yean· 2!:
?0,6'1 0
~~; ()f)

'1 i 545
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The Internet Coordinators for the ESU's also report some significant "barriers"
or "issues" that they are facing as they move forward in supporting Internet Integration
into their organizations school districts. These can be summarized below:

Issue 1: Community education access Is unclear
The Nebraska Educational Service Units are receiving numerous requests
to support community educaLion access to the Internet Due to the specifically
defined role of ESUs to directly support K-12 schools, they are unable to respond
to these requests. However, the interconnectivity of the Internet, and increasing
school and community cooperation, is making this support role less clear
Issue 2: There Is a wide range of connectivity in the schools.
The wide range of connectivity existing currently in Nebraska schools makes
it challenging to train all teachers in the same training sessions. While some
schools have been able to facilitate "direct connections", many schools still have
only modem access Limited phone lines in smaller schools is making even init1al
modem access a challenge in these areas This range of access will probably
continue to be a problem until all or most of the schools attain a direct connect1on
environment.
Issue 3: Time available for "freeing" up teachers for training sessions
is limited.
Some school districts are having difficulty freeing up their teachers during
the day, so a significant number of training sessions. at some sites. have had to be
offered outside school hours. This makes it difficult to provide the teachers with the
preferred "extended" training session.
Issue 4: The issuing of student accounts involves special access
concerns.
With the issuing of student accounts for direct student access to the internet
or within the direct connect environment of the World Wide Web, it is virtually
impossible to effectively limit access to various sites with offensive material by
machine based or technical solution . Many schools and ESU's are appropriately
taking a formalized "adult supervision" approach to the problem, where the
students, teachers, and parents share in the responsibility of ensuring the
appropriate use of the Internet. Other schools are working with software such as
Surt Watch to help try to limit student access to offensive materials.
Issue 5: Data line and school connectivity costs are l!xpensive.
The Educational Service Units have been confronted with considerable
difficulty in dealing with cost issues associated with local data lines. school
connectivity, and general communication requirements . The costs to an ind1v1dual
school district varit.;;; considerably, and often there is some confusion related to
institutional responsibilities for the sharing of costs and support.
Issue 6: Limited rescu,.ces for technical and curricular suppot1 exist.
Many of the Edur-:ational Service Units are "stretched very thin" in their
ongoing support and r~~ ;urces related to this state-wide endeavor. Much of th£ ~
responsibility for facilitating individual school access and ongoing curricular
support must rest with the specific school and community Such ESU support

r-'agc 8

problems are increasing with the addition of PPP accounts (po1nt to
which permits complete Internet access with a modem

po~r•t

p(ctocol J

The Nebraska Educational Service Units, and the school districts that they ?re
working with, have been remarkably cooperative and "innovative" !n their approaches
to these very difficult "barriers" and uissues" . Often, they are leading the country with
addressing these particular issues. It would seem apparent that continued
cooperation between all Nebraska institutions, under the leadership of the Educat1onal
Service Units, is critical to the continued progress of the Educational Service Units 1n
bringing the Internet into Nebraska's K-12 classrooms

Teacher Survey Data
To gather usage information and perceptions from teachers before and after
they receive the Internet training offered by the Nebraska Educational Service Un1ts. a
30 question pre-training survey and a 44 question post training survey are being used
The pre-training survey is designed to be read by NCS scan equipment. and tt1e post
training survey is design~d to be delivered by electronic maii and ground survey [3otll
surveys were field tested and refined based on teacher and trainer feedback A
photocopy of these instruments is provided in Appendi>~ B and Appendix C

Pre-Training Survey Data
Incorporation of the pre-training survey into the training program t,y the
Educational Service Units has been continuing, and a total of 3 7 7 6 pre-traming
surveys have been analyzed, reflecting ?.613 surveys for year 1, and 1133 surveys fo1·
the first ~ix months of year 2. The remaining year 2 surveys will be analyzed at tr1 e; end
of the academic school year. All educational service units are represented The
surveys will continue to be given as teachers are·trained across the state to c xarn1ne
changing demographics and teacher characteristics
During years 3-5 of the project. follow-up surveys and interviews will be
correlated with these surveys to examine additional patterns in teacher roles.
perceptions, and classroom ....ctivities. Descriptive stati2.tics for the pre-training surve y
were computed by use of a SPSS program, and examined based on a year ·1 to year 2
comparison.
Summary graphs related to the pre-training survey are includ ed in Apl ~~;ncll>< [)
and described in the Conclusions and Implications section of this report . To repre ~; cm
responses on the narrative questions . ·1 00 random response s wem or9ani zed into
categories of similar response for each of year 1 and year 2 One open r e spo n~3c
question asked :
11

How do you plan to use internet P-ither for

your~:i~lf

or yo ur stud e11ts'l"

For year 1. 48°/o of the sc.mple of 2643 1esponlient~:; ldt H1is qu estion IJi a11l< or ~; a1d "I
don't know" . 01 those who responded . th e foilowmu v,~th e typ e~> of rcsron sc s
identified, listed in order of frequency
1) For information gathering - as a generc:! .. j! ; 1JonDe (29%j
2) To -:::ommunicate with other profess1on,·,1s 1n my f1el<.l. share iclea~). c:u1cl
link with other teachers ( 11 %)
3) For electronic mail (10°-iJ)
4) To ;ink students with other Nehra~:;kn ~;chuLII~~ to ~3h~uu mlor 1n;:tliOII
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5)
6)
7)

8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

and ideas (10%)
As pen pals in international, national. and statewide areas (8%)
To contact people who speak a foreign language . such as German.
Spanish, French. and Japanese (8%)
For library research, library science research. access to college
libraries. and the library of congress (5%)
To access career and post secondary educat1on mtormation (4%)
To access information on current events (3°o)
To access NASA and Space Link (3%)
To facilitate class projects (2%)
To connect to places we study (2%)
To teach students to use the Internet (2°o)
To communicate with visual artists. and muselHll~ -. ( 1'',J
For problem solving across the state ( 1°o)
To motivate at risk and non reading studenh ( 1'),,)
To facilitate a mentor situation w1th h1ghly q1flt•d ~.ttJdt'l\1', 1 1".,!

.:=or year 2. 53~~ of the initial sample of 1133 resporldt~lil:. ltd111tl: . qllt•:.tloll l>l:tllk o1
said "I don't know". Of those who responded. the follow11tq Wt 'lt' tiH · typt·~. ol
responses identified, listed in order of frequency

1) For information gathering· as a gP.nPI!illt•:.tHill'"' (·1H".,)
2) For electronic mail (20%)
3) To communicate with other profes:;,lr>tl;tl·. II lillY llt•ld :.ll.tlt' ldt~;,:·. ;md
link with other teachers (9°/o)
4) To facilitate class projects (8~ ·o)
5) To link students with other schools to :;IJ;llt' Jlti()IIJI:tlltlll <llld 1dr!d:; (3°o)
6) For library research (3%)
7) To teach students to use the Internet l:)"o)
8) To contact people who spea!< a fore1q11 l;nHJIUHJt' (,'" .. )
9) For writ1en language proficiency (2°o)
10) For art and gifted students ( 1°·o)
11) Genealogy (1 %)
The two most common general uses fo1 Ritdl Y' •;u wl11 ·11 1:r J!l;q ~·~~~~~l categor1es
more completely, were the following:

Information gathering
Communication

For Year 1:
(43°o, rm;poiJ~;n!.

(48°'o.

for Year 2:
1

rH!;poll!;o•, ;• . i

11 'I
\

'•

1111
1, 1,1)

1
( 1: ~" "· 1o:;pon!;os

1.

G)

(:~!" ... lfJ:;pull~>Os ?.. 3. S.O)
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really represents only the firs: six months of year 2, and that this survey data is updated
at the end of each academic school year.

Year 1:
Year 2:

94 °/o of the 2643 respondents le~ the question blank
97 °/o of the 1133 respondents left the question blank

Of those teachers who responded, most responded with both the name and school, as
requested by the question . Using this list of names taken from the surveys, identified
teachers were contacted either by electronic mail or by phone interview to begin to
identify and document the innovative uses of the Internet by teachers in the state
Results of these contacts and interviews are included in a later section in this report

Post-Training Survey Data:
In November 1994, a pilot questionnaire was sent by electronic mail to earlier
survey respondents. The purposes of this instrument was 1) to identify early trends 1n
the use of the Internet by Nebraska educators, and 2) to refine the post-survey
instrument. In April 1995, the refined survey was sent by electronic mail to all pre· training survey respondents, with 517 (13.6°/o) responses returned . Obviously, these
respondents were Internet users, since they responded over the Internet.
A follow-up paper copy of the survey was then sent via US . Mail, to 400
randomly selected non-respondents, with 142 (35.5°/o) of these surveys completed
and returned. The data from these two surveys will be reported in the Conclusions
and Implications Section. Related graphs are included in Appendix E. Responses
from the e-mail survey and the ground mail survey were analyzed separately because
of the different methods of receiving the data.
The survey aloo included two open-ended questions related to suggestions for
increasing personal and student use. These questions were analyzed together, due to
the similarity and general overlap of the responses . The questions were
"What needs to change if you personally are going to use the Intel net
significantly more in the future?"
and
"What needs to change if you are going to have your students use the Internet
much more in the future?"
Teachers made several common suggestions in response to both of these
questions. The most prevalent suggestion was that more training was needed for both
teachers and students, since "we are still both learning the basics" (20°/o). Typically
this follow-up training suggestion focused on "curricular training" for teachers", and
would identify specific disciplines, such as music or mathematics. Another 15% of the
respondees wrote that individual student accounts are desired, but that they are not
yet available, primarily because student accounts have yet not been approved by th8
district. Some teachers offering this suggestion reported that they sometimes
circumvent this problem by allowing their students to use their own classroom
teacher's account . However, these same teachers typically made statements that sa1d
... that they were uncomfortable with this practice, due to potential student misuse. As
stated by one respondee, "Although Internet is available to my students through my
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account, I must log ihem in . The school board at this time has chosen not to allow
individual student accounts. They are afraid of what students might access on the net "
Another 15°/o of the teacher responde.nts reported that current software or
hardware constraints, especially related to modem based connectivity, prevents them
from effectively using the internet in their classrooms, either by themselves or by the1r
students. As one teacher stated, "my classroom of fourth graders is not directly
connected to the interret. This makes it currently unrealistic for me to use it. Hopefully
my room will be conne.:ted soon". Another less common suggestion related to the
need for additional classroom planning time (8°/o), including time for teachers to
explore on their own during the school day. Only a relatively few teachers (4°/o) wrote
that they were currently in a curricular area that they believed did not lend itself well to
Internet use.

Innovative Use Data
Another component of the evaluation process is to examine some of the
innovative uses of the Internet in K-12 classrooms in Nebraska, both by teachers and
through education related projects. The general observations, summarized below.
consist of combining and interpreting three sources of data 1) electronic follow-up
surveys, 2) phone and in-person interviews, and 3) on-site visitations.
Electronic follow-up surveys were electronically mailed to teachers identified as
"innovative users" by a colleague on the Pre-training Survey. instrument. A copy
of the questions asked by this "Innovative User" survey sent by electronic mail is
available in Appendix G. Phone interviews were conducted with selected
"innovative users" identified from above, or referenced in traditional forums
(conferences, etc.) by other colleagues in the field The phone interview
protocol is included in Appendix H. For selected "innovative uses" where there
might be interesting things to observe in the classroom, a "field observer" was
sent to the classroom to observe Internet related activities with students. These
visits were generally "open ended" to permit a teacher or project leader to share
whatever they desired, and typically focused on observations related to student
and teacher activities, curriculum integration, and the "unique" characteristics
related to the classroom environment.
Observation and interview tasks were divided between a group of three
professors and three graduate assistants . These activities will continue periodically
through the duration of the five year project After a review of the information from
each of the above data sources for the 24 month reporting period, the following
summary observations from both classrooms and projects, seemed noteworthy at thi s
time.

Observation 1: Innovative uaea often used the Internet in a support
role of other curriculum goals, rather than as a curricular focus .
Often, the more innovative activities observed used the Internet system as
one of several educational tools to support other curricular goals, rather than
focusing on the use of the Internet itself . For example, one innovative science
teacher had his students collect weather data from various cities via the lnternt=~t .
and then use a computer spreadsheet to ex1rapolate weather patterns and m (~. k1 ~
predictions. The use of the Internet appeared to be relatively transparent in 1\ ~ ;
support of the science related activity in the lesson.
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Observation 2: Teachers Identified as "Innovative users" by
colleagues, often Involved students directly in the use of the Internet
Many of the teachers who seemed to be doing innovative things involved
their students in even routine Internet related tasks, such as keyboarding and basic
retrieval. For example, a fifth grade teacher had his students search NASA's
database for pictures of the moon, and similarly, a second grade teacher had her
students type the mail messages to a 12th grade calculus class. The direct
involvement of students seemed to be a consistent trend in many of the classrooms
observed and in the teacher interviews conducted
Observation 3: Teachers identified as ~~innovative users" by
colleagues, often had students "publish" as well as "retrieve"
information on the Internet.
Many of the classroom projects commonly included the student sharing of
information back over the Internet, as well as just retrieving information, often by
electronic mail. For instance, one class was communicating electronically with a
university genetics professor, another was exchanging information with a NASA
engineer, and a high school class was asking questions of a fe;1mous artist
Observation 4: Publishing on the World Wide Web is becoming
considerably easier for both teachers and students.
Within the last few months of this reporting period, several editing tools have
enabled both teachers and students to publish more easily on the World Wide
Web. Programs such as Web Weaver, and a new version of ClarisWorks, have
encouraged additional web publishing activity, and its use within the classroom
and school context.
Observation 5: Most teachers identified ~~student motivation" as an
important reason for pursuing Internet related activities .
Almost all the teachers visited in classrooms, and interviewed by phone.
mentioned the enthusiasm of the students One well established high school
project which involved the study of Mars. reported significant increases in overall
science course enrollment . As another example, an elementary teacher who had
students communicating regularly with students in other parts of the U.S., as well
as Russia, Finland, and Australia, reported that students immediately wanted to
"organize" their information into charts related to cultural differences. leading to
highly motivated class discussions of charting and graphing
Observation 6: On-site equipment .. frustrations" primarily related to
current modem access, seem to currently be a significant instructional
problem.
Many of the teachers visited in classrooms. and interviewed. identified onsite equipment access as their biggest frustration. Much of the problem related to
limited modem access. with often only one or two phone lines available fpr the
school. Several teachers reported the need to "string·· a phone line down tho hall
when using the Internet. and one teacher reported that she currently had to
"disable" the Principal's phone when using the Internet. All of these teacher f)
reported that they eagerly await "direct connect" access within their particular
building or classroom
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Observation 7: The Innovative teachers observed appeared to have
relatively little concern about student access to offensive material
The teachers most involved with the use of the Internet in their classrooms
seemed to have relatively little concern about inappropriate access by students It
appeared that both teachers and students in these classes were significantly
focused on the curricular task at hand. The teachers in such observed settings
generally indicated little specific anxiety regarding this issue.
Observation 8: Strong student keyboarding skills were often
mentioned as a necessity, especlaa)' by lower grade level teachers
Many of the teachers at the elementary level mentioned the need for good
student keyboarding skills. Several of the teachers identif.i'ed this as a very limiting
problem for some students, and one even made the point that students who did not
have these skills tended to "self-select" ther;,selves out of computer and Internet
related activities. Many of the teachers reported that they had to take the time to
review at least a few keyboarding fundamentals with their class. Another teacher
made the point that since all teachers are now considered "reading teachers" with
limited training in this area, perhaps all teachers should be considered
"keyboarding teachers" and also receive training in this area.
Observation 9: Interdisciplinary curriculum connections seemed to be
very common.
Most of the classroom activities observed, and the projects described. had
substantial interdisciplinary components. For instance, a "Romeo and Juliet"
project, involved rewriting the classic play in English class with follow-up
implications discussed in social studies class. Another example is an ongoing
multi-district art and Internet project, which involves the blending of art into other
disciplines such as science and mathematics. It was apparent that integration
between curricular areas seemed very natural in the observed innovative uses of
the Internet, and often "blurred" discipline lines.
Observation 10: Student "research" within the observed classrooms
appears to be at a considerably higher level than is typical .
One of the more interesting observations is that student research within the
observed classrooms, and in the activities described by teachers, appears to be
considerably more involved than is traditional. As one teacher reported, students
want to "define the problem" more carefully, and then "ask" to investigate it. It was
also remarkable that the word "research" was used so frequently and naturally in
the Internet related classrooms, and by teachers involved in the classroom
activities.
Observation 11: Many non-traditional classroom resources were
being acceaaed.
Access to non-traditional classroom resources was very common in many of
the innovative classrooms observed and described . For example, a high school
physics class was accessing ray tracing programs from the National Education
Supercomputer Center. Other examples included an elementary class
downloading weather images from the National Weather Archives, second g1 ndm~;
sharing mathematics ideas with an officer from the U.S Air Force, and a junior hiql1
class locating government information from the National Archives in Washin\)t(JII
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One elementary class even communicated electronically with Janet Aero's office of
the United States Attorney General.

Observation 12: The potential for grant funding Is becoming a real
'"catalyst" to larger scale district projects and Innovation planning .
A significant portion of the more ambitious and extensive multiple teacher
projects starting in school districts are related to either a funded lottery or private
foundation grant, or planning a potential grant proposal. Many of these projects
involve districts attempting to carefully integrate computer and Internet technology
into the curriculum. Often the related grant proposals are very extensive, and
represent consid erable planning by a district, which is very useful whether the
project is eventually fund ed or not It appears that to many innovative teachers and
districts, the possibility of grant money is something that helps them "envision'' their
project ideas on a larger scale.
Observation 13: World Wide Web access is becoming Increasingly
important to state-wide Internet related projects .
Most of the large scale and statewide focused projects involving the Internet
are depending on efficient World Wide Web access for the operation and
dissemination of project activities. For example, the Nebraska Mathematics and
Science Initiative has established a web page for the sharing of information by its
project and among the seven state regional coalitions. Another example is the
Nebraska Web Project. facilitated by U.S. West and the Nebraska Educational
Service Units. which is linking teacher developed World Wide Web pages related
to the communities, recreation, environment, and economic systems of Nebraska
Observation 14: There Is considerable corporate Interest In Nebraska
based Internet projects.
The corporate interest in Internet based education activities in Nebraska
seems to be substantial and growing. In particular. companies such as U S West
with their Network Schools program, and organizations such as the Applied
Information Management Institute, with their business and education related
initiatives, are beginning to work more directly in facilitating education and
telecommunications related projects within the state. The emerging corporate and
education related cooperation seems particularly effective in providing additional
credibility to many of the educational innovations being undertaken by teachers
and districts.
Observation 15: There is considerable community Interest in
Nebraska based Internet projects.
Similar to the corporate participation in Internet related education proJect~>
general community activity is also increasing. This is apparent by many of the new
.. freenets" and "community bulletin boards" emerging in communities across the
state. For example, Great Plains CommUI~ications is establishing community
bulletin board services in many small towns in western Nebraska, and the
University of Nebraska at Omaha has established a citywide FreeNet in Omaha
This interconnectivity between community and education would eventually help
support many of the education related activities and projects currently planned,
such as the education outreach activities by the Nebraska Game and Parks
Association
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It was generaliy apparent from these field observations, that many Nebraska
teachers are striving to use the Internet effectively, and that Nebraska is truly becoming
a "leader" in innovation related to the use of the Internet in education.

World Wide Web Sites
Considerable examples of the potential for the educational use of the Internet is
available through an examination of Nebraska related sites on the World Wide Web
Numerous sites are available related to Nebraska, and are expanding rapidly. Below
are a limited set of sites which represent the comprehensive incorporation of the World
Wide Web for education related purposes in Nebraska.
Nebraska Department of Education,
http://www. nde. state. ne.us
Nebraska Curriculum Project: Integrating the World-Wide Web Into the Curriculum
http ://esu3.esu3. k 12. ne. us/NEBWEB/nebweb. html
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
http :1/www. unl. edu/
Omaha Public Schools,
http://ops.esu19.k12.ne.uslhome.html
Sunset Hills Elementary School,
http ://techlab.esu3. k 12.ne.us/educ551 /avolberd/Sunset Hills. html
PANESU Home, ESU 12,13, and 14 in Alliance, Scottsbluff, and Sidney, Nebraska,
http://panesu.esu14. k12. ne.us/
Grant Public Schools
http://www.gps. k12.ne. us/school/school. htm
McMillan Magnet Center
http:l/204.234.89.150/
School District of Grand Island
http://www .gi.esu 10. k 12. ne. us/
AATnet Nebraska,
http://nde4.nde.state.ne.us/ARTnet/ARTnethome.html
NebraskaNet,
http://nebraskanet. unl.edu :2025/NebNet. html
Nebraska Math and Science Coalition,
http://www.nde.state.ne.us/NMSI/NMSihome.html
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission,
http://164. 119.1 02.2/gp.html
Nebraska Department of Economic Development
http ://www.ded. state.ne.us/
Center for Economic Education, University ol Nebraska at Omrtha.
http ://unicron. unomaha. edu/deptlecon/econed. him
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Omaha Free-Net
http ://omahafreenet.org/
Office of Internet Studies, University of Nebraska at Omaha
http ://137.48.46.72/htmldocs/ois .html
Nebraska Travel and Tourism
http://www.ded.state.ne.us.1ourism.html
Professor Gigabyte's Gateways to Infinity, Dana College
http :1/www .dana.edu :80/-dwarman/

Conclusions and Implications
Each of the teacher survey, server, and innovative use data sources were
examined for related conclusions and implications. with cross-referencing between
sources conducted when appropriate. The analysis techniques used were primarily
descriptive statistical procedures, with expanded correlational procedures between
sources planned for the next 3-5 year reporting periods. Although it is still relatively
early in the five year evaluation process. several suggestions and implications were
apparent at this 24 month reporting period .
These conclusions and implications are divided into smaller sections related to
the primary data source suggesting the implications. These sections include a section
on implications from the pre-training survey data, implications from the post training
survey data, implications from the server survey data, implications from the innovative
uses of teachers and projects, and some general conclusions and implications The
section related to implications from the post survey data is further divided into parts
which identify general categories of implications. These include post survey
implications related to educator use. post survey implications related to student use .
and post survey implications related to future plans.

Implications from the pre-training survey data:
A fairly wide range of survey responses from the pre-training instrument has
currently been analyzed (3776 surveys). representing all Nebraska ESUs, in order to
provide evolving demographics information on the teachers who enter the ESU
training process. The following implications can be identified from the pre-training
survey analysis.

1) Many· teachers report knowing very little about telecommunications
before entering the Internet related training.
Responses to the Internet and telecommunications related questions suggest
that teachers often still know very little about the Internet before beginning the training
process. This is particularly illustrated by the high percentage of teachers who
identified telecommunications as either "unfamiliar" or as having .. little or no skill" in the
area. This result is most prevalent in the data recently collected for the first six month s
of the year 2 reporting period . It appears the second year of training is involving a
higher percentage of teachers who consider themselves as currently unfamiliar or low
in proficiency related to the Internet and telecommunications This suggests that th e
training sessions are now beginning to "reach" a higher percentage of teachers
without any current background or understanding of the Internet See Figure 1 on tl w

next page.
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Figure 1.
Such a result suggests that the initial training workshops will need to continue
to include, and perhaps even enhance, a "conceptual training component" describing
just what the Internet is, and its potential for education, as well as the "hands-on"
training activities. Based on the responses to the narrative question regarding
expected use in their own classroom, where 48% of the teachers left this blank in year
1, and 53°/o left it blank in year 2, it is also apparent that approximately half of the
teachers are entering training with very limited personal plans or expectations related
to their own classrooms. Training activities should continue to recognize this low level
of initial teacher awareness and expectation, and plan for the continued emphasis of
specific classroom application. Such a low level of understanding before training also
appears to reinforce the critical need for t:,e Internet workshops currently being
delivered by the Educational Service Units.

2) A variety of teachers are becoming involved in the Internet training,
with the second year of training accessing a higher percentage of
teachers In the early grades.
The data supports that a representative mix of teachers is being included 1n the
initial training sessions. This representation indicates that participation in the training
process is inclusive to most groups and levels of teachers. The data examined for the
first six months of year 2 also indicates that a higher percentage of early grade
teachers is now being trained, as indicated by the Figure 2
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Figure 2.
The teachers being trained also seem to continue to have a "student
involvement" philosophy that is consistent with research related to the effective uses of
technology (and the Internet). This is indicated by the responses to questions related
to student projects, research, and group work. In general, approximately 90°/o of the
Nebraska teachers surveyed use such techniques periodically in their classrooms.
suggesting that there is a fertile environment for classroom integratior and the
eventual student use of the Internet.

3) Initial training sessions are beginning to Involve a higher percentage
of teachers who are less computer literate In general.
It would appear that the training sessions are beginning to reach a set of
teachers who are generally less computer literate than their colleagues who were
trained in year 1. This is apparent from the higher percentage of teachers who are
reporting "unfamiliar" or "low" when asked to provide their computer related
proficiencies. An example is teacher reported proficiency in hypermedia, which 1s
illustrated by the graph below in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 .
Such a result should be generally encouraging to the Educational Snrv1cu
Units, suggesting that their training process is reaching a wide variety of teactHH ~;
The increased involvement of teachers who are initially less computer literate, ~:,llotilcl
also have the added benefit of improving the general computer literacy of thu:;c
teachers . This benefit is particularly possible when considering that many Inter rH}t
related activities that these teachers will be trained in, such as the use of the World
Wide Web, involves skills whict; are closely related to man~ other import;mt cotJIIJI11l}l
topics, such as hypermedia and computer graphics.

4) Examples of Innovative classroom uses of the Internet need to b.,
widely distributed to the teaching population.
There are some very innovative uses of the Internet being useci IJy f\Julll<l::;kll
teachers. and in particular, teachers are becoming more involved in the usu of tiH~
Internet's information based resources. Accessing NASA's archives for nlottWIJt;uy
space lessons, and using ray tracing programs from the National Educat1011
Supercomputer CentP.r for secondary physics classes, are both excellent m<; 11, 1plu ~; of
effective Internet use in the classroom. However, it is important to detenr1rrw tho h c~; t
way to utilize these "success stories" for assisting the statewide awar e nos~:; oi tl 1u
Internet and its potential for education. This is especially import'mt, since in uer1ur <11.
most of the teachers being reached in current training session s are not 'ilremly riW !" (~
of how other teachers are using the Internet effectively in their cla.ssroo rn s ·n 1i~; r~ ;
implied by the high response of teachers (94% for year ·1. and ~f/ 0/o fo r ttl f.') fir r;t ~~ll<
months of year 2) who did not list any individual that m i ~Jht be cn ni(::1Ci ..d t:J.:j 11~ ''' H ril w
Internet in an innovative way within the classroom .
Such an awareness of successful colleagues. and rel;:\t ocl nell JC8tioil dl t H')Jt ~ c:h
would seem to be important for the eventu al accept CJ. rlc e of th o lntnrnnt !if__; !.1 Vli:.IJi c
classroom tool Many of the teacher uses which are ctHHJirtly und<.!l w;w, ; 111<1 tit()~ , ( ·
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just beginning, provtde excellent "in-state" examples for increasing teacher awareness
of the potential use of the Internet in the K-12 classroom. T~.e Educational Service
Units will want to consider how best to uutilize" these success stories. both within and
outside of training sessions, to provide a strong "vision" for teachers who are
interested in expanding their own classroom use of the Internet.

Implications From the Post Survey Data:
The implications of the post survey data will be organized in four categones
educator use of Internet, sturlent use of Internet. Internet access. and future use and
trends of Internet use.

Educator Use:
1) Teachers responding use the Internet often, and most teachers report
accessing the Internet at school, although few Internet-connected
computers are currently available to them.
This findi"lg would indicate that teachers need bet1er access to the Internet at
school. Internet-connected computers. as well as the time to get on-line, should be
priorities of school buildings. The respondents ranged from very novice Internet users
(<1 month) to more veteran users (>1 year). When asked about their last Internet
usage, two-thirds of the ground mail respondents indicated that they had used the
Internet within 1 month. although 15% indicated that they had not been on-line for over
6 months. NOTE: The e-mail respondents had all been on-line within 1 month. since
they responded to the survey vta e-mail. When asked how often do they use Internet
at school and at home. many more indicated that they use the Internet at school rather
than at home. Of the e-mail respondents. 57~o reported accessing the Internet at
school daily and 28% reported accessing the Internet at home daily. while 25% of the
e-mail respondents accessed the Internet daily at school and 9~· o daily accessed the
network at home See Figure 4
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Figure 4
Respondents also reported that there are few Internet-connected computers
available to them at school, as illustrated by Figure 5. Note that over one-half of the
respondents have zero or only one Internet-connected computer currently available to
them in the school environment
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Figure 5.

2) Nebraska educators' initial use of electronic mail supports that they
are using the Internet in very appropriate ways.
Lack of communication between and among educators has been a problem m
K-12 education for many years. with the isolation of individual teachers limiting
progress in effective teaching techniques. The Internet seems to be helping the
communication challenges of teachers and may help to give teachers ongoing
information and ideas to help in their teaching.
The Internet protocol used most by teachers is electronic mail, with 89°/o of the
e-mail respondents and 46°/o of the ground mail respondents using electronic mail at
least weekly. Other protocols were much less used. See Figure 6.
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3i

Educators tend to use specialized computer peraonne' aa their
primary source of help.
Although Internet usit.~ educators are seek1ng help from several sources (see
Figure 7), it appears that specralized personnel. such as technology coordinators and
ESU personnAI, are most often U!Sc:td as resources As more and more teachers
become Internet users. one must questi r wh th r th s limited number of
specialized personnel can answer the qu trons of te chers in a timely matter.
Possibly, schools and teachers need to d v lo '' bu rldrng " or "teacher" networks to be
able to get timely answers to challenges and questions Also. knowledgeable
students may be excellent classroom resources for some answers to ln1ernet
questions.
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Ground Mail

Student Use:
4) Relatively few Nebraska students are currently· using the vast and
varied resources of the lntern~t.
Use of the Internet by their students was also reported by the respondtll~J
educators Less that one-half (e-mail respondents-43%, ground mail-32%) of tho
educators have had their students use the Internet in any way Student access to
Internet-connected computers is currently limited. Almost one-half of the schools h;:1ve
zero or one Internet-connected computer available to their students (see Figure 8).
and when asked why educators do not have their students use the Internet. over 30° o
stated that an "Internet-connected computer is not available". while 1~)~:~ stated Hwt
students do not have accounts, and 15°'o indicated that software and hardware
limitations constrained student use

N Internet-Connected Computt:'lr s fo r Students
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F1gure 8
As noted 1n the "Innovative Users" section of thts report acttvo ~;tuclent usc o1 tlw
Internet seems Important to learning 1:'1 many model classroor11~.' Tr1o cllaller1qc~; of
student use. such as access to Internet-connected computer~.; a11d the tnappropttl·ltc
matenal tssue. needs to be addressed quickly tf Internet connectivity 1~; qoir 1q lo I tdp
the overall reform our classrooms into active learninq enviror llrJCtlt~; tlli tt wtll 1 Jrnp(Jt c~
our students for life 1n the 21st century
In order to achieve this goal. buildmgs lle(JCJ to l1avu d1rcct lrlinltlUI cutrtu.:c1rotl~;
and local area networked computers need to be re;-HJily avatlaiJil) to HII ~;'t1 H1L)Ill~; ·rlw
recent passage of LB 860 should help in th1s effort It i~:; very niH;( Jlll'~~.qi11!~ 'dlcd h;,~;ud
upon a national analysis, Nebraska 1s a rRalleadtH 1r1 thn ~;tHll!\\'ldH pif)qn~~;~; iHHl
efforts in this area (see report ser.tion on f 1 rnqn~s~; (;or lljliir .(I to ( >lllf !I ~- :t; ~'(( ; ~·.)

5)
with

llltArr~n~ w f\
Respondents were asked to rate therr prtrtctpit.l'~; r;~tpprllt 11f ifH.:.: tl~ >(J n11rllc~lfll~1
their students The data indicates th; ~t fAw pr llrctp; \I',: 1·:; f. ~~,~ r !f'ld ~J a ~~
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and continued training and support of these building instructional leaders would seem
crucial to the success of improving education by innovative and creative uses of the
Internet. School districts, ESU's, and university colleges of education need to
continue to help principals understand the potential of the Internet, as well a~; help
them develop school set1ings that encourage creative and technology based learn1r1g
environments.

Rate Pr1nc1pal's Support of Internet w1th Students

50% ....--·-··----····--··-··-··---· ...........-.-........................ _....._ ..,..__ ____ ,,

. ···---

4 0% -+-..-----·---·------~-.. -------30%
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F1gure 9.
Encouragement by the building principal to use Internet can be a pow erful
variable in a teacher's classroom Internet use A statistical correlation was found to
support this premise. There is a positive correlation between the variable dealir1~J wt th
principal support for student use and several Internet use classroom vanable~).
including whether teachers had their students use the Inter not. tho freqtJency of
teacher use of e-mail, and the frequency of teacher lr1tnrrwt ti!;H ill ~;c:t1ool l·ltJLIIn 10
reports the related Pearson Correlation coeffrcrent~;
Pearson Correl atior1 Coeffrcl£ !I 1t ~;
f>llllCtpal'~; l[d!!d ~;ti!JIJ(lli f(Jf ~;ltl<l(~tlllt~;l'

Students use of the Internet
Frequency of electronic mail use
Frequency of Internet use at school

• < 01 Srgn1ficance (2-tailed)
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I~
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Future Plana of ln\ernet Use:
6) Responding educators plan to continue to use the Internet and see its
value to them for communication and information gathering.
Communication is very important to improving education, and the ability of
teachers to "break down the walls of the classroom" is a very exciting aspect of Internet
access. Also, as teachers gather information and learn from new and varied
resources, they can become better prepared in their fields, and practice the same
information oased learning skills that they are teaching their students.
When asked how they plan on using the Internet in the future, less than 1OC: o of
the total respondents indicated that they "don't plan on using Internet" This is very
encouraging, as it indicates that a very high majority of Internet-trained educators see
value in this tool. The responding educators indicated that they mainly plan on using
the Internet in the future for communication (e-mail respondents-51 o,~, U S mail
respondents-36°/o} and for information gathering (e-mail respondents-38°o . U S marl
respondents-51 °/o) .
7) Nebraska educators see value in having their students use Internet
and It's Information gathering capabilities
As indicated earlier in this section, few students currently use Internet , but the
protocol most often used was electronic mail, followed by World Wide Web, and
gopher. On the surveys, a question was asked about the potential of the Internet for
future student use. Over one half indicated that World Wide Web held the most
promise for helping students in the future, fo'lowed by gopher (approximately 20°o)
and e-mail (approximately 12°/o) To support this finding, information gathering , ofterl
seen as an important component of student research. was the most often selected
planned student use of the Internet 1n the future See Figure 11

lPian for Use of Internet for Students
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8) A majority of Nebraska teachers, who have had Internet training, are
comfortable with computers, and a high percentage feel that computers
are very Important to the future of their profession.
Educators who responded to the surveys were asked to indicate some attitudes
towards computers in general, and the response were very positive. When asked if
they "enjoy using computers~~, 73% of the electronic mail and 43%, of the ground mail
respondents indicated that they "strongly a~~ree" . Also, when asked to respond to the
statement , "Computers are very important to the future of education", 87°/o (electronic
mail) and 71 °/o (U .S Mail) of th e respondents indicated that they strongly agree" See
Figure 12.
II
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Figure 12
It is very encouraging that this large group of Nebraska educ ators seem to ~,;c:n
computers as a powerlul and necessary addition to the educational ~~toolbox" /\!> tl1c
state continues its efforts to improve the educational oppor1unities for our sttJc!ent!;
teacher comfort with computers and their belief in computer use will no dotJbt he two
important components to progress in this area

Implications from the Server Data:
Several implication:5 were apparent from the datil qaHH.Hncl r()latr)cl
support .

i()

~~{ H Vl)l 11 ~; u

ill H 1

1) The statewid•• pace of training is substantial.
The Educational Service Units are currently facilitat1nq intt.lt'II Ot bn!]fl<l 11 u mlll\J i ll
a substantial rate, averaging almost 6000 individuals per yE"w r Mw~t of '!llu \1 ' l itlill~J
sessions have currently been introductory in nature I iowevor, wiilt Htf:J r ~Jp id pm:c: o·1
change on the Internet system. and considering the Internet':; V'".f;tly o,:p"HHi inq
resources and capabilities, it would appear ongoinq ancl peri oclir; h r ininf snr~!~; i o n ~: w1ll
no doubt be needed Sr.hool districts must alr1o ccHitirlll O tn lool1 for itlitOIJt !!ivu VJi J.\/~ )
for freeing up teac:herfi for trn.ininn. since trair1inn f!C!.'~ !~ion!' ofr erod (Jilt;id( ; of l11 n

Page28

school day are typically very limited in time, and traditionally less effective for
technology based inservices.

2) Statewide connectivity Is progressing well, but the reliance on modem
baaed technology at many schools Is still a significant barrier to
progress.
The state is moving to a direct connect environment more rapidly and more
successfully than most of the states in the United States. However, the continued
reliance on modem based technology at many schools threatens to wleave these
schools far behind" in accessing the numerous and vast instructional resources
represented by the Internet. Modem based access severely restricts the use of the
World Wide Web, makes uniform training sessions very difficult, and limits the
instructional use of the Internet in the classroom. Efforts and funding related to LB 860 .
promise to help facilitate better classroom and school connectivity.
Technical and cost Issues threaten some Implementation efforts.
School implementation issues related to the significant costs of data lines. and
the varying connectivity costs due to differing areas and demographics is making it
difficult to take a consistent approach to support. In addition. with the evolving use of
PPP (point to point protocol), and related home Internet use, there is some evolving
confusion related to community support, student access, and home Internet support
3)

School districts must work to become more self-reliant on follow-up
Internet support.
•
With the rapid pace of initial training, and the ongoing connectivity support
being facilitated by the educational service units, it is somewhat alarming that roughly
30°/o of the teachers responding to the post survey suggest that they will first ask the
Educational Service Units for help if they have a question on the Internet. On-site help
from knowledgeable colleagues. media specialists, and technology coordinators.
would seem to be the most effective "first question" resource . Such a potentially large
number of "call-in" support questions, many no doubt easily handled on-site at the
school, threatens to "overwhelm" the Educational Service Units support system .
Training sessions must continue to emphasize the critical role~ of the school district,
school, and individual users, in assisting in local on-site support activities. In addition .
individual schools and districts must plan for "sharing the responsibility" of ensuring
the proper use of the Internet by students, particularly when individual student access
is provided

4)

Implications from the Innovative Uses of Teachers and Projects:
Several initial implications are apparent from the classroom observation and
teacher interview data related to the evaluation at the 24 month reporting period
These implications will no doubt evolve as additional data is accumulated and
analyzed for later reporting periods
1) Innovative uaes often blend the Internet Into other curricular
activities.
Many of the most innovative and effective uses of the Internet use the lnterr11~t
one of several educational technology tools, in the support of more traditional
curricular goals (learning about geometry in math, learning about the weather in

~~~~
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science, etc.). It ap~ears that the many effective uses of the Internet involve the use of
this network as a relatively "transparent" resource in the teaching and learning
process. It was also interesting that in this task oriented environment, teachers
appeared to have relatively little concern for the possibility of students accessing
offensive material.
2) Student use appears to be a critical component to "Innovative"
curricular use.
The most impressive and effective curricular uses of the Internet observed in
classrooms identified by other teachers as "innovative", typically involved putting the
students on-line for the majority of the classroom's Internet based activities. This
included having the students do the research, help plan the activity, and even do
routine typing tasks. The classroom enthusiasm of"involved" and "motivated" students
was often one of the most obser-Vable aspects of the more "innovative" classrooms,
and was often identified by teachers as a major outcome related to the Internet use by
students.
3) Student .. research" using the Internet appears to be at a considerably
higher level than In more traditional classroom activities.
The student research being conducted over the Internet appears to be much
richer than more traditional school library based research. Often, classes not only
retrieved textual information, but accessed and incorporated information from visual
images (such as NASA moon images), on-line software programs (such as physics ray
tracing, or biology frog dissection programs), and even communicated with on-line
experts (such as a genetics scientist). The concept of "student researcn" seemed to be
more dynamic, and teachers reported that even the word "research" appeared to be
used more commonly by students. In addition, the Internet research appeared to be
more interactive, with students sharing information as well as retrieving it (such as
when talking to content experts, or students at other sites)
Most Innovative curricular uses were multi-disciplinary In nature.
The involvement of two or more disciplines in a classroom Internet activity was
very common in the observed classrooms, and in the classroom activities referenced
by interviewed teachers. Often, when two or more teachers were involved in a project
a multi-disciplinary aspect of the Internet appeared to be the curricular "glue" that
facilitated the professional collaboration between the teachers within the activity
4)

5) Innovative uses by teachers typically overcame significant technical
and Instructional barriers
Most of the teachers involved in innovative classroom activities reported
confronting and overcoming a wide range of technical and curricular problems in order
to initiate the activity. Access to needed equipment was the most common problem
referenced by the teachers, and often involved limited modem or phone line access
The mention of a lack of personal planning time was the second most common
curricular problem referenced by teachers, followed by concerns related to student
keyboarding difficulties.
8) Innovative classroom uses often accessed "non-traditional" classroom
resources.
Most of the innovative classroom activities related to the Internet accessed
information which was not typically available in other mediums or school baseci
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classroom resources. For example, current pictures of Jupiter were downloaded by an
elementary science class, and daily White House schedules were accessed by a high
school social studies class. In some classroom activities, these "non-traditional"
resources also included students in other countries, such as Russia, Finland, and
Australia. Thus, many of the innovative classroom uses involved using the Internet to
secure information not available, or not readily available, from traditional sources.
such as the school textbook or library resources.

7) Teacher and school based grant opportunities appear to be an
Important catalyst to innovation.
Many of the teachers involved in the most innovative and extensive classroom
projects had plans to eventually seek additional funding through either lottery or
private foundation funds. Often, these teachers were very excited about the
opportunity to write a grant, and the potential opportunity to widen the dissemination of
their personally designed and successful project. The possibility of such later funding
seemed to be a real catalyst for the teachers to be willing to endure the extra work and
effort personally associated with pursuing an innovative Internet based project.

General Implications:
These general implications are also apparent from the evaluation process

1) Significant progress is being made for the implementation of LB 452,
and LB 860 promlaea to also aaaiat In Internet integration.
The evaluation team has presently noted a very high level of progress related to
LB 452 and its implementation by the Nebraska Educational Service Units. As LB 860
is also implemented, it is expected that Internet use will considerably increase as
classroom access Increases. In addition, other cpntributing organizations, such as the
Nebraska Department of Education, and the University of Nebraska system, have
joined in the ~fforts to support the use of the Internet in Nebraska education, often
though joint activities with schools and the Educational Service Units. The movement
toward direct connections, and the expanding use of the World Wide Web is also an
encouraging sign for eventual implementation of the Internet into education. More
than 300 school based direct connect hook-ups are currently completed in the state
with more than 150 planned for the next year Over 20,000 users are now being
directly supported by the Educational Service Units and their Internet related
operations.
Indeed the implementation of LB 452 has been statewide and comprehensive
in nature, and has included the following activities:
·The
• The
• The
• The
• The
• The
• The

2)

installation and use of UNIX based computers to provide support
establishment of connectivity for many Nebraska schools
operation of a statewide training program
development and distribution of training support materials
enhanced technology planning of individual schools and districts
facilitation of model projects and teacher uses
development and implementation of a formative evaluation proces~:;

Community Interest is starting to parallel educational Interest

Many community groups are beginning to show a parallel interest in the
educational use of the Internet, and to build upon local educational activities Ttw; 1 :~
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most apparent in soma of the smaller communities of Nebraska, where companies
such as Great Plains Communications, are helping Nebraska towns examine U1e
possibility of starting a local bulletin board system. Interest is also strong in Lincoln
and Omaha, where area based freenet systems are initiated. It would appear that an
active partnership between educational and community interests related to the Internet
has real potential.

3)

Statewide dialogue and planning is becoming increasingly important

As the use of the Internet in the schools expands and evolves, it appears that
statewide planning efforts will become increasingly useful and important. The Internet
is naturally conducive to the sharing of resources and expertise, and it would seem
that continued joint planning associated with the K-12 use of the Internet will be
mutually beneficial for all related stakeholders and organizations.

4)

Nebraska continues to play a national leadership role.

Nebraska is continuing to play a leadership role in several areas related to
integrating the Internet into K-12 education. In particular, Nebraska's full statewide
approach to the Internet, its tax based funding, its commitment to teacher training, its
continued planning for a direct connect environment, and its formal evaluation
process, provides a successful and comprehensive state model, fairly unique to t110
nation . Some states are still struggling to initiate a statewide networking plan, while
Nebraska's plan is well underway and operational. However, most states are now
pursuing education related connectivity at a very rapid pace, and Nebraska will neod
to continue to actively plan for the future of Internet based innovation, in order to
maintain its current educational leadership
In summary, it is apparent from these evaluation implications that NE~brwlkn lld~;
a solid start toward the implementation of LB 452, and its beginning efforis rolatod to
LB 860. There appears to be solid progress in suppori of the eventual intenrntiot 1 o1
the Internet into the K-12 schools in Nebraska The continued lliQil level of
cooperation between many state institutions would seern critical to contiiHifHI prcJql c:~;:,
in the state Based upon a review of the relevant literature, and periodic ~;tntw~ 1opo1 1~,
from other states. it is also clear that Nebraska is well ahead of a cutl~;idortlhlo llliiJrH 11y
of states in bringing the pow~r of the Internet into the K-12 c:IHfi~>rorlln

External Grant Progress
The state resources available for the evaluation project. ~~~i f1 11 tdcd I 'V II w
Nebraska Erlucational Service Units. are minimal. and thus initial 1)\I; !111; tilt,, 1 ; u t1'11t11 ..
have also inclurled the submission of proposals to help fm:illtr~tu ;1 1:11111111 (!lit !l1~:111r · , \lit I
statewide evaluation process The submission of additionniiHopo~ i; !.l~; l11t~i 1)( '('11 i1''
the most part successful, and include the following grant~j now lilt del w; !V lit; d
contribute in some partial way to the overall evaluation procc)~;~; !',llfllllli l ll/(~~~~~~ il11 ·.
report.

Federal Evaluation Grant
In [ .lecembm of 1993, a grant proposal w;:~s ~jlllltTlilil 1e I ir, il H : I J ~;
Department of f:ducation (for $8"1,358), entitlnd "/\11 Ajq.Huif .< li ()/ iiH! llttp: 1.d 1d
Statewide lntHtllHt lmplnmrmtHtion on ~.Jehrasl·<n I< 1:' I dtl!:;{(irllt" 1 ht:; rHrJfHI:. , JI
was fllndAd fot ~;Hplorr~hor l. ·l!J!YI to !;uptl!llliJr!l 1. 1()~}!, ;uHl l~ i ,,,,vv r : llliljdr ~ l(·!l
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This funding facilitated startup costs of the evaluation, and an expanded evaluation
for one year, including enhanced survey development. interview. and on-line data
collection activities associated with baseline information.

Project TEAM - Internet
The focu s of this grant Is to tra n teacher leaders in the educational uses of
the Internet, as well s help document some of the innovative uses of the Internet
by teachers. The proj'ect was funded by the Helena Foundation for $99,700, and
will run through 1996. It is assisting in the development of the World Wide Web
page related to the evaluation project . as well as helping identify innovative usw~ of
the Internet across th e state

Case Study Mini-Grants
Several educational research organizations such as MCREL ( M1d Ccml11 ~::r1!
Regional Education Laboratory), have expressed interest in looking at specific
Internet active schools in depth, and such case study analysis supports the ovf~l <til
evaluation process. At the request of MCREL, a case study analysis was
conducted of McMillan Middle School (funded at $4000), of the OmahB Put>l1c
Schools, and is available for access either from the Oftice of Internet Sturlrw-; ;!I
UNO (Department of Teacher Education), or MCREL.

Excellence In Education School District Grants
Through proposals to the Nebraska Excellence in Education grants. will<:! I
are funded through Nebraska Lottery revenue, many school districts are askrr1~~ to
become "model sites" related to Internet, and computing technology in general
This statewide evaluation project is consulting with many of these schools and
districts to develop a formal"data collection and analysis" process at their specifrc:
site. Such "in-depth" case studies will contrib.ute to the overall state-wide
evaluation, and facilitate some careful observations of how a school or school
district eftectively integrates the Internet into the curriculum.
fhe continued funding of such proposals will be of critical assistance in
implementing an effective and long range analysis of Nebraska's K-12 uses of the
Internet. Each grant plays a role in providing the component resources to examine one
or more perspectives related to the evolving use of the Internet in Nebraska schools
and classrooms.

Progress Compared to Other States
The evaluation project is also examining what is happening in other states ir1
the United States, primarily to provide comparison information for the Nebraska
Evaluation Project, and to draw upon the expertise of out of state colleagues durin!J
the evaluation process. Research is starting to emerge related to statewide efforts ir1
telecommunications and technology . The Office of Technology Assessment, of tht~
United States Congress, recently published a 1995 report which summarized
educational technology related activities from each of the 50 states in the United
States. Within that report, a total of 39 states now report having some type of support
system for K-12 instructional telecomputing at least partially operational, and nine of
the remaining eleven states report being in the planning stages (p 114) These
networks and the support offered vary consider ahly . anrl thP- rnnst of thP. statP.s a1 c ~ ;1rll
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heavily dependent upon "modem" based connectivity Nebraska is comparatively
strong in telecoi'Tlmunications integration, as well as in general educational technology
access, as represented by having the fifth lowest computers to student ratio ( 10.4) out
of all 50 states (Office of Technology Ass~ssment, 1995, 101) In particular.
Nebraska's Legislative Internet initia', ives represented by LB 450 and LB 860 are
currently fairly unique in the United States.
The pace of national change is rapidly increasing, and some other states. along
with Nebraska, have had considerable early success in build1ng education related
networks. In particular, these early leaders include states such as Texas, Florida, and
Virginia. A few states. such as Mississippi, are only now beginning to consider and
develop their formal plans for building a statewide network, but are now well focused
on the need to do so. Based on the progress documented in this report, and the state
officials contacted in phone interviews, Nebraska appears to be making significant
progress relative to the other states, and can be considered a real leader In
particular, Nebraska has shown substantial leadership in five specific aspects related
to K-12 integration of the Internet •

1) Funding
Nebraska has been successful in prov1d1ng tax based fundmg for
providing education related Internet connectivity

2)

Teacher Training

Nebraska Is one of the only states to provide for comprehensive
teacher training related to the Internet.

3)

Model School Environments

Nebraska has been successful in accessing funding for the
development of model school environments related to the Internet . such as
with the U.S. West Network Schools Projects. and the Nebraska Lottery
·
supported Excellence In Education gra'1t activities.

4)

Direct Connections

Nebraska has been a leader in emphasizing "direct connect"
technology in its statewide connectivity plans and activities. Many states
have built their network based upon modem connections. often including
UBOO" support phone lines. Some of these states are now having
considerable difficulty in making such networks cost effective, and in makinq
the necessary transition to a direct connect environment

5)

Evaluation

Although other states and researchers are exam1n1ng the use of the
Internet in education, Nebraska appears to be the only state with a state
supported and formalized evaluation plan being fully implemented across
the state

Dissemination Progress
The evaluation project is also planning and beginning to implement a fornllll
dissemination process. Five methods of dissemination are currently being us~;Hi ;md
developed, and are in various stages· of operation
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1)

Evaluation Project Six Month Reports

An evaluation project report is being completed every six months. and is
represented currently by this document. The July reports 3nalyze the major data
collection activities at the end of each academic school year, and the January
reports provide summary narratives and brief updates to the evaluation process
Each project report is submitted to the Eric Document service for access in their
entirety by interested professionals.

2)

Conference Presentations and Papers

Conference presentations, including conference proceedings and papers
are also being used as a dissemination tool for the Evaluation Project . Current
report summaries are were delivered at the 1995 Society for Information
Technology and Teacher Education Conference (SITE), and the 1995 National
Educational Computing Conference (NECC)

3)

Journal Articles

Several articles are being submit1ed for review and possible publication in
selected professional journals Recently, notification was provided that the
"Nebraska K-12 Evaluation for Year 1" would be published in the journal
Computers in the Schools Manuscripts summarizing this 24 month report of the
Evaluation Project is currently in progress
4)

Evaluation World Wide Web Page

The Office of Internet Studies maintains a World Wide Web Site in the UNO
College of Education with links to the Nebraska K-,12 Internet Evaluation data at
http ://137.48.48. 72/htmldoca/ola. html. This World Wide Web page provides
current summaries of the evaluation, and representative links to innovative proJect ~;
and sites.

Next Period Evaluation Goals (3rd Year)
The following are the goals of the lnterrset Evaluation Project iOr the 3rd year o1
the evaluation. These goals will be refined with feedback from the Nebraska
Educational Service Units, and the ongoing formative evaluation process itself The
goals focus on continuing the evaluation process. and moving into a more complete
implementation of the data analysis and general dissemination procedures .
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

To
To
To
To
To
To
To

continue to refine, expand, and implement the overall evaluation proces s
continue to collect and summarize teacher surveys
continue to document examples of innovative Internet uses
continue to examine Nebraska related sites on the World Wide Web
continue the investigation of the progress and plans of other states
continue to rAfine and develop the dissemination process
continue to submit external funding proposal(s) to facilitate the evaluation
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Summary
As the use of the Internet in Nebraska evolves. it is apparent from this 24 montll
reporting period of the evaluation, that the Nebraska Educational Service Units an(J
collaborating Nebraska Institutions are making considerable progress related to
bringing the Internet into the K-12 classrooms of Nebraska. Indeed. Nebraska woulcl
seem to be a leader in meeting the national initiative described by Vice President Cor e
to "connect all of our classrooms. all of our libraries. and all of our hospitals and clinic s
Standards and Technology, 1994, p. 5'7)
by the year 2000" (National Institute
In particular, the collaborative environment and efforts within Nebraska are
quite exceptional, and promise to be the most important "key" to eventual statE.~ wide
success of the endeavor . Nebraska's comprehensive approach to bringing the
Internet into the classroom, including leadership in funding, teacher training, model
school environments, direct connect technology, and formal evaluation activities . is
already providing a useful model to other states who are working toward similar gonls
However, the general pace of change in technology, and the hastily expanding effort ~;
by other states, makes it of critical Importance that Nebraska institutions continLJ(~ to
support this state-wide endeav:J1. m order for Nebraska to continue in its current
leadership role.
The state of Nebraska, along with the nation. is embarking on a very difficult
but worthwhile task, in bringing the Internet into the K -12 schools. It is a difficult L ~~ > I<
because Nebraska is truly ahead of most states in trying to bring the Internet i11to I( I ;'
classrooms, so there are currently few states to model on a national scale . It i~ ; 11
worthwhile task, because of the Internet's exciting potential for impacting t-~dtlc i tll()ll 111
the state of Nebraska, as well as the nation The lr,ternet provides a chancH to tr
break down the walls of individual classrooms, and to make available tim va~ ;t
resources of information that exist around the world
As this evaluation project continues , a unique opportunity is p1 ov1d1 !d 11111 llllli l
the chance to examine how an entire state confronts one of the q1 eato!;l 11 tiHw ; llll >II' ,
and challenges that has come to education 1n some iime Tl1e eva It litlrr 111 p1 (J( :t !: ,: ,
itself will help teachers from the field, and the students they work w1t11 . to l1; IVl ! ; 1
collective voice on how this new challenge is developing , cmcl wll;tt t:illl l1t1 d!Jilf' l1 >
help ensure that state resources are used effectively
This evaluation will continue to be refined and expaiHifHI a!; lllf! :111HIIllll 111 II;~!.,
grows, and as teachers are trained and attempt to use the lntn1nut ill tlu ;ll d; ~ ~; : ;rc ,, llll '
Like the Internet, the evaluation process will be dynarn1r: ratlm1 tllw1 !>1<111~: Yd il11·
underlying purpose of the evaluation project will remain trllcllw HJut! . wlw :l1 1: ;
fundamentally to help the students of Nebraska receive tilt! llli\XIIlllllll IH!IHlfll lllll w
resources being brought to bear on their behalf. and to llf)lp IHIIl\1 IIH:Ill 111111 ill'';' 1·.1
century of education, through an effective integrat1011 of tl1n llllf!r 11< d "11 11( '" ll i t111ll 1
superhighway" into K-12 classrooms of NetJrask11
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Telecomputlng Survey

Purpose: The lntemet teleoofl1JUfing netwo"' has an e•ctting potential tor use in the K- 12
classroom, and may well be one of the most innovative new technolOgy tools ol the
lnformdon ~age . Yet very tnle Is known aboLI1 how to most effectively help teachers to
leam to access the tu~ po1ential of this power1ul new tool. The purpo of this survey
Is to gather 10me general demographic ancJ lttitudinallnfonMtion ftom teachers

. . . ..

beglnring training on thiS system. 10 as to ben r underst nd lh Nidi of new userr,
and to assist in the more eftective use of the Internet system in ectlcation.
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the strictest confidence. No Individual data will be reported In any report, and only
group information will be analyzed and described lndviduals have the full right to
pal1icipa1e or not participate in the survey as desired, wt1hou1 any repercussions ol
any kind for this deasion
Svryer coo11inatect bv Neal Tooo Nul Grarydae'1e0. Jl!i.Q.l.til~.f.Qi.!~l.!IQ!l~'.~f !YSP . V::.. :;
Name - - - - - - - - - Addrt~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - E-mail Address:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ Phone (
Would you be available to complete a follow-up survey or in1ervie.,.. related 10 yocJ' 1'1'C"'',c '
use? (Please C~rcle One)
Yes
No
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[ > 3C:

11

Do you have a school Technology Coord1nator? (Selec1 only one)
A No
8 Yes
C Yes
D. Yes
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Distric1& Build: ng
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14

1~

K 12

15 What is your gender?
A Female
B Male
16

What is your degree status at this lime?
A BAIBS
B BAIBS+15 C Master s

17

How often per ammb do you use cooperat1ve learrjjng groups in yuur classrotlln'?
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How often per almlb do you have students researcl'l (on their own) a topic? (leave
blank H this ~estion Is not appk:ab&e to your situation)
A. 0
B 1·2
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E >B
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0. "
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Post-Training Survey
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Nebraska Internet Survey
6 Month Follow-Up 112 - May 1995

PURPOSE: The Internet telecompU1ing network has an exciting potential for use In the K-12 classrourn,
and may be one of the most Innovative technology tools of the infonnat.ion age. Yet very little Is known
about how to most effectively help teachers to learn to access the full potential of this powerful new tool
The purpose of this survey is to gather some infonnation from educators who have had some training 011
this system, so as to better underst,nd the needs of users, and to assist in the more effective use olthf!
Internet system in education. This infonnation may be very important to the future of Internet in Nebrask;l
schools .
ANONYMOUS At~D VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: All data collected by this survey will be kept in the
strictest confidence. No individual data will be reported in any report, and only group information will be
analyzed and described. Individuals have the full right to participate or not participate in the survey as
desired, without any repercussions of any kind for this decision. This survey is coordinated by Dr. Neal
Topp, Dr . Neal Grandgenet1, University of Nebraska at Omaha, & the Nebraska Educational Service
Units .
E-Mail:
k12eval@unomaha .edu

Please mail yot ::ompleted survey in the enclosed envelope. This survey will take from
10-15 minutes to complete. Thank you very much for your response.

Your Name

(optional) - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Your E-Mail Address

(optional) _ _

ESU #

.....__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __

Please select ONE response for each item.

1)

What response best describes your current position? (Select one)

A. Teacher

2)

C. Technology Coordinator

D. Media Specialist

E. Support Staff

Approximately how many months ago were you trained to use the Internet?

A. 0-2

3)

B. Administrator
B. 3-5

C. 6-8

E. 12 or more

D. 9-11

How is your school building connected to the Internet?

A. Modem
B. Direct Connection
C. Both Modem and Direct Connection
D. School is Not Connected

4)

How many school Internet-connected computers are available to you
personally at least once per day?

A. 0

5)

B. 1

A. 0

D. 3

E. 4 or mof'e

Approximately how many STUDENTS are In your building?

A. Less than 100

6)

C. 2

B. 100-199

C. 200-399

D. 400-799

E. 800

Of

mofe

How many Internet-connected computers are available to STUDENTS In your
building?
B. 1

C. 2-!>

D. f>... 1Q

E. Morethan10

p. 2

Of the Internet-connected computers In your building, how many are
available to ~ STUDENTS at least twice per week?

7)
A. 0

8)

B. 1

D. 5-10

E. More than 10

Have you had your STUDENTS use the Internet?

A. Yes

9)
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

C. 2-5

B. No

If not, why not? (select the most Important reason)
An Internet-connected computer is not available
The Internet system is too difficult to use
I have no one to answer my questions
The Internet is of little value in my classes
Other (please specify) - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -

10) Rate your principal's support of the use of Internet with your students?
A. Strongly Encourages

B. Encourages

C. Neu1ral

D. Discourages

E. Strongly DiscotH Cl~Jf~S

11)

If you had questions about using the Internet, who would you ask for help?
(Please select the most likely person)

A.
B.

Another Tearher
Technology': · rdinator
Media Special1st
Student
ESU Personnel

C.
D.
E.

12) How long ago did you Jut use the Internet?
A. < 1 month

13)

B. 1-2 months

C. 3-4 months

D. 5-6 months

E. over 6 months

Approximately how often do YOU personttlly use the Internet at school?

A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E. Never

14) Approximately how often do YOU personally use the Internet at home?
A. Once per cay

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E. Never

D. Once per month

E. Never

D. Once per month

E. Never

D. Once per month

E. Never

15) Approximately how often do YOU use e-mail?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

16) Approximately how often do YOU use telnet?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

11) Approximately how often do YOU use gopher?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

18) Approximately how often do YOU use ftp (file transfer protocol)?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once par month

E. Novur

19) Approximately how often do YOU use World Wide Web? (I.e.-Mosaic,
Netscape, Lynx, MacWeb)
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

n.

Oncn pHr rnunth

f. N11vur
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20) Approximately how often do you have your STUDENTS use e-mail?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E. Never

21) Approximately how often do you have your STUDENTS use telnet?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E. Never

22) Approximately how often do you have your STUDENTS use gopher?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E. Never

23) Approximately how often do you have your STUDENTS use ftp (file transfer
protocol)?
A. Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D Once per month

E. Never

24) Approximately how often do you have your STUDENTS use the World Wide

Web? (I.e.-Mosaic, Netscape, Lynx, MacWeb)
A Once per day

B. Once per week

C. Twice per month

D. Once per month

E Never

25) Do you plan on using the Internet much more within the next 6 months?
A. Yes

8. No

26) What need:: to change If you PERSONALLY are going to use the Internet
significantly more In the future?
27)

Do you plan on having your STUDENTS use the Internet significantly more
within the next 6 months?

A. Yes

B. No

28) What needs to change If YOU are going to have your STUDENTS use the
Internet much more in the future?
29) In your opinion, which Internet application has the most potential for you as
a TEACHER? (Please select one response)
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

E-Mail
Telnet
Gopher
File Transfer Protocol (FTP)
World Wide Web (i.e.-Mosaic, Netscape, Lynx, MacWeb)

30)

In your opinion, which Internet appUcatlon has the most potential for your
STUDENTS? (Please select one response)

A. E-Mail
B. Telnet

C. Gopher
D. File Transfer Protocol (FTP)
E. World Wide Web (i.e.-Mosaic, Netscape, Lynx, MacWeb)

31) How do YOU plan to use the Internet for yourself in the future? (Select the
most Important use)
A.
B.
C.
D.

I don, plan on using the Internet
For communication (e-mail, conterendng, etc.)
For information gathering
For information sharing

p. 4

32) How will your STUDENTS use Internet in the future? (Select the most
Important use)
A. I don~ plan on having my students use the Internet
For communication (e-mail, conferencing, etc.)
C. For information gathering
D. For information sharing

B.

33)

Do you have a World Wide Web Server in your building?

A. Yes

B. No

C. No, but we are planning on setting one up within 6 months

34) How often per month do you use cooperative learning groups in your
classroom? (leave blank If this question Is not applicable to your situation)
A. 0

B. 1-2

C. 3-5

D. 6-8

E. >8

35) How often per month do you have students develop projects ? (leave blank if
this question is not applicable to your situation)
A. 0

B. 1-2

C. 3-5

D. 6-8

E. >8

36) How often per month do you lecture or demonstrate to your students ? (leave
blank if thir· question is not applicable to your situation)
A 0

l

1·2

C 3·5

D. 6-8

E

~

37) How often per month do you have students use the computer? (leave blank if
this question is not applicable to your situation)
A. 0

38)

B. 1·2

C. 3-5

D. 6-8

E >8

How often per month do you have students research (on their own) a topic?
(leave blank If this question Is not applicable to your situation)

A. 0

B. 1-2

C. 3·5

D. 6-8

E. >8

39) How often per IIlQfl1b do you give students assignments that involves writing
(i.e. process writing)? (leave blank if this question is not applicable)
A. 0

B. 1-2

C. 3-5

D. 6-8

E. >8

40) How often per month do you have students use the library resources at your
school? (leave blank if this question Is not applicable to your situation)
A. 0

B. 1-2

C. 3-5

D. 6-8

E. >8

41) I enjoy writing.
A. Strongly Agree

B. Agree

C. Undecided

D. Disagre·1

E. Strongly Disawou

42) I enjoy speaking in public (outside of classroom teaching).
A. Strongly Agree

B. Agree

C. Undecided

D. Disagree

E. Strongly Disanroe

C.

D. Disagree

E. Stronyly !1isa!JfHf!

43) I enjoy using computers.
A. Strongly Agree

B.

Agree

Undecided

~ important to the Mure of education"
B. Agree
C. Undedded
D. Disagree
F. ~;tronqly I li!>a~r11o

44) Computers are
A. Strongly Agree

Again, thank you very much for your participation.
Internet Studies OHice, College of Education, UNO, Omaha, Nl: bR1H~'·01h:{

Nebraska Internet Survey
6 Month Follow-Up #2
April 1995
Please respond to this survey by using the REPLY function of
your e-mail.

PURPOSE: The Internet telecomputing network has an exciting
potential for use in the K-12 classroom, and may be one of the
most innovative technology tools of the information age. Yet
very little is known about how to most effectively help teacher!'
to learn to access the full potential of this powerful new tool.
The purpose of this survey is to gather some information from
you teachers who have had some training on this system, so as
to better understand the needs of users, and to assist in the more
effective use of the Internet system in education. This
information may be very important to the future of Internet in
;\Jehraska schools.

A\:L:. YMGUS AND VOLUl\TTARY PARTICIPATlO~ : All
data collected by this survey will be kept in the strictest
confidence. No individual data will be reported in any rL)port ,
and only group information will be analyzed and described.
Individuals have the full right to participate or not participate in
the survey as desired, ·without any repercussions of any kind for
this decision .
Survey coordinated by: Neal Topp, Neal Grandgenett, UNO, &
Nebraska Educational Service Units-e-mail
k12eval@unomaha .edu
Please respond to this survey by using the REPLY function of
your e-mail. Indicate your response by placing an X before the
appropriate item .
This survey will take from 10-15 minutes to complete. Thank
you very much for your response.

-------------

Please select ONE response for each item.
1) What response best describes your current position? (SelPl'l

one)

A.
B.
C
D.
E.

Teacher
Administrator
Technology Coordinator (no teaching)
Media Specialist
Support Staff
The rest of the survev i ~; simi] ill. to
the U.S. t-la.il version. To save Juplicnticlll
costs, the rest of Ut(' !l\lrvev is cr.ni.ttc~d.
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Appendix D

Pre-Training Survey Graphs
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Appendix E

Post-Training Survey Graphs
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Appendix F

Internet Coordinator's Data Request

·.

•

University of
Nebraska at
Omaha

Dear ____________
The evaluation process for the statewtde Internet act1vtt1e~> . as contt dr:tt~d lly 1!11: 1'-Jd l/. 1~ ·' . 1
Educational Servtce Units. is proceeding ntcely. and you w111 soon be 1eu~1v11 1q c >II: 1111111 · . month report at the end of July As part of that report. we would l1ke to i.:iSk you ;1~. !Iii! lllli ·l/, 1:
coordinator at your parttcular ESU. a few questtons related to the lntetrwt ;wllvillt'~, iiild IJII 1.,,,
of your area As with all our data. your responses wtll only be r epor1ed as p:llt ()( 1111 · ~:.t;ilt !l'. ,, 11
totals described within our report . and not as tndtvtdual ESU We are reqtw~.t111~1 :.tliiH: 1d 1111
information as a "double-check" for our other sources. and for other mfor m;ittnl1 y()tll ''" ·I' 1 · •
will be the primary source You may esttmate th1s informat1on. althmJ~jtl W(' IH,IH' 11 L 11 y. 1, 1·.
try to be as accurate as possible
Please answer the questions dtrectly on the letter below and return 11 w1th IIH~ ( ! IH:i< l~. t ·.J
envelope as soon as possible We would of course be happy to answer any qLH'~,tiOtl: 11 '· ,·
you have regarding this request We are pleased that the evaluat1on process that you Iiiii.' ! ..
to do IS proceeding on schedule. and that so much 1s happen1ng tn Nebraska relate(J t, i 11 .• ·
Internet Thank-you very much for your ass1stance and we look forward to our furtil c 1
co!laborat1on in the future
Sincerely.

Neal Grandgenen. Ph D
University of Nebraska at Omaha
Omaha. Nebraska 68182

Neal T opp Ph D
Univers1ty of Nebraska at Omaha
Omaha Nebraska 68182

Survey completed by: _ __
On behalf of ESU(s)

(only used for follow-up

clallfiC;Jtlc·r-~

Please answer the following questions:
~;uppor1m~j'? .
(as either formal account holders or indivrdvals est1mated to t>€ acx:;essmg dlfoc'1 connocfKJns)

1) Approximately how many ·users· is your systen: currently

2) Approxtmately how many schools are "d1rectly connected" m your at ea'?
(eKdude any schools where modem aa:::ess is thelf only acx:ess)

3) Approximately how many other schools plan to be "dtrectly connected'' withtn the;
next year? ____ (eKdude schools from 12. we understand that this will be a "rough· 6S'IIlnatc .1

4) Approximately how many ·individuals" have gone through the Internet training
sessions that your ESU is supporting?______ (since training sussions t~rm)
5) What "barriers· or "issues" are confront1ng your area;T:su 11'1 tl1e

6) Any other comments? (use bad s1d€

of page for more rwm ;t no:.:oss e ry)

LISf'

nf lr1tc1 ncP
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Appendix G

Innovative User Electronic Mail Protocol

Interview questionnaire

To be used with data for

Hello, I'm <your name here> and I'm calling from the Univers1ty of
Nebraska at Omaha's Office of Internet Studies
We understand that
you (and some of your colleagues) are doing some exc1tmg thmgs
with Internet in your school. We'd really like to know more about
how you are infusing the internet into education
We would greatly
appreciate it 1f you could spare a few moments to answer some
questions about your Internet act1vity
We ilere at the Internet
Studies Office hope to sha1e your innovat1ve 1deas w1H1 othe r
Nebraska teachers and also incorporate your success lflto some
research we are do1ng about education and Internet use 1n Neb' asKa
We first need to know some demographic mformation about you yo.__,'
students and your school
?
Your school's full name IS
?
B. And your school is 1n
C . How many students attend your school?
D. How many teachers were mvolved 1n the 1nternet
project?
What were the1r full names and what grade /eve do
they_ teach?
t-E. Vv hat was.' were the grade level of the students
involved?
F. Is your school d1rect connected or do you access the
internet VIa modem?

A

Thanks'

Now. I'd l1ke to ask you about the act1V1ty 1ts8

~

--·

G What SUbjeCt area d1d the act1v1ty 1ncorporate?
H. Gett1ng more spec1f 1c what part1cular tOpiC(S)
was/were covered 1n the act1v1ty?
I. What was your act1vity l1ke? In other words. W~lo.t 01d
y ou and/or the students actually do to use the 1nternet
J. What would you say were the most pos1t1ve aspects
of the act1vity?
K. What part would you describe as negative or a.
limitation of the activ1ty?
L. What are your thoughts about wf-)at students are
lec1rning by using the internet?
M. Do you plan to try other act1vitie.=. ')
....____
We really apprectate your 1nput ancJ are exc 11eci to ,-ic:=:.r
innovative teachers us1ng tne intern2t
Ti'l::lr11·\S for \'Our
1
hope to hear from you 1n the ·futL;re

=~

a~)C~rl
'li'lle

\'\

l"
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Appendix H

Innovative User Interview Protocol

! Int e rvi e w e r' s

I Date:

N am e :

Teachers Using the Internet
Interview Form

Demograp hi c

Information

A. Name of School/Institution
B. School Location
C . Approximate Size of School
D. Teachers Involved in internet
use (by name and grade level)
E . Grade level of the students
involved?
F. Direct connected or Modem?

Descrip t ion

of

# of students
Name(s)

Grade Level(s)

Grade Level (s)

Ac tivi ty

G . Subject area (s) of activity
H. General topics covered

I. Brief description of the
project .

J . Positives of project

K. Negatives of project.

L. Teacher's
perceptions/comments

I

.

,.

U.S. Dept. of Education

Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI)

Date Filmed
July 30, 1 996

