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Abstract


Increasingly, schools are hiring personnel to help teachers improve their use of technology in the classroom. However, there is no statewide, much less nationwide, consensus as to the job description of these teachers. To obfuscate the issue even further, these teachers have different titles depending on the state or region in which they work. These titles include technology integration specialist, technology resources teacher, technology facilitators, and curriculum technology integration partner. The purpose of this study was twofold: to determine (1) the job responsibilities and (2) the professional experience/background of Instructional Technology Specialists (ITS) in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. This quantitative study consisted of current K-8 Massachusetts ITS completing an online survey in January 2008. “Troubleshooting for teachers” was, by far, the most common job duty that ITS performed on a daily basis. Based on participants’ responses, this study’s key recommendation is for schools to hire an appropriate number of technical staff so that ITS have more time available for helping teachers integrate technology into teaching and learning. The study’s findings provide data that will help both state and local education agencies more effectively manage their technological resources.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction
Importance of Study


K-12 schools in the United States are infusing technology into their buildings at the rate of $7 billion a year (Hofer, Chamberlain, Scot, 2004). Technology in schools is no longer viewed as a luxury that only some schools can afford; rather, it is increasingly seen as an essential educational component that no school can afford to do without. As more technology is incorporated into schools, the need for qualified personnel to manage this technology grows. In addition to more technologically-skilled personnel, increased funding is often accompanied by increased demands for accountability. School boards and cities want to know that their investment in instructional technology is paying dividends in increased student learning.

Most school policymakers realize that infusing schools with technology and providing for technical support are just the first steps toward teachers using technology to support and increase student learning. In order for the investment in technology to yield results, teachers first need to be proficient in using the technology. They then need to learn how to effectively integrate technology into their teaching.  Instructional technology Specialists (ITS)  provide this training.

In Massachusetts, ITS are classroom teachers licensed in the field of Instructional Technology. Despite being licensed as classroom teachers, ITS are generally hired to help other teachers integrate technology into their teaching and into their students’ learning. How they accomplish this and what their other duties are varies greatly from district to district. For example, some ITS teach technology classes to students every day while others do not do any direct teaching of students at all. In addition to helping teachers integrate technology into the curriculum, other duties of ITS include providing staff development, developing curriculum, selecting and developing materials, planning and setting goals, and providing instructional support (Ausband, 2006). Because “[c]urriculum integration staff often have multiple responsibilities, it can be difficult for districts to accurately determine the portion of time that is devoted specifically to curriculum integration support” (MA DOE, 2007). This statement is one justification for the need of this study.

The purpose of this study was to determine (1) the job responsibilities of Instructional Technology Specialists in Massachusetts K-8 public schools, and (2) their professional and educational backgrounds. The findings of this study will be useful to education administrators at the building, district, state, and possibly national levels. Armed with data that describe the daily reality of the ITS’ job, administrators will be in a better position to plan for more effective and efficient use of their instructional technology resources.
Statement of the Problem


Technology integration in public schools has not happened as quickly or as thoroughly as many had hoped (Ausband, 2006; Earle, 2002).While the Massachusetts DOE has established recommendations for the number of technology staff, or the ratio of technology staff to faculty, school districts have been extremely slow in implementing these recommendations. In school year 2006-2007, 56% of Massachusetts public school districts did not have the recommended curriculum integration staff (MA DOE, 2007). Because providing technology integration support is one of the responsibilities of ITS, it is logical to assume, then, that teachers in 56% of Massachusetts public school did not receive the state-recommended level of technology integration support. Confounding the problem even further, in the same school year, over 80% of Massachusetts public school districts did not have the recommended technical support staff (MA DOE, 2007). In a school with little or no dedicated technical support for teachers and staff, it would also be logical to conclude that, if the school did have ITS, they would serve as de facto technology support, thereby decreasing, even further, their time available to devote to technology integration. If ITS do not have the necessary time to devote to teaching technology integration skills and strategies, the last logical assumption would be that the return on the investment of technology in schools would be low.
Research Questions

This study was guided by the following questions: What are the actual professional duties that ITS perform?  What is the professional and educational background of current ITS?
Definitions of Terms

· Instructional Technology:  refers to the field of study and the practice of using technology, especially networked computers and associated electronic peripherals and resources, to improve teaching and increase student learning. 
· Instructional Technology Specialist: a teacher employed by a school district to teach instructional technology. The duties of an Instructional Technology Specialist can include teaching computer skills to students, providing professional development to staff members, and maintaining a computer lab, among others. 

Summary of Research Design

Using a survey, I identified the professional duties carried out by ITS and how often they performed each duty. I created an online survey designed to elicit the data from the participants. In early January 2008 I invited 928 ITS in K-8 public schools in Massachusetts to participate in the study. Participants were chosen by a systematic sampling of the Massachusetts school districts. I analyzed the data and made the findings available online in May 2008. 
Chapter 2 – Review of Literature

In Massachusetts public schools, Instructional Technology Specialists (ITS) are charged with helping other teachers to effectively integrate the use of technology in the classroom. The purpose of this study was to gain a clearer understanding of who these ITS are, and what professional duties they perform. In this section, I will review the literature that discusses factors relating to the integration of technology in schools; barriers to technology integration in schools; differences between instructional support and technical support; and the staff positions that supply these supports. The findings of this study will help policy makers to more effectively leverage their technological resources. Ausband (2006) sums up the importance of this study: “The more we understand the factors that contribute to and hinder the tech integration process, the more we can do to ensure that the tech will become a part of the curriculum and the everyday educational experience for students” (p. 2).
           Access to technology is not synonymous with use of technology, much less the effective use of technology. From kindergarten through college, many researchers have noted that simply providing schools with hardware and software does not ensure that teachers and students will use it.  (Hofer, Chamberlin, & Scot, 2004; Mize, & Gibbons, 2000; Ausband, 2006; Szabo, 2002) At the university level, Keengwe (2007) has called for research “to quantify the use of computer technology to support student learning” (p.171).  There is, undoubtedly, a need for research on how computers are being used in education. But in this age of data-driven decision making, there is also a need for information on the extent to which schools’ use of human technological resources is effective. As Hofer et al. (2004) point out, “Increased access to technology in schools has clearly not yet transformed teaching and learning. …Even where technology is used, it is most often for skill-and-drill work” (p. 2).
What is Technology Integration?
            There are many different definitions for the term technology integration. Mize and Gibbons (2000) point out that “…although tech integration is considered a real need, a cohesive understanding about what tech integration is, does not currently exist….One survey of a sample of principals concluded that there was no common understanding of the term” (p. 2). Lack of consensus as to what constitutes technology integration in education does not, however, discount its need. On the contrary, finding out how much time IT Specialists actually devote to what they believe are technology integration-related activities is the first step toward assessing the effectiveness of these activities. 
            The purpose of this study is to determine the job duties and professional backgrounds of ITS in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. Therefore, this study does not attempt to prescribe any particular definition to technology integration; rather it will report the specific activities in which ITS are engaged. 
Barriers to Technology Integration
          Some studies (Hooker, 2006; Morrell, 2002; White, Ringstaff, & Kelley, 2002; Butler & Sellbom, 2002; Mize & Gibbons, 2000) have looked at factors that impede the successful integration of technology into learning; others (Morrell, 2002; Abbamondi, 2004; Ronnkvist, Dexter, & Anderson, 2000) have taken a more optimistic perspective by looking at factors that promote the integration of technology. Whichever perspective taken is irrelevant, in the end, due to the similar findings reported by all of them. In these studies, four overlapping factors that contribute to educators’ slow integration of technology have been named: (1) there is not enough time in the school day to tack on this additional directive of technology integration.  This add-on view of instructional technology is sometimes conflated with the belief that (2) the technology might not work or be beneficial to students. The following two factors, sometimes separately and sometimes linked together, were cited most often as reasons why teachers did not integrate technology into their teaching: (3) the need for training or professional development and (4) the need for timely technical support. Another study also discovered a relationship between understaffed technology departments and teachers’ slow integration of technology. The United States (US) Department of Education (DOE) (2007) found that “In 2003-2004, 50 percent of students nationwide were in schools where the absence of school-level specialists slowed integration” (p. 19). 
           Two other studies found a positive correlation between effective teacher training and increased levels of technology integration. Fuller (2000) examined the effects that various technology coordinator tasks had on students’ classroom use of computers. Tasks included “system maintenance, user training for students, user training for teachers, [and] developing lesson plans that integrate computers” (p. 516), among others. She found that student use of computers increased most when teachers, as opposed to students, were provided with high quality instructional support.  In another study, Strudler, Falba, and Hearrington (2001) found that students’ use of technology was directly related to how well their teachers were trained in the use of technology. These research findings overwhelmingly call for increased levels of training and support for teachers in their use of instructional technology.
Technical Support Versus Instructional Support
            In order to effectively integrate technology, teachers require support of two kinds: instructional and technical. A national study on technology support in United States schools (Ronnkvist et al., 2000) provides clear definitions of these two kinds of support. Instructional support “is concerned with pedagogies, instructional strategies, and implementation of different teaching methods” (p. 3). Technical support “encompasses all aspects of the technology, such as the operation and troubleshooting of hardware and software which are generally not related to a specific instructional method” (p. 3). This study polled 898 schools and found that “technical support is clearly more prevalent than instructional support for teachers integrating educational technology” (p. 7).
            Despite teacher access to technical support being proportionally higher than their access to instructional support, others studies and reports have found both technical and instructional support in schools to be sorely lacking.  A recent survey reported that only 34% of Florida schools had dedicated technical support (Hohlfeld, Barron, Ritzhaupt, 2007). In Massachusetts, where the research for this proposal will be conducted, fewer than 20% of reporting school districts indicated that they had the state-recommended level of technical support (Massachusetts DOE, 2007a). In schools that provide little or no technical support, to whom do teachers turn when they have a technology-related question?
            The distinction, made above, between technical and instructional support is mirrored in the categories of technology staff as recommended by the 2007 Massachusetts Local Technology Plan Guidelines (MLTPG): staff who integrate technology and staff who support it. The MLTPG also adds positions for staff who oversee the entire technology program and staff who manage data for a school district. The MLTPG calls for one district-level director/coordinator, one full-time equivalent instructional technology teacher per 60 - 120 instructional staff, and staff dedicated to data management and assessment. As a comparison, local school boards in Virginia employ two technology positions per 1,000 students in Grades K–12, namely, one technical support position and one instructional technology resource teacher (Hooker, 2006).
Technology Positions
            Due to overlapping job responsibilities of several positions and an overabundance of job titles, reviewing literature on technology staffing in schools can be challenging. For example, in public schools in the eastern counties of Pennsylvania alone, there were 45 different position titles for 87 technology leaders (Lesisko, 2005). Despite this fact, there are three, generally distinct, technology-related staff positions in many school systems: (1) Directors or coordinators of a technology program, (2) Technology Instructors who teach teachers and/or students how to use the technology, and (3) Technical Support staff who install and maintain technology.
            Directors of technology.
            Abbamondi (2004) found “the scope of work for a technology coordinator [to be] demanding, constantly changing, and unrelenting” (p. 4). This is consistent with the findings of the majority of research done in this area. Directors of Technology are pulled in many directions by many different responsibilities. Many researchers (Reinhart & Slowinski, 2004; Lesisko, 2005; Lesisko & Wright, 2007; Ronnkvist et al., 2000) have observed that the job description of the system-wide Director of Technology is overloaded with responsibilities; that it is unrealistic to expect that one person can effectively fulfill them all. In their exploratory study, Reinhart and Slowinski (2004) examined the job expectations and realities of fifteen technology coordinators. This job title referred to both school-based and system-based personnel. They found that there exists a “disconnect” (p. 719) between what these coordinators do and what is expected of them. Another relevant finding was that technology coordinators often spend a large portion of their time on troubleshooting instead of on helping teachers integrate technology (Abbamondi, 2004).
            Ronnkvist et al. (2000) found that Technology Directors performed a wide variety of tasks, but many of these tasks were not related to supporting technology. These unrelated tasks included classroom teaching and grant writing. They ranked the job tasks performed by Technology Directors according to the average weekly time spent on each task, and found that “aid[ing] teachers in integrating technology” (p. 7) placed seventh, with an average of 2.37 hours. A similar study conducted by Lesisko and Wright (2007) in Pennsylvania ranked “work with educators” (p. 8) in eighth place, averaging 5.48 hours per week. This common theme of Directors of Technology with too much to do was also found by Strudler, et al.: “The reality of the situation is [that] they spend most of their time installing and troubleshooting equipment and software” (p.5).
             Instructional technology specialists. 
            Instructional Technology Specialist is a relatively new position in schools (Ausband, 2006). So new, in fact, that there is no national consensus on the job title. In United States public schools, there are even more job titles for school-based technology teachers than there are for system-based technology directors. School-based titles include the following: computer resource specialists, technology resource teachers, curriculum specialists, technology facilitators, technology coordinators, technology integration specialists, technology support specialists, educational technologists, curriculum technology integration partners, educational computing strategists, instructional technology resource teachers, and instructional technology coordinators (Hofer et al., 2004; Hooker, 2004).
            This overabundance of job titles might also owe, in part, to the ever-changing role of this position. Many studies (Ausband, 2006; Moallem & Micallef, 1997; Spence & Haughey, 2005) and reports (Hofer et al., 2004; Beattie, 2000) concerning technology support in schools and universities mention the evolving nature of the role of this position. At the university level, Spence and Haughey (2005) attributed the evolving role of the IT Specialist to “rapid developments in instructional theories and computing technologies” (¶7), a statement as likely applicable to K-8 schools environments.
            A wide variance in job titles might suggest a wide variance in job responsibilities. Surprisingly, perhaps, that does not seem to be the case. Though all job duties of IT Specialists throughout the country are, by no means, identical, the research shows agreement, if not consensus, on one of the most often cited job responsibilities of people in this position: training teachers to integrate technology into their curricula (Ausband, 2006; Spence & Haughey, 2005; Hooker, 2006; Owen, 2006; Moallem & Micallef, 1996). Not surprisingly, then, is “[h]elping teachers to integrate technology in their curriculum” (MA DOE, 2007b, p. 23) listed as a state-prescribed duty for all IT Specialists in Massachusetts public schools.
            It is clear that IT Specialists are charged with helping teachers integrate technology into teaching. How much time are IT Specialists able to devote to technology integration activities? A study of the role and effectiveness of technology resource teachers (TRTs) at six North Carolina middle schools found that, even though the “nature of the TRT’s role was more instructional than technical, the TRTs reported spending 75% of their time on technical support” (Moallem & Micallef, 1997, p. 2). A similar, but much larger-scale and more recent study was carried out in Virginia. In Hooker’s (2006) survey of Instructional Resource Technology Teachers (IRTT) in 983 Virginia public school districts or “divisions,” she found that the IRTTs “were assisting teachers somewhat with technology integration, but the time spent on solving software (64.8%) and hardware (53.3%) problems remain[ed] a concern” (p. 2).

Conclusion
            This review of literature has revealed that, despite schools’ increased spending on technology, teachers are, for the most part, not yet adept at integrating technology into the classroom. Studies have found this lack of technological integration due to an accompanying lack of professional development and lack of technological support staff. The technological staff in place in many schools is often overworked, and has too many duties assigned to them to be effective. The purpose of this study was to gain a clearer understanding of the duties performed by ITS in Massachusetts public schools. In light of the findings of this literature review, this proposal needed to be carried out in order to further our understanding of the current state of a key element of technology integration in Massachusetts schools, namely Instructional Technology Specialists.

Chapter 3 – Methodology


The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the job duties and professional backgrounds of Instructional Technology Specialists (ITS) in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. I designed a survey (Appendix A) that I used as the instrument to obtain the data. The results of this survey ranked the job duties performed by ITS in Massachusetts public schools by how often each duty was performed. In this chapter, I will describe the details of my research design, and the procedure I followed in order to carry out and analyze the results from this research.
Sample
According to the Massachusetts DOE website (n.d.c), there are 1,189 public elementary schools in Massachusetts and 328 middle/junior high schools. That is, there are approximately 3.5 times as many elementary schools as middle/junior high schools in Massachusetts. If I were to perform a systematic sampling of the total number of schools, then that sample would be biased toward the more numerous population of elementary school ITS. Therefore, in an attempt to increase the precision of the study, I will perform two separate systematic samplings: one on the elementary schools and one on the middle/junior high schools. Based on Patten’s Understanding Research Methods (2005) and on the number of schools involved in this proposal, an unbiased systematic sampling should contain an elementary sample of 290 and a middle/junior high school sample of 175 with a margin of error of 5%.
Materials


The purpose of this study was to determine the job duties and professional backgrounds of ITS in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. In general, the purpose of a survey “is to describe the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors [italics added] of a population” (Patten, 2005, p. 9). I have chosen to use a survey as my instrument for collecting data as this method most closely aligns with the purpose of this study. 
Instrument. Although I did refer to several surveys (Hooker, 2006; Broussard, 2006; Spence & Haughey, 2005) before designing my own, my survey is an original instrument. The survey was posted online. The survey is comprised of three sections: 1) Background and Education 2) Description of Current Position, and 3) Frequency of Job Activities. Included in the title of this research proposal are the questions “Who are they?” and “What do they do?” The purpose of Section One of the survey was to gather data that helped answer the “Who are they?” question. It contained eight items. The six items in Section Two and the 20 items in Section Three were included to help answer the question “What do they do?”
Apart from the survey, I also include a cover letter (Appendix B) and an informed consent document (Appendix C). The cover letter explained the purpose of the survey, informed participants of the deadline, and provided them with my contact information. The consent document ensured participants that their responses would remain confidential.  
Procedure


I performed the systematic sampling of the schools and made the online survey available on January 7, 2008. On January 11, 2008, I sent, via email, my cover letter including a link to the survey to the principals of each of the schools in my sample. I requested that she or he forward it to the appropriate person. I sent the informed consent document as an attachment to this email. I sent a follow-up email message to all participants on January 28, 2008, reminding them of the survey’s deadline, February 15, 2008.
Analysis of Data


I began to analyze the data after the deadline had passed for participants to complete the survey. I prepared a frequency distribution for all appropriate survey items, and included the margin of error. I had intended to have three samples: 1) elementary, 2) middle/junior high, and 3) the two groups combined. For reasons explained in the Limitations of the Survey section of Chapter 4, I did not divide the data into these separate groups. 
Limitations


Time and money were the primary limitations of this study. Absent those two limitations, the scope and breadth of this research could have been expanded. Its breadth could have included a larger sample of participants from the K-8 ITS population, thereby decreasing bias, while the scope of the study could have included ITS working at the high school level. The limitation of time also affected the design of the survey. With more time for participants to reflect and for the researcher to analyze the data, open-ended questions could have been included in the survey. With more time, I could also have provided for the triangulation of data to further increase the precision of this study. This could have been achieved in at least two ways. For example, I could have surveyed school administrators as to their perceptions of the job activities of ITS, and I could have conducted field interviews with some of the participants.
Chapter 4 – Results and Discussion


The purpose of this study was to determine the job duties and professional and educational backgrounds of Instructional Technology Specialists (ITS) in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. To gather the appropriate data, I created an online survey. 
The Sample

I sent survey invitations to 928 schools: 600 elementary schools and all 328 middle/junior high schools (see Figure 1). Eighty-one invitations were returned as undeliverable. I then sent the survey invitations to the superintendents of the 81 schools whose invitations had been returned. I asked that each superintendent forward the message to the principal of the correct school. Of the 928 survey invitations sent, 130 surveys were completed. The data from 46 completed surveys could not be used because the respondents were not employed as ITS. I excluded seven otherwise valid surveys because, although the respondents were ITS, they did not work exclusively in at the elementary or middle/junior high level, the focus of this survey. Therefore, the final sample of completed, valid surveys was 77. 
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Results
Note: If some percentages do not total 100%, it is due to rounding.

The subtitle of this survey was “Who are they and what do they do?” The survey was divided into two sections. The first section, Background/Education, was designed to elicit data on the educational and professional experiences of the respondents while the second section, Your Current Position, was designed to gain an understanding of their current position and how frequently they perform specific job duties. Below are the survey items and an analysis of the most salient responses. Appendix A contains the unabridged responses.

Section 1: Background / Education. Items 1 through 8 asked respondents about their previous work experience and their educational backgrounds.
· Item 1: I am _____. Seventy-eight percent of the respondents were female; 22% male.

· Item 2: I teach in a(n) _____ school. Forty-eight percent of the respondents worked at the elementary level, 43% worked at the middle/junior high school level, and 9% worked at a K-8 school.

· [image: image8.jpg]


Item 3: How long have you worked, in any capacity, in the field of Instructional Technology?
As shown in Figure 2, 61% of respondents have worked, in some capacity, in the field of Instructional Technology for less than ten years while 39% have worked in the field for more than ten years.
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· Item 4: Prior to your work in Instructional Technology, have you held any other position(s) in Education? Before working in Instructional Technology, 75% (n=57) of respondents had held other positions in Education. The most common previously held position was that of classroom teacher. The grade level breakdown of the 40 former classroom teachers is as follows: 17 elementary, nine middle, nine high school, and five who did not specify the grade level at which they had previously taught.
· Item 5: Prior to your work in Instructional Technology, have you held any other position(s) in a field other than Education? Seventy-five percent of respondents (n=56) had previously worked outside the field of Education. There was a wide variety of other fields represented. The highest number of respondents (n=21) in any one field was in the field of technology. Within the field of technology, the previous jobs included 12 programmers or network administrators, four graphic or Web designers, three who worked in technology support, and two in technology sales. 
· Item 6: Please fill in the program(s) of study for the following degree(s) you have received.
Ninety-six percent hold a Bachelor’s degree. 84% hold a Master degree and 4% hold a Doctorate. Figure 3 also shows that 74% of respondents with a Bachelor degree majored in either Education or in a field of Liberal Arts.
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Item 7: Do you hold a Massachusetts Educator’s License, in any level, in Instructional Technology? and Item 8: If yes, which license do you hold? As illustrated in Figure 4, 75% of respondents are licensed in Instructional Technology in Massachusetts. Of these, 66% hold a Professional license while 26% are at the Initial stage of licensure, and 9% hold a Preliminary license.
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Section 2: Your Current Position. Items 9 through 14 asked respondents about specific details of their current position.

· Item 9: I am employed _____. Eighty-eight percent worked full-time. The remaining 12% worked less than full-time, but more than half-time. No respondent worked less than half-time.

· Item 10: Not counting this year, how long have you been employed in your current position? There was a wide distribution in the number of years respondents have worked in their current positions. Figure 5 shows that 33% were in their first, second, or third year; 21% were in their fourth or fifth year; and 23% have been working for more than ten years in their current position.
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Figure 5. Number of years respondents have worked in their current position.

· Item 11: What is the official title of your current position? The job title of 95% of respondents (n=72) was “Instructional Technology Specialist” or “Instructional Technology Teacher.” Of the five valid respondents who had other job titles, there were two “Technology Integration Specialists,” two “Technology Specialists,” and one “Building Technology Specialist” (see Figure 6). I considered these five to have provided valid data because they were all licensed as ITS and performed job duties consistent with the 94% of other respondents who held the title “Instructional Technology Specialist” or “Instructional Technology Teacher.”
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Figure 6. Title of current position.

· Item 12: In how many school buildings do you work on a regular basis? Seventy-three percent worked in one school building, 21% worked in two buildings, and 7% worked in three or more buildings.

· Item 13: Is your job split between Instructional Technology and other responsibilities? and Item 14: If yes, in what area(s) are your other job duties? Sixty-five percent reported that their job duties were entirely related to Instructional Technology while 35% had additional job responsibilities that were not directly related to Instructional Technology. Of these respondents who had other duties, 70% (n=19) worked in technology support, 44% (n=12) taught another subject, and 30% (n=8) worked in technology/network administration, and 7% worked in school administration (see Figure 7).



Figure 7. Percentage of respondents with non ITS job-related duties and duty area(s). 



Job duties. In Item 15, respondents were asked to report how often they performed certain job duties. Twenty duties, A through T, were included on the list. For reporting on how often they performed each of the duties, respondents could choose one of the following modes of frequency: daily, weekly, monthly, occasionally, never. 

“Troubleshoot for teachers” (Duty G) and “maintain schedules for labs” (Duty T) were the two most commonly reported duties performed on a daily basis. They received 39 and 31 responses respectively.  The next most commonly performed daily duty was “locate digital resources for teachers” (Duty A). It received 21 responses, far fewer than the other two. As there was much agreement on the two duties performed most often on a daily basis, there was also agreement on two duties that respondents never did. Figure 10 illustrates that many respondents never “maintain school Websites” (Duty K) nor “write grants to fund technology projects or programs” (Duty M).

Whereas there were two duties that definitely stood out among the others in regard to number of responses received in the daily and never modes of frequency, the same cannot be said for the weekly duties. Seven duties received approximately the same number of responses for duties performed weekly. Table 1 lists this group of duties most commonly carried out on a weekly basis.


	B. Prepare digital resources for teachers. (n=25)
	F. Assist teachers with student work or projects. (n=22)

	D. Assist teachers with integrating technology into their lessons. (n=25)
	G. Troubleshoot for teachers. 
(n=22)

	A. Locate digital resources for teachers. 
(n=24)
	J. Communicate information about Instructional Technology. (n=22)

	C. Collaborate with teacher to design lesson plans. (n=24)
	

	
	


Table 1. Most common duties performed on a weekly basis.



Figures 8, 9, and 10 represent, respectively, respondents’ rankings of job duties performed daily, weekly, and never. These charts are color-coded by duty. Table 2 provides the key to the colors used in these figures.


Item 15: How often do you perform the following job duties?


	A
	Locate digital resources for teachers.

	B
	Prepare digital resources for teachers (scanning, downloading, uploading, …)

	C
	Collaborate with teachers to design lesson plans.

	D
	Assist teachers with integrating technology into their lessons.

	E
	Co-teach/Model effective technology integration practices.

	F
	Assist teachers with student work or projects.

	G
	Troubleshoot for teachers.

	H
	Troubleshoot school network problems.

	I
	Maintain a resource Website for or portal for teachers.

	J
	Communicate information about Instructional Technology (via Website, email, newsletter,…).

	K
	Maintain department, school, or district Website.

	L
	Conduct research for purchasing school technology.

	M
	Write grants./Find alternative funding for technology.

	N
	Train teachers to use hardware.

	O
	Train teachers to use software.

	P
	Teach professional development workshops.

	Q
	Work on school/district technology goals, technology plans, assessing technology program(s).

	R
	Communicate with parents or community members about technology.

	S
	Provide support/consultation for teachers or students regarding assistive technology.

	T
	Maintain schedules for labs and shared equipment (mobile labs, digital cameras, …).

	U
	Other, please specify.





Responses to Part U, “other duties,” are not included in these graphs because it was an optional item. Respondents were asked to specify any duties that they performed but that were not included in the list of job duties in Item 15. Of the 24 respondents who answered Part U, 15 indicated that they also taught classes. Eight of the 15 respondents that taught classes indicated specifically that they taught every day. The remaining seven teachers did not specify how often they taught. 
Discussion and Conclusions

Interesting to note was the similar response rate of respondents at the elementary and middle/junior high levels. I sent almost twice as many survey invitations to elementary schools (n=600) as I did to middle/junior high schools (n=328). I had expected to receive a higher participation rate from elementary ITS than from middle/junior high ITS. The final sample (n=77) was composed of 48% elementary and 43% middle/junior high ITS. Any venture as to the reason for this discrepancy would be speculative.

Massachusetts ITS bring much experience to their jobs. Prior to their work in Instructional Technology, 75% of respondents (n=56) reported having held a job outside the field of Education. An equal percentage 75% (n=57) had also previously held other positions within the field of Education. 80% of those who had previously worked in Education had been classroom teachers. While previous experience in the field of technology would surely be beneficial to ITS, the experience that so many ITS have had as classroom teachers suggests that they bring an understanding of the working conditions and needs of classroom teachers. Their teaching experience would help put them in a position to anticipate the technological needs of the classroom teachers whom they support.


As mentioned in Chapter 2, there is an overabundance of job titles used around the country to describe the person that performs the job duties listed in this survey. Not so in Massachusetts. Because the Massachusetts Department of Education calls the corresponding subject matter “Instructional Technology,” it is not surprising that the job title reported by 95% of respondents was either “Instructional Technology Specialist” or “Instructional Technology Teacher.” Much more variance was seen in the job titles of technology support staff. Table 3 lists the titles of support staff who completed the survey. Each job title was represented by one respondent with one exception. There were four respondents with the title Technology Assistant. 


	Technology Assistant  (4)
	Technology Aide
	Computer Technology Aide

	Computer Assistant
	Instructional Technology Paraprofessional
	Technology Associate



Table 3. Some job titles of technology support staff in Massachusetts public schools.


The responses to Item 13, “Is your job split between Instructional Technology and other responsibilities,” support the view held by many people familiar with the job of ITS. Nineteen of the 27 participants who responded affirmatively to the question indicated that they provided technology support in addition to their Instructional Technology duties. This blurring of the duties of Instructional Technology staff with the duties of Technical Support staff is also clearly demonstrated by how often survey respondents troubleshoot for teachers. Table 4 presents the most salient responses from Item 15, “How often do you perform the following job activities?”

 


	Daily
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Occasionally
	Never

	G. Troubleshoot for teachers. (n=39)
	B. Prepare digital resources for teachers. (n=25)
	P. Teach Professional Development workshops. (n=22)
	R. Communicate with parents or community about technology. (n=47)
	K. Maintain department, school, or district Website. (n=34)

	T. Maintain lab/equipment schedules. (n=31)
	D. Assist teachers with integrating technology into lessons. (n=25)
	Q. Work on technology goals, technology plan, … (n=21)
	S. Provide for support for…assistive technology. (n=44)
	M. Write grants…for purchasing technology. (n=33)

	
	A. Locate digital resources for teachers. (n=24)
	J. Communicate info. about Instructional Technology … (n=18)
	P. Teach Professional Development workshops. (n=41)
	I. Maintain a resource Website or portal for teachers. (n=25)

	
	C. Collaborate with teachers to design lesson plans. (n=24)
	N. Train teachers to use hardware. (n=16)
	L. Conduct research for purchasing school technology. (n=39)
	H. Troubleshoot school network problems. (n=19)

	
	
	
	M. Write grants … for purchasing technology. (n=36)
	


Table 4. The most common duties for each mode of frequency

Of all the activities performed on a daily, weekly, or monthly basis, “troubleshoot for teachers” (Duty G) was the activity that received the highest number of responses. Fifty-one percent of respondents (n=39) said that they troubleshoot for teachers daily. Several other activities received higher numbers of responses, but these were for activities that respondents occasionally or never did. The daily duty that received the second highest number of responses (n=31) was “maintain schedules for labs and shared equipment” (Duty T). In its Local Technology Plan Guidelines, The Massachusetts Department of Education has set clear recommendations as to the expectation that schools employ certain staff to provide technology integration support and other staff to provide technical support. Apparently many schools are not following through on these important recommendations. 


In Massachusetts, ITS are licensed teachers. Licensed teachers are generally paid more than support staff. It is not cost-effective, I would argue, for schools to pay ITS to troubleshoot or to maintain lab schedules. Not only would it make more financial sense to have support staff perform these duties, it would also provide more time for ITS to perform the duties for which they were trained, such as co-teaching or consulting with teachers on technology integration.
Limitations of the Survey

Due to the small number of valid, completed surveys (n=77) relative to the population size (N=1504), the margin of error for this survey is plus or minus 10.88%. Although this is a large margin of error for a survey, it should be kept in mind that this was not a survey of respondents’ opinions on a given topic. If it were, then a 10.88% margin of error could, indeed, be considered a limitation of the study. However, since this survey asked respondents to report on their own educational and professional history as well as their current job duties, it can be assumed, I would argue, that the data are more precise than a 10.88% margin of error would imply.

Soon after respondents started completing the survey, I discovered a design flaw in it.  As part of their jobs, many ITS teach classes on a regular basis. I had intended to elicit data such as the number of ITS who teach classes, the subject matter of those classes, and the frequency with which they teach, but due to an oversight, I did not include these questions in the survey. To edit the survey to include these questions after many respondents had already taken the survey would have introduced or increased bias. For that reason, I decided not to change the survey. In task U, “other duties,” 15 respondents indicated that they taught classes on a daily basis. It is likely that more ITS teach classes on a regular basis, but that they simply did not take the extra time to write this in task U. 

In the Methodology chapter I wrote that I would divide the sample into three groups, elementary; middle/junior high; and both groups combined, and report on the findings from each group. I decided not to report on the two levels separately. If I had reported on the groups separately, the small sample sizes of each group, elementary (n=37) and middle/junior high (n=33), would have resulted in a margin of error of approximately 16%.
Implications for my Teaching/School

The implications of this study for my personal teaching are minimal. The results of this study can be very useful, however, for ITS, classroom teachers, and school administrators at all levels, in that they provide a broad view of the activities that ITS are performing throughout the state. The data from this survey can help all these stakeholders to make more informed, data-driven decisions regarding technological resources. An important implication of this study is that schools need to look at the level of technical support they are providing for their teachers. Though often not immediately apparent, providing sufficient technical support for teachers allows ITS to better support teachers which, in turn, should increase student learning.

Compared to other school subjects, Instructional Technology is new. As a group, Instructional Technology Specialists, or whatever title they may go by in other parts of the country, are still defining themselves and what they do. To that end, this survey is useful in that it provides a window onto who these practitioners are and what they’re doing in Massachusetts in 2008. 
Further Research

As mentioned above, this survey did not include data on the teaching duties of ITS. Further research should seek to quantify this aspect of the job. I would also recommend that future studies look at how much time is specifically scheduled for ITS to consult with other teachers, and how much time they spending on each task. For example, this study has found that many ITS maintain lab schedules on a daily basis. It would be  useful to know how much time they spend on maintaining schedules. 

As this study found, many ITS currently provide technical support on a daily basis. Future studies might want to find out what technology-related staff, in addition to ITS, are employed by schools. Is there a correlation between the number of technology staff employed and the job duties of the ITS? 

This study provided data on the job duties performed by ITS. It would be instructive to compare these actual duties with the duties specified in the ITS’ job descriptions or with their principals’ expectations. Another interesting point for comparison would be ITS’ job duties at the K-8 level with those of the high school level.  
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Appendix B – Cover Letter
January 7, 2008

Dear Instructional Technology Specialist,
You are invited to participate in a short survey on the activities and backgrounds of Instructional Technology Specialists in Massachusetts K-8 public schools. This study is a culminating activity to my work in the Instructional Technology Master Program at Bridgewater State College. Through your participation I hope to gain a clearer picture of the role that Instructional Technology Specialists play in schools. The results of the survey will be useful for anyone concerned with the effective use of instructional technology resources in schools. 

This online survey should take about 15 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and very much appreciated. Regardless of whether you choose to participate, please let me know if you would like a summary of my findings. To receive a summary, send me an email, and I will send you the URL where I will post the results of the survey in May, 2008.

Please sign and retain the attached Informed Consent document for your records. By completing the online survey, you agree to the contents of the Informed Consent document. I do not know of any risks to you if you decide to participate in this survey, and I guarantee complete confidentiality in that your responses will not be identified with you personally or with your school. 

If you have any questions or concerns about completing the survey or about being in this study, you may contact me at (617) 884-8242.  This project has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at Bridgewater State College.   

Sincerely,
Mark A. McDonough

mmcdonough@lincnet.org
Appendix C - Informed Consent

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT
Project Title: 
Instructional Technology Specialists in Massachusetts K-8 Public


 
Schools: Who are they and what do they do?
Investigator: 
Mark A. McDonough
Bridgewater State College
Instructional Technology Program
617.884.8242 (home telephone)


You are being asked to participate in a project conducted through Bridgewater State College. The College requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in this project. 

The accompanying cover letter explains to you the purpose of the project, the procedures to be used, and the potential benefits and possible risks of participation. A basic explanation of the project is written below. Please read this explanation and contact Mr. McDonough with any questions you may have. If you decide to participate in the project, please sign on the last page of this form and retain it for your records. 
1. Nature and Purpose of the Project: 
The purpose of this research study is to gain a clearer picture of (1) the work performed by Instructional Technology Specialists in Massachusetts K-8 public schools, and (2) the educational and work backgrounds of these teachers. Participants will be asked to complete an online survey.

2. Explanation of the Procedures:
Mr. McDonough performed a systematic sampling of K-8 public schools in Massachusetts. He invited, via email, 465 Instructional Technology Specialists at the selected schools to participate. He posted the survey online. Participants who choose to participate in this study will complete the survey. Mr. McDonough will analyze the data, and report his findings in the form of his final thesis which will be posted online at his Bridgewater State College Web site.
3. Discomfort and Risks:
None known. 
4. Benefits:
The findings of this study can be used to aid educational policymakers, at all levels, in their effective management of instructional technology resources.

5. Confidentiality:
The confidentiality of all participants is hereby granted. No personal, school, or school district names are associated with returned surveys in any way. 

6. Refusal/Withdrawal:
Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be entitled to from the College. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. I understand also that it is not possible to identity all potential risks in an experimental procedure, and I believe that reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the known and potential but unknown risks. 


_____________________________________

___________________
Participant Signature




Date

_____________________________________

___________________
Witness Signature





Date

THE DATED APPROVAL STAMP ON THIS CONSENT FORM INDICATES THAT THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE BRIDGEWATER STATE COLLEGE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH AND RESEARCH RELATED ACTIVITIES.

ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT OR QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO YOUR RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT OR RESEARCH RELATED INJURY SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO ATTENTION OF THE IRB ADMINISTRATOR AT PHONE NUMBER (508) 697-1242.

ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE CONDUCT OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

MARK A. MCDONOUGH, 42 MEDFORD ST., CHELSEA, MA, 02150, 
(617) 884-8242.
Appendix D – Follow-up Letter

January 28, 2008

Dear Instructional Technology Specialist,

A few weeks ago, I sent you an invitation to participate in an online survey that I am conducting as part of my Master of Instructional Technology program at Bridgewater State College. If you have already completed the survey, thank you very much! If you have not already completed the survey and still would like to, please be reminded that the deadline to participate is February 15, 2008.

Attached is a copy of the Informed Consent Document which explains the project and assures you that all personal data obtained through the survey will remain anonymous. Thank you in advance for your participation. I value your input.
Sincerely,

Mark A. McDonough

mmcdonough@lincnet.org

Figure 1. Comparison of the number of surveys sent to the number received.
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Figure 2. Number of years respondents have worked in Instructional Technology.
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Figure 4. Percentage of respondents who are licensed and type of license held.





No, 25%





Yes,�75%





��          








Initial, 25.9%





Preliminary, 8.6%





Professional,� 65.5%





�





Figure 3. Degrees earned and undergraduate majors.
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Item 14: �If yes, in what area(s) are your other job duties?








Table 2. Color-coded list of job duties. 





Figure 9. Job duties performed: weekly.
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Figure 10. Job duties performed: never
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Figure 8. Job duties performed: daily.
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