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ABSTRACT

Administrative Perspectives on Technology Integration: th&slobaloria: MyGLife
Program in West Virginia

The reputed benefits of using technology in schools have been the topic of many
research studies. When the World Wide Workshop Foundation implemented their
Globaloria program into a group of pilot public sedary schools in West Virginia in the
fall of 2008, another opportunity for study was created. The perceptions of principals
relating to: 1) the effect(s) of the Gl oba
the purpose(s) of the program; 3)theipnci pal 6s rol e in the prog
and/or 5) the liabilities of having the program in their schools were examined in this
mixed-method study.

Analysis of student data indicated that there was no statistically significant change
in stadedé midbc outcomes following the progr .
were available for only the year immediately prior to and the year immediately after their
enrollment in Globaloria . Principals indicated that they believed the program had an
overal positive effect upon studentsd academi
majority of the participating principals also reported that they would like to continue the
program in their schools. These findingsrev i ewed t hrough Lev Vygot
cultural-historical activity theory in order to generate conclusions and recommendations
for further study.
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CHAPTER ONE

Since the first desktop computers were moved into classrooms in the 1980s,
significant public funds have gone into tHé&# of providing hardware, software and
internet access to schools across the United Skgsiateshaveindicateal that the
spending for technology in the nationds sc
(Nagel, 2008)After almost three decades however, tiveasstill some question about
the effect(s) of technology on student learning. Several researchers argue, in fact, that
educational technology Hanot lived up to its billing as the most effective instrument fo
bringing significant positive change to educatj@inserb & McCormick, 1998)

Research to support the positive effects of technology usage on student
achievement has been less forthcoming, however, than the funding. While some studies
did find statistcally significant achievement gains for students working with technology
(Martindale, Pearson, Curda, & Pilcher, 2005), others indicated no significant difference
between students in treatment and-tr@atment groups (Cuban, 2001, Cohen, 2000

Sherry, Bllig, Jesse & Watsomcosta (2001) attributestudent achievement
through the use of instructional technology to the pervasive relationship between
motivation and metacognitionn other words, the enthusiasm of the students for using
the technology allwedthem to interact with information and learning on a more
stimulating level, leading to higher levels of retention of informatidhe use of
technology in education has been studied in varying ways and from various perspectives
since its introductioim classrooms and an extensive review of extant reseash
provided in Chapter Two. Essentially, however, the findings of research focusing on the

relationship of technology usage to academic outcomes have been mixed at best,



providing little conclusiveevidence to guide policymakers in general and school
principalsin particular in making decisions regarding technology implementation. This
variability in results leads to a clear question regarding such programs. What, if any,
effect does it have on tharget population?
Technology has, nonetheless, become such an important consideration in
education that the following goal was included in the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act
of 2001,
éthe combining of technology resourc
training and curriculum development to fulfill the primary goal of
enhancing learning and increasing student achievement. A secondary goal
of this federal initiative is to cross the digital divide by ensuring that all
students are technologically literate by tend of ninth grad@ublic Law
107 110, 2002, p. 1672)
In the fall of the 2007 school yetire Globaloria projec technology integration
program was launched in selected public middle and high schools in West Virginia to
promot e st udfgame designkoftvearemia prgbkased learning
environment within their regular public schools. This stwdgdesigned to assess the
benefits or drawbacks of this project in the pilot schools, specifically from the viewpoint
of the school administrat. An attempt was made to situate the introduction of the
project within the timeline of the' state o

century workplace skills.



Overview of the Globaloria: MyGLife Project

On November 14, 2005, West Virginiadame the second state to join the
Partnership for ZLCentury Skills. The partnershigasa national advocacy group based
in Tucson, Arizona that represedtusiness, education and policymakers wasl
intended to help ready students in the United Statethe demands of the workplace of
the future The 2! century skills programs in West Virginia addregseven key
componentsire

1. frameworkdor classrooms, schools and school systems;

2. rigorouscontent standards; instructional guides foegmating 21 century
content and skills;

3. technologytools;

4. curriculumstandards for Zicentury learning skills and technology tools;

5. technologyintegration specialists;

6. theWest Virginia Institute for 21 Century Leadership; and

7. professionaldevelopment for West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE)
staff and key stakeholdefBartnership for 21st Century Skills, 2008)

According to the West Virginia Department of Education (2@029) one of the
first steps that the West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) undertook relating to
the Partnership was to refine the stateods
reflect 2F' century skills. In general, the department envisioned a graduate wiab eou
proficient in core subjects and knowledgeable 6f &intury content, including skills
which encompasslinformation and communication skills, critical thinking and problem

solving, and personal and workplace productivity. The individizalsoto be



proficient with technology tools and be able to apply and demonstrate learning in real
world situations.

With this new vision of a successful graduate, schools across West Virginia began
to ook for the means ihadeioaddress hesexpandeéde i r st
requirements of the WVDE. For some schools, a venue presented itself in the form of an
initiative made available by the World Wide Workshop Foundation called Globaloria.
Within the umbrella of the Globaloria programerecomponerg focused on specific
topics or curricular areas including MyGLife which focdsa global awareness,

MySLife relating to science, MyHLife for health, MyRLife for human rights, MyALife
for art and MyMLife for mathematics. These curricular components sedreduled to
be made available at different times for pilot testing. The first component to be made
available was the global awareness component, MyGWierld Wide Workshop
FoundationGlobaloriafrequently asked questiorns.2).

The Globaloria Program

According to Caperton, Sullivan & Oliver (2008), the World Wide Workshop
Foundation (WWWF) was established in 2004 by Dr. Idit Harel Caperton as@ofin
spinoff of her successful company, MaMaMedia. The Globaloria program of the
WWWEF utilized both salable and virtual edsocial networks to teach students to
interact productively with technology and to acquire and demonstrate appropriate
workplace skillsScalable social networkgereones that can be readily expanded to
incorporate more complex taskr increasing numbers of users, such as Sparta Insight
and Amazee, while virtual social networks redeito online communities or groups such

as Facebook and MySpace. The progveasrooted in the idea that training students to



construct online games @simulations, while teaching those same studentdesetfing

and creative and collaborative work habits, would lead to enhanced and more meaningful
learning. The developers also main&ithat by interacting with traditional academic
content in a collaorative online environment, students galia deeper understanding of

that content

The Globaloria networkaere designed to promote participation and to utilize
opensource technology, whickas made available for users to adapt and refine for their
own purposes by the benefit of an open copyri@dperton, Sullivan, & Oliver, 2008)

Globaloria also featutesimple administrative tools designed to make the networks easily
customizable to meet the needs of diverseswmers.The skill level required to operate

within theGlobaloriaprogramwas descri bed as fAadvanced begi
i ntermedi ate, 0 and p aredstudentpwath basicriechinatogyt he pr
and leadership skills to extend their skiighese areas. Those same learners, ideally,

were todevelop new professional capacities for leadership in both the global economy

and the digital worldCaperton, Sullivan, & Oliver, 2008)

According to Caperton, Sitan & Oliver (2008)t he progr amébés desi g
describeGl obal ori ads programming platform as b
theory of learning. Papeaind Caperto1991) defined constructionism as a blending of
constructivist theory, which descritbeearning as an ongoing construction and
reconstruction of knowledge, with the belief that learmmgmore meaningful when it
waspart of an activity in which the learner experiences the creation of a meaningful
product. Both elementouldbe seeninGobal ori aés conceptuali za

project recognizeé, for example, the constructivist principle that students have already



acquired a range of technological skills and knowledge and that they can enhance their
understanding of them as they asx@hat they already know to synthesize the new
concepts introduced bglobaloria It wasthese processes thaereengaged as

participating student®bk on the creation of their technology products.

The Globaloria designers descultbeir program asdving been developed by
incorporating case studies, analysis of process and outdmased research. These
research toola/ere integrated into the program at all levels along three distinct strands:
development of the technology platform, developmentettrriculum, and
devel opment al research i nt o (CapeetonsSulivahe nt s 6
& Oliver, 2008)

Caperton (2008) describé&lobaloriaas allowing individuals in developing
countries and underpileged communities to gain understanding of Web 2.0 skills,
including information access, ret@ne communication, publishing, and connecting to the
global community. The programas both an instructional tool to develop technology and
workplace skillsand a vehicle for developing global awareness.

Caperton (2008) further stated that four other thematic networks were in
development. The next Globaloria project to launch, MySLife (science), was scheduled
for late 2007, while MyHLife (health) was to berimduced in the summer of 2008.

Finally, MyALife (art) and MyMLife (mathematics) were to become available in the
winter of 2008 and the spring of 2009.

According to Caperton, Sullivan & Oliver (2008) the MyGLife (global) program

was launched in Netanya, &l with 38 Arab, Jewish and Russian immigrant students

from five Israeli cities. By 2007, the Globaloria program had expanded to 10 active



communities on four continents, including groups in Trinidad, the United States (West
Virginia), India and BoliviaTheseGlobaloriaparticipantsvere expected to develop
skills in specific workplace and technical areas:

1. using internet media (wikis and blogs) for seXpression, communication,
research and to create original contents within a virtual community oelesaand
mentors;

2. programming wiki media, wiki creation and social publishing, making an editable
online bulletin board with text, images, hyperlinks, embedded video, sound and
Flash animation files, etc.;

3. creating and using blogs effectively (using a i@ such as Blogger);

4. making original digital artifacts such as buttons, banners, illustrations, animations,
photos with a computer programs such as Photoshop;

5. building and publishing a webpage, using computer applications such as FTP,
HTML and CSS;

6. magering Flash, alone and in teams, to build an original Flash interactive
simulation or game, including graphics, animations, media and ActionScript, that
supports a prsocial or educational topic, and publishing it to the web;

7. using XML efficiently and dectively to organize and update content in web
applications and to add digital artifacts to an existing Flash game;

8. gaining knowledge of realorld practices for creating interactive projects from
conception to completion, including the software projestelopment process,

creating a detailed written plan and using it to build a project;



9. honing professional livelihood skills including team work, written and visual
communication and presentation, motivational practices, time management,
priority and goésetting; and

10. exploring the impact of computer games, simulations, and animations on
education, art, entertainment and social change.

To be able to develop these diverse technological and workplace skills, students
would need to do more than simply realdout them. Instead, the studentawd have to
work in collaborative teams to create their projects, in this case video games, designed to
address gl obal I ssues. Bywpthdongi sutadeah,
eventually leading to a definedqaiuct or game, th&lobaloriaprogram adheieto the
precepts of constructionis(@aperton, Sullivan, & Oliver, 2008)

The Globaloria developers themselves identified potential difficulties with their
program. The firswasthe demanding technology requirements, including six to 10 hours
per week of access to a computer with a high speed internet connection as well as
expensive programming software, such as Flash. The second area of emascecating
dedicated partne to assist with financing the effort. The third area of concern was that
the program needed to secure instructors who would commit to this undertaking and
teach in the virtual environment. These projected probleensrn@addressed further in
this chapte(Caperton, Sullivan, & Oliver, 2008)

West Virginiads Globaloria | mple

Caperton (2008) described sublic secondary schopllot sites across West
Virginia which began implementing the project during th8722008 schoolear. These

sites were selected by members of the West Virginia Department of Education. Man,



Capital and Clay County High Schools, Kasson and Clay County Middle Schools and the
Randolph Technical Center launched the program in West Virdgtoiarteen educators
were trained for these six sites and seventy students participated in the first year program.
Pilot programs also began at the Marshall Community and Technical College and the
Florence Crittenton Center for Girls, but as these twa sii# not serve as traditional
public secondary schaglthey were not considered in this research effort

At the beginning of the 2068009 school year, according to Caperton (2008), the
program was expanded to include Greenbrier East, Greenbrier WeSpamgl Valley
High Schools, as well as at Cereldenova, Eastern Greenbrier and Sandy River Middle
Schools. An additional nepublic site was established at the Pressley Ridge School. In
the second year of the program, six additional educators weredteaidea total of two
hundred sixty nine students participated. It should be noted that while several additional
schools joined the program in the second year, one school, Clay County Middle School
did not continue to participate.

Implementation Formats

Caperton (2008) stated that thedublic secondary schosites which
participated in the second year of the program did so using a combination of delivery
models. Some students participated to receive course credit in their daily schedules, while
other goups participated in aftesxchool meetings. Participating groups also differed in
their gradelevel composition.

Capital High School providkthe Globaloriaprogram to 27 students during the
second year of the project. Nine of the students, in gradesdlDla participatgin an

afterschool course for the Health Sciences and Technology Academy (HSTA). This



group met for 9dminutes twice per week. The remaining 18 students in grades 10
through 12 participatefor credit in their business curriculum cowss&hey met for 45
minutes five times per week.

Clay County High School providehe program to two groups of nine students
each in grades 11 and 12. Each group reddiusiness course credit after meeting for
90-minutes five times per week for a seneest

Greenbrier East High School provdine program to 10 students in grades 10
through 12. These students receiegective credit for participating in the project during
90-minute meetings held two or three times per week for one semester.

Greenbrie West High School providkthe program to 31 students in grades 10
through 12. One group of 22 students reatase art course credit for meeting for-50
minutes five times per week for two semesters. The second group of nine students
receivel social stutes course credit for meeting five times per week ferrdutes for
one semester.

At Man High School, a total of 12 students in grades 9 through 12 partttipate
Ten students receideslective credit for meeting for five &@inute classes per week for
two semesters. The remaining two students partiadpatene hour afteschool meetings
once per week for two semesters as part of their HSTA program.

Twenty-three students at Spring Valley High School in grades 10 through 12
participatel in three diffeent delivery options. All three groups met for fivediute
classes per week for two semesters. The first group intlLidstudents, while the

second includeé 19 and the third and final group accoenhor three students.
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Students at the Randolph Tedcal Center met for five 9finute classes per
week for a semester. During the first semester, 22 students participated, while three
students participateduring the second semester.

Ten students at Ceredéenova Middle School participaten the progam for
five 45-minute meetings per week for elective credit. They particifatetwo
semesters. Kasson Middle School also vedmkith a group of 10 students who met for
five 30-minute classes per week for elective credit over two semesters. Gardoad s
studentsvere i n gr ades 7 awmerdfrof gradeshoithhoegh& as sonds

Eastern Greenbrier Middle School preseiihe program to two groups of
students. These two groups, which incididé and 40 8 grade students respectively,
met for five 42minute classes per week for elective credit.

Sandy River Middle School Hawo groups of students in th& §rade. The
groupswere composed of seven and eight individuals and met for fivaiBRte classes
per week one semester and fivemihute classe per week for the second semester.
Table 1 on the following page identifies implementation models in the pilot year of the

program in West Virginia.
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Figurel: Implementation ofGlobaloriain West Virginia 20082009

20082009 Semester 1 Implementation Semester 2 Implementation
) ) Total # of Student Total # of Student | Type of Program Individual Type of Individual
Pilot Location Educators Grade Participants Offered or Team Program or Team
Trained Level P Work Offered Work
After school (HSTA) Afzarsi::)ool
1 1011 9 2 mtgs/wk Team Team
90 mins/mtg 2 mt_gs/wk
90 mins/mtg
Capital H.5 For credit (business For (?redlt
curriculum) (bu_smless T
1 1012 18 5 mtgsiwk Team curriculum) eam
45 mins/mtg 5 mtgs/wk 45
mins/mtg
For credit (elective)
CeredMeI;enO\a 2 7-8 10 5 mtgs/wk Team
o 45 mins/mtg
For credit (business dividual
curriculum) Individua
1112 9 9% mt_gS//Wk and Team
mins/mtg
Clay County 2 For credit
H.S. (business individualand
11-12 9 curriculum) n '\.lll uatan
eam
5 mtgs/wk
90 mins/mtg
For credit (elective)
8 41 5 mtgs/wk Team
42 mins/mtg
EaSt.em 2 For credit
Greenbrier M.S. (elective)
8 40 Team
5 mtgs/wk
42 mins/mtg
For Credit
b For Credit (elective) (elective)
Greenbrier East 2-3 mtgs/wk 2-3 mtgs/wk
H.S. 2 1012 10 (Alternate schedule) Team (Alternate Team
90 mins/ng schedule)
90 mins/mtg
For credit (elective) Folr C{Ed“
Kasson M.S. 2 6-8 10 5 mtgs/wk Team (elective) Team
30 mins/mtg 5 mt'gslwk
30 mins/mtg
For credit (elective) '(:;;gi?,g')t
1 9-12 10 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtasiwk Team
50 mins/mtg migs|
50 mins/mtg
Man H.S. After school
After school (HSTA) (HSTA)
1 1012 2 Imtg/wk Team Team
60 mins/mtg Lmtg/wk
60 mins/mtg
For credit (business
curriculum)
9-12 22 5 mtgsiwk Team
Randolph 90 mirs/wk
Technical 1 For credit
Center (independent
9-12 3 study) Individual
5 mtgs/wk
90 mins/wk
For credit For credit
8 8 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtgs/wk Team
Sandy River 5 82 mins/mtg 40 mins/mtg
M.S. For credit For credit
8 7 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtgs/wk Team
40 mins/mtg 82 mins/mtg
For credit For credit
1012 11 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtgs/wk Team
45 mins/mtg 45 mins/mtg
; For credit For credit
Spring Valley 1 10-12 19 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtgs/wk Team
H.S. 45 mins/mtg 45 mins/mtg
For credit For credit
10-12 3 5 mtgs/wk Team 5 mtgs/wk Team
45 mins/mtg 45 mins/mtg
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Perceived Obstacles
According to Caperton (2008), as the Globaloria developers constructed their
program, they identified three obstacles which they perceived to be the most daunting to
their plans. Firsttey considered it vital that the students had proper access to the
necessary technology. A second concern idedti#assoliciting business partners and
the third was for recruiting and eating ofteachers for the project.
Technology Access
Technologyaccessvasidentified by the Vérldwide WorkshopFoundationas one
of the obstacles to project implementation. In her report on the first year of the project,
Gl obal oriads founder and president, Il dit C
We st Vi eggndaryiaaddosg standing commitment to educational and
economic improvement, along with its household income statistics, makes it a
perfect pilot state. With significantly lower median household income and per
capita income than the rest of the countigst Virginia represents both an
urgency and an opportunity to close the digital divide. West Virginia, a rural state,
is not yet widely wired; most citizens are not yet using {sigbed internet at
home and therefore cannot develop' 2&ntury skills. Tiey are lagging behind
and need help
Partners in the Project
The second concern identified by @&obaloria: MyGLifedevelopers was the
ability to find willing partners and committed educators. In her report of the first year of
project implementationCaperton (2008) listiseveral groups and companies as

supporters including the Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation, the Caperton Fund,
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Verizon, the West Virginia Department of Education and the Arts, the West Virginia
Center for Professional DevelopnieWest Virginia University, Marshall University,
Edvantia, and the West Virginia Department of Education. While the faculty and students
of West Virginia University and Marshall University assisted in researching the project,
the Benedum Foundation, taperton Fund and the West Virginia Office of the
Governor joined with Verizon to provide funding. The intent stated by the WWWF was
to raise enough money for the kiokf and then to turn over the program to the West
Virginia Department of Education fotadewide distribution after a successful pilot
launch and two years of successful operation.
Educator Preparation

In order to secure and retain teachers foiGhlabaloriaprogram Caperton (2008)
detailed the steps taken by B&baloriaprogram develogrs. The WWWF planned to
provide staff development to participating teachers before and during the launch of the
program. Their plan called for ten training workshops including three-ohatfaceto-
face and seven virtual trainings. A focus on collabonaand community building was
stressed, with educators acting as informal mentors for one another. The plan also called
for the educators to participate in both
resources and the support of the participant

The developers intended that the trai
what they would be asking the students to do in terms of learning and applying
technology, and practicing their planning and collaboration skills. This model also called
uponthe teachers to develop many of their skills independerntugih the course of

their training and the subsequent launch of the program with their students. Ftee face
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face workshops were described as critical for establishing the online community and
relationship between the foundation and the educators. The virtual training sessions
provided motivation for the educators while allowing a cost savings to the program. For
their participation in the program, lead educators received $3000 and supporting

edwcators received $1000. The stipends were seen as a means for the program to demand
performance and commitment from the educatGegperton, 2008)

In reviewing the first year of the project, the World Wide Workshop Foundation
determined that there weobstacles for the educators which needed to be addressed.
Sufficient time was not available in the daily schedule to participate Hheskléarning.

The educators found that they needed more support initially than had been planned. The
progress reportsedeloped by the educators did not focus enough on their own learning

and teaching. The community of educators in the project did not develop to the extent

that the developers had hoped, as the more experienced educators did not connect with

and mentor theiless confident colleagues. It also became evident that the requirements

for completing the program and securing the promised stipend were not clearly

understood by all participants and that even the most successful educators needed to

improve theirmetacds of i ntegrating content area | eé¢
projects (Caperton, 2008).

Whil e Global oriads developers identifie
critical to the success of the progrartechnology access, partners and instousit
schoolprincipalswere not targeted for initial involvement with the project. Whether that

omi ssion has had any i mpact on Gl obal ori ab
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stated that instructional support from schphcipalsandadministratorsvaslinked to
successful school implementation of the project.

The outcomesought in technology projecigereii c o mp|l ex and not en
captured by traditional educational measur
the Rand Corporation to gucevaluation of such initiativéBodilly & Mitchell, 1997).

Among their recommendations for appropriate evaluation critexr@changes in student
outcomes, both short term and long term, and the adoption of multifacetedcpgs to

analysis that provide evidence beyond that generated by the project itself. Consistent

with that recommendation, the research reported here suppésitienivork being done

by the Globaloria resear ch suisiboh ¢f specfig ar di ng
technological skills and contemporary learning abilities (CLAS).

Reynolds & Caperton (2009) defoheontemporary learning abilities or CLAs as
21% century skills that students will develop from participation in the Globaloria program.

Six CLAs have been identified for tii&dobaloriaparticipants:

1. invention, progression and completion of an original digital idea (for an

educational welgame or interactive simulatipn

2. projectbased learning through online project management in abaged

networked environment

3. publishing and distribution of setfreated digital media artifacts (using wikis,

blogs and websites)

4. sociatbased learning, participation and exchange in a networked environment

(crossage and classxpertise)

5. informatiorbased learning, purposeful search, exploragteond
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6. surfing websites and experimenting with web applications and tools.

Reynolds & Caperton (2009) stdtinat these CLAsvere more focused upon
problemsolving in technology environments thaere more tradibnal technology
skills. They also hypothesid¢hat these CLAsvere thought to be transferable to work
and learning contexts which participants will encounter in the future.

Projections from the World Wide Workshop Foundation indatétat the
programwas tobe in 22 West Virginia schools during the 288®10 school year,
serving over 1000 students. The pleas to eventually implement the program state
wide. Globaloria vasalso customized and integrated into the daily curriculum of The
East Austin Cdége Prep Academy, a new charter school established by Southwest Key
in 2009 in TexagWWWF, 2009)

Need for the Study

This study propogskan investigation oGlobaloriafrom a different perspective
and with dual but interrelated foci. The initial focusnsistent with the grounding of the
project in constructionism which is itself grounded in constructivist thinking, ind@we
examination of the effects, if any, Globaloriaon t he parti ci pating st
performance in other curricular or-carricular contexts (e.g., course grades/GPA, test
scores, class rank, attendance and other such dedald®e collected through the West
Virginia Educational Information System and for which conseagobtained), both prior
to participation inGlobalaia and after. This analysggermitteda preliminary answer to
the question of whether participation@tobaloriaimproveds t udent sé6 over al |l

performance and assstin the preparation for the second focus of the siutihe
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perceptions of prinpals in Globalorigparticipating schools toward tli&obaloria
project.

Collecting the perceptions of principals whose scha@® participating in the
Globaloriai ni t i ati ve and investigating participa
contexts to diermine whether the Globaloria Program ezéeny influence, positive or
negative, upon student performance progidaluable informatioror principalswhose
schools are approached to participate in subsequent years in this or a similar program.
The Word Wide Workshop Foundation integdito continue to expand their distribution
into additional schools: AWe want to take
(Darst, 2009) The WWWF further announced that, in order to achieve theirtlgsc
the World Wide Workshop wouldork with their partners to 1) increase the number of
participants each year, reaching 3500 high school students by 2013 by expanding the
program and thus reaching additional educators througprofessionatdevelopment
compaent; 2) further develop the Globaloria online platform, curriculum and associated
evaluation rubrics to improve mathematics, science, reading , writing &retlry
skills; 3) introduce the Globaloria platform to be implemented in core content ¢aiircu
public high schools, including in English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, Social
Studies and Technical and Career Tracks (I. Caperton, personal communication).

The epistemological elements®fobaloriapresentéda unique opportunity for
investgating the efficacy of constructivism in a new environment: the technology
laboratory. If itcouldbe demonstrated that students participatinglobaloriahave
acquired skills that have led to improved performance in other academic outcomes, the

use of energing technologies to facilitate constructivist learnirayila have acquired
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some much needed evidence. With these two components serving as the foundation for
the investigation, the following broad questiovereaddressed in order to prepare as
thoroudn an understanding as possible of the academic imp&ibbéloriain order to
guide principals who will be making decisions regarding the implementation of MyGLife
or similar programs in their own schools.
Research Questions

TheGlobaloria: MyGLifeprogam was designed to allow students to develop
skills in game development and global awareness in the context of a pilodrech
learning project (Reynolds & Caperton, 200%heorists Jean Piaget, John Dewey and
Lev Vygotsky saw learning as a product ofiee participation and creation, not by
simply listening or observing. Vygotsky and Dewey specifically cited the social
interaction of learners as being central to the acquisition of skills and knowledge.
Vygotsky, however, added the element of cultue=,(how it shapes thinking and
provides the Atools of intellectual adapta
information or knowledge) to the concept of interaction, amaét because of this
combination of cultural tools with the social aspddearning that this study rda use of
the work of Vygotsky (1978) as its primary theoretical lens. By examining the MyGLife
project through the I ens of the Vygotskyods
the skills acquired in the project maytbensferred to other contexts and content areas.

1. Do the skills acquired by students in tBkbaloriaprogram enhance

outcomes in other academic contexts?
2. What do principals perceive to be the purgspef Globaloria?

3. What do principals perceive to beeir role(s), if any, irGlobalori&?
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4. What do principals perceive to be the berfgfiif any, of having the program

in their schools?

5. What do principals perceive to be trability(ies), if any, of having the

program in their schools?

Research questiol wasaddressed through an examination of extant academic
records for which consent ttheen obtained by thlobaloria: MyGLifestaff. Research
guestions 2 throughwereaddressed through surveys and foHopvqualitative
interviews with principals athe participating schools.

The Globaloria: MyGLife program was designed to allow students to develop
skills in game development and global awareness in the context of a piodderh
learning project (Reynolds & Caperton, 2009). As discussed in fulhapt@r Two, this
designwas consistent with the perspectives of Piaget (1958, 1970, 1980), Vygotsky
(1962, 1978, 1981, 1982, 2004, 2007 and Dewey (1916, 1938, 1964), who saw learning
as a product of active participation and creation, not by simply liggeminbserving.
Vygotsky and Dewey specifically cited the social interaction of learners as being central
to the acquisition of skills and knowledgewlss because of this reliance upon the social
aspect of learning that the studydeaise of the work dfygotsky and Dewey as the
primary theoretical lenses for this study. By examiningGlabaloriaproject through the
lens of the constructivist theories of Vygotsky and Dewey, this study attempted to
determine whether the skills acquired in the project beagransferred to other contexts

and content areas.
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Operational Definitions of the Variables

Outcomes in other academic contexferedto student academic grades and
achievement test results as well as behavior interventions and attendance eéatahRes
guestion wasaddressed through an examination of extant academic records for which
consent hdbeen obtained by th@lobaloria: MyGLifestaff. Research questions 2
through 5 vereaddressed through surveys and foHoprqualitative interviews with
principals of the participating schools.

Purposés) of Globaloriareferedt o t he program devel oper s
Wide Workshop Foundation) goals or objectives for students iGliblgaloriaprogram.

Principals role(s) inGlobaloriareferedto the ddies and responsibilities
expected of the parti cGlghaldriapmgzams c hool s6 pr i

Benefi{s) of having the program in their schoolsferedt o pr i nci pal s6 p
positive outcomes experienced by the schools participating @ldi@loriaprogram.

Liability (ies) of having the program in their schootseredt o pr i nci pal s o
perceived negative outcomes experienced by the schools participatingsioliadoria
program.

Methods

Educational researchers rely upon two major primasgasch methods to conduct
their work. Quantitative methods encompass the collections of numeric data and are used
to explain, predict and to sometimes control phenomena which interest the researcher.
Rather than relying upon numeric data, qualitativearesefocuses upon comprehensive

narrative and visual data in order to gain insights into a particular phenomenon.
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Educational research can use either of these research methods individually, or can
combine elements of both into a mixegkthods studyGay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006)

In order to more fully assess the effects of the Globajoriao j ect 6 s
implementation on the pilot schools, it was determined that a rnretdods study
should be conducted. While this stugsedquantitative methods to analyzeigént
academic data as it reldt® the effects of the project, if any, upon student outcomes,
this approachid not lend itself well to understanding the perceptions of school
principalswho werecharged with discerning the effects and benefits of toggrupon
their schools. Itvastherefore necessary to use qualitative methods, in the form of
document analysis, survey, and interviews to examine the research questions relating to
the perceptions of the principals.

Limitations

As is commonly the caseith mixedmethod studies, limitations teedto be
more numerous than with studies incorporating only a single method. In this study, there
were limitations to both the quantitative and qualitative components. The quantitative
limitations appled at the shool, administrator and student levels.

First, while the 11 schools examined in this study repredéme total population
of Globaloria: MyGLife in West Virginia, theneere nonetheless only 11 schools and all
were obviously in the same state. Consequel vy, t he st udbheds finding
generalizd to the implementation of the program in other states or in schools with
different demographics.

Second, the use of a researetieveloped survey fqrincipals responses to

which were acquired through aB-reported questionnaire, constitdte limitation.
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According to Kerlinger and Lee (2000) such instruments are necessarily limited by the
accuracy of participantsd responses.

Third, any increases in Globaloria stud
Globaloriamayhavesimply beena result of intellectual maturation of the student.
Likewise, it is possible that the participating students were engaged in other curricular
reforms implemented by the school or district that may also have led to academic
improvement.

The remaining limitations of this studyere those typically associated with
gualitative approaches to research. The findmgslimited to understanding the
perceptions of specific schoptincipalsrather than being generalizable to thegéa
population of principals in the state.should be notethat asGlobaloria: MyGLife
remairedin its pilot phasethe participatingprincipalswereindividuals who were likely
identified, at least initially, as receptive to technology initiativéss Thay indicate a
predisposition thatvasnot generalizable to glirincipals In addition, while the
researcherds own experi enccaecasausedempahfyool ad
and providd an experiential background to be effective in eligtamd understanding
princi pal s 0oufualsobeeviewed as @ Bmitationtin thatnés a potential

source of bias
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As was noted in the previous chapter, this investigation of the Globaloria
initiative had two interrelated foci: the effect(s), if any, of Globaloria on the participating
student s6 academi c per f-ourrioulamcontexts (eg., courbee r c u
grades/GPA, test scores, class rank, attendance and other such data asestzé antl
for which consent was obtained by the Globaloria staff) and the perceptions of principals
in Globaloriaparticipating schools toward the Globaloria project.

In order to explain the foundations and development of the Globaloria program,
this review of the literature first situatighe initiative in the mission of the Partnership for
21% Century Skills (P21) and the changes made by the West Virginia Department of
Education (WVDE) to its goals and policies as a result of its association witfiR21.
use of technology in school from the viewpoints of both technology integration
advocates, who encourage wider and better utilization of technology in schools, and
technology skeptics, who urge caution in the overreliance upon that same techvesogy
examined next. That discussioastollowed by a brief look at projediased learning,
consistent with Globaloriads i mplementatio
need. The chapter concluti&ith an examination of the various and complementary
theoretical frameworks, including constructivism, constructionism, and activity theory,
that are relevant to the analysis of the Globaloria project, with a particular emphasis on
the latter.

The Changing Workforce and the Partnership for 22 Century Skills

With the increased emphasis from both the commercial and education sectors on

technological skills in the workforce it mightive beerexpected that the achievement
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level of students should also increase. While the educational level of the watker ha
been rising anavas predicted toontinue to do so in the foreseeable future, the
achievement test data for the same individuals showed only an average level of
proficiency.

Students in the United Stateerepreparing for jobs which differ from those tel
by their predecessors. In 1967, production of material goods, such as automobiles and
chemicals, and delivery of material services, such as retailing and construction, accounted
for approximately 54% EKéarmarkhr& Aple) 200/dldbseSt at e s
industries had shifted by 1997, by which time information products, such as computers
and software, and the provision of information services, such as telecommunications,
accounted for 63% of the count yonkrmatioronomy .
serviceshad riserfrom 36% to 56% of the econonfarmarkar & Apte, 2007)

In a survey conducted to determine the skills that employers consider vitdl to 21
century workers with a four year college degree, the top skills were professionalism,
93.8%, teamwork, 94.4%, and oral communication, 95@&snesLotto & Barrington,

2006) The same survey ranked skills important to high school graduates as
professionalism, 80.3%, teamwork, 74.7%, oral communication, 70.3%, ethics and social
responsibity, 63.4% and reading comprehension, 62.5%. The survey had a relatively
small response rate of only 4.8@asneilLotto & Barrington, 2006)

The United States Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) has
tracked the rates of growth of the UnitStates labor force and made predictions based
upon their data. The BLS indicatthat between 1950 and 1960 the labor force in this

country grew by a rate of 1.1%, followed by a growth of 1.7% between 1960 and 1970.
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An increased growth rate of 2.6% wasaorded between 1970 and 1980, which the BLS
attributed to the bablgoom generation joining the labor force. The rate of growth has
decreased steadily to a rate of 1.6% from 1980 to 1990 and 1.2% fror20Q00
Between 2000 and 2015, the rate is preditdediop further, to 1.0% growth. Finally, the
BLS predicts that the rate of growth of the United States labor force will drop to only
0.2% between 2015 and 2025 (U. S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1).

In the decade from 1998 to 2Q@Be BLS observed that 10 occupations were
predicted to add more than approximately 5 million jobs to the United States labor force.
The top occupation from this list was that of systems analyst which was predicted to add
a total of 577,000 position8LS, p.9). During that same period of time, the BLS slate
that 5 of the 10 fastest growing occupations are computer related. These positions
included computer engineers, increasing 108%, computer support specialists increasing
102%, systems analysts, incsgay 94%, database administrators, increasing 77%, and
desktop publishing specialists, increasing 78%S, p. 8).

I n 1983 a report titled AA Nation at Ri
Commission on Excellence in Education, whose membership included Gardner,
president of the University of California, Yvonne W. Larsen, past president of the San
Diego City School Board, as well as other representatives of pulbR¢ kigher
education and busines$he work addressed the perceived decline of Araaric
supremacy in the world: AOur once unchall e
science, and technological innovation is being overtaken by competitors throughout the

worl déThe educational foundations org our s
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tide of mediocrity that threat@aisnhalour very

Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)e response of the nation to this report
was to push for more businesslike results from our schools, primarily iortheof
standardized test results. In order to achieve higher scores and to encourage productivity,
an effort began to include more technology in classrq@uban, 2002)

In response to these changes in both the workforce and the workplace, a group of
bushess community members, education leaders and policymakers formed the
Partnership for Z1Century Skills (P21) in 2002. Based in Tucson, Arizona, this
advocacy group stadehat their intentiorwasto transform education to meet the
changing demands ofetworkplace Several companies have placed members on the P21
Board of Directors including Adobe Systems, American Association of School
Librarians, Apple, ASCD, Atomic Learning, Blackboard Inc., Cable in the Classroom,
Cisco Systems, Corporation for PubBroadcasting, Davis Publications, Dell Inc.,
Education Networks of America, Education Testing Service, EF Education, Ford Motor
Company, Gale Cengage Learning, Hewlett Packard, Intel Foundation, JA Worldwide,
K12, KnowledgeWorks Foundation, Learning.cdmaarning Point Associates, LEGO
Group, Lenovo, McGravidill, Measured Progress, Microsoft Corporation, National
Education Association, Oracle Education Foundation, Pearson, PolyVision, Scholastic
Education, Sesame Workshop, THINKronize, Verizon and WgeBeneration. Joining
the Partnership as strategic partners were the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO) and the International Society for Technology in Education (I§BEpership

for 21% Century Skills Board Members)
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P21 stated that edu@an for students preparing for the*2dentury workplace
Sshould connect to the studentso6 | i(PHs and
Learning for the 21st centurp, 7). The group also statehat the key elements of a
quality 2" centuy educationverean emphasis on core subjects, emphasis on learning
skills, use of 21 century tools to develop learning skills, teaching and learning iffa 21
century context, teaching and learning froni 2éntury content, and finally using 21
centuy assessments to measuré @dntury skills(P21, Learning for the 21st centupy,
8-14).

Despite this impressive array of collaborators, P2inwd met with universal
acceptance in educational circles. A panel discussion was convened in Februaby, 2009
Common Core, a neprofit group that supports a full core curriculum. The panel was
comprised of researchers, historians and policymakers, including E.D. Hirsh, Jr., Diane
Ravitch, Daniel Willingham and Ken Kay, founder of P21. Members of the panel
expressed concern with the P21 approach to learning and warned that unless states
involved with P21 ensure that all their studemésealso receiing a thorough foundation
of content knowledge along with the focus ofi' 2&ntury skills, the studentgould be
unable to develop the higherder thinking skills that the P21 group espouses. Some
even poinédout that the current emphasis on skiissmerely a continuation of a long
standing debate between those who favor academic content and those who ifisefer sk
development as the primary purpose of educdtawchuk, 2009)

When the state of Massachusetts introduced its initiative to focus ufon 21
century skills in November, 2008, a verbal battle commenced between advodates an

opponents in commentariesTihe Boston GlobeéOpponents feared that the ratification
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of the Partnershipds goals would | ead t
and instructional standards. Thésplgaads
would serve to supplement both the standards and the assessmen{Sgstehuk,

2009) Di ane Ravitch, a research professor
nothing new in the proposals of the*adentury skis movement. The same ideas were
iterated and reiterated by pedagogues across the 20n t (Ravitcly, 2009)

Daniel T. Willingham, a professor of psychology at the University of Virginia,
Charlottesville challengkthe idea that analytical and critical thinking skills can be
developed without a proper grounding in content. He arthed the teaching of such
skills wasinseparable from the teaching of core content, @wasin fact the content
which allowedstudents to ®gnize problems and to recognize which critical thinking
skills should be used to solve théwillingham, 2009) E.D. Hirsh, professor emeritus at
the University of Virginia, continwgthis line of thinking and po®tithat crtical
thinking skillswould not transfer from their original context to workplace situations
unless thergvasa strong linkage between the content and the developing skills. Hirsh
further contenddthat the premise of the Partnershigsthat once the amgical and
critical thinking skillswereacquired, theyvereeasily transferable to other content areas
and situationsvasa fundamental error in reasoning as well as a fatal (i#ivech, 2009)
According to Dewey (1964), meever, learningvasan application of prior knowledge
and experiences to new situations.

By the time these concerns were raised, the state of West Virginia was already

fully involved in its work toward meeting the goals set forth by P21. Following tivghir

of Dr. Steven Paine as West Virginia state superintendent of schools on July 1, 2005, the
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state moved to formalize its involvement with RRlest Virginia Department of
Education, 2008p. 1). On November 14, 2005, Governor Joe Manchin and his wife
Gay e Manchin officially announced their
West Virginia succeeds as a citizen, worker and leader in the 21n t (WWDE)
2005)

Dr. Pane put forwardour initiatives for the West Virginia public school sgst
to address the goals shared by the WVDE and P21. First, the state would redefine the
vision of the school system in that a graduate would have competencécengdry
content, skills and tools. Second, high quality assessments would be devel@gs¢di® t
skills students were to be gaining. Third, support systems would be created and
strengthened to assist in the proposed chafgesh, barriers to change would be
removedWVDE, 2008,p. 5).

In March, 2006, groups of West Virginia teachers wetbegad to redesign the

West Virginia content standards and objectives (CSOs). These teachers, who had been

identified as masters of their content areas, were trained on not onlytBe@ury

Initiative, but also the assessment of Depth of Knowledgek(DiDthe objectives. These

teachers reviewed national and international assessments and wrote both the CSOs and

performance descriptors. These CSOs were reviewed by the P21 group, as well as by Dr.

Norman Webb of the University of Wisconsin, who spediiffcaxamined the DOK of

each objective. Dr. Webb then made recommendations to increase the rigor of different

objectives to improve the CSOs for each grade level. Finally, a third review was

conducted by Dr. William Schmidt of the University of Michigam. Bchmidt reviewed

the CSOs to determine their alignment with the TIMSS frameworks. The final version of
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the CSOs was approved by the West Virginia state board of education on July 1, 2008
(WVDE, 2008,p. 29).
Instructional guides were subseqtigigenerated to promote changes in the

i nstructional process. Using the fAFramewor
K-12 educators gathered to create lessons which they judged to be both high quality and
user friendly. These lessons were to be $eduon the use of formative assessment to
monitor learning, and the process yielded at least four instructional guides per grade
level, which were made available on the Teach 21 Web site in November(PZ2107
2008,p. 31-32).

Standards were also reevatied for learning skills and technology tools. In
March, 2006, another group of West Virginia teachers were gathered and trained in the
21% Century Initiative and DOK of instructional objectives. This group was chosen based
upon their expertise in techrogly, curriculum and instruction at specific grade levels in
elementary, middle and high school levels. Based upon the national standards of ISTE
and P21, state policy 2520.14 was organized around three standards and associated grade
level objectives. Thetandardsvereorganized around the standards of information and
communication skills, thinking and reasoning skills and personal and workplace skills.
The standardaeresupported by programmatic objectives for grades Pre¢rades 31,
grades 8 and grdes 912 (WVDE, 2008,p. 30).

The WVDE determined that technology integration specialists (TISs) were
needed to assist in the integration of the need&a&ttury skills and content. So a
professional development program geared to train and certifwidSsleveloped. The

program encompassed forty hours of professional development and certified the
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specialists to work with classroom teachers in designing new classroom teaching methods
and instructional process@®21, 21 century skills in West Virginiap. 2).

Recognizing that the change process would require leaders knowledgeable of the
technology integration process as well, the WVDE also created the West Virginia
Institute for 2% Century Leadership. Participants in this program were provided with
twelve intensive days of professional development over the course of a year during which
they were i mmersed not only in the AFramew
change process and change leadership. Following a year of training in betihface
and online professional development, the participants were to present their work, in the
form of electronic portfolios, to their superintendents as part of the yearly evaluation
process.

Teachers were also included in the training efforts indha bf the West
Virginia Teacher Leadership Institute (TLI). Teachers gathered for staff development in
21% century skills and problem based learning (PBL) for one week in the summer with
follow up sessions to be delivered by webinar at various timesghowt the school
year. It was intended that these teacher leaders should return home and train others in
their schools and counties.

Professional development was also targeted toward members of the WVDE staff
as well as members of the local Regional EtdoneService Agencies (RESAS) serving
West Virginia. This professional development lasted for nine days over antlorgé
period and provided training on the perceived urgency for change and the six components

of 21* century learningP21, 2% century &ills in West Virginia,p. 2).
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In terms of what high schools negtto havebeendoing to address the needs of
21% century learners, P21 outlidiéhree fundamental ideas which thegt dot believe to
have been fully considered in our schools. Firstettareresults that matter to
graduates which go beyond the traditionally accepted measures of grade point average,
achievement test scores, class rank, etc. These resultd telegadiness for success in
the workplaces of the 2century. Second, theationneeded taedefine rigor as it
applied to high school to include not only the traditionally accepted curricubwinalso
mastery of 2% century skills and content. Finally, high schools should be redesigned to
utilize 21 century skills fully inegrated with core academic subjects in order to more
thoroughly prepare students for the challenges they will face in the workp2te
Results that mattep. 2). These three fundamental ideasedsipon a single
foundational claim that has beenrepead f or so | ong that itds a
of Americads schools no | onger hold an edg
Educational gains in other countriesydsargued, have begun to equal or at least
challenge the successes previously attebtd the United States educational system on
such indicators as the TIMSS study and the PISA testing. Advantages in creativity and
innovationwereno longer the sole province of the United States (P21, 2006).
Moreover, the nature of the workplace, the work&yrskills and available jobs
waschanging. Advancements in training and education in other countries in the
international community have seen the advantages of our workers dejprectae
global marketplacéP21, 2006) As a Rand Corporation reportole r v e d AThe ski

the workforce will increasingly be the defining characteristic that determines the extent to
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which an economy can develop and exploit new technologies and compete in the global
marketplace (Karoly & Panis, 2004

Theseeventssede t o foster a climate of change
schools. The increased emphasis oh@htury workplace readiness and a renewed
emphasis on technology usage caused schools to begin reexamining existing programs
and lookingfor programs which wald address both workplace skill development and
technology. When the Globaloria program was recommended to pilot schools by the
West Virginia Department of Education, participation may have been viewed as
mandatory.

Computers in Classrooms

In 19961997,it was estimated that 65% of school districts in the United States
would find it necessary to increase the amount budgeted for school technology
(Association of Computer Machinery, 199&his spending was anticipated to reach $4.1
billion that year, with$92.70 being spent per student. This figure was predicted to
increase to $9.5 billion total in 20E006(Angelo, 2002)

In the New York City public schools, approximately $300 million was spent on
instructional technology in the 20@% school yeafGelring, 2005) That same year, the
Los Angeles school system allocated $4.5 million, as well as $5.5 million the district won
through competitive federal grants in 2004 to improve the teaching of science and
mathematics using technology. Rather than progitiichnology for students, it was
noted that the equipment purchased was used primarily for analyzing student

achievement data and then aiding in the adjustment of teaching to respond to the analysis.
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Cuban (2002) descrideeducational technology as wodjyuunderutilized and
primarily used to supplement traditional classroom instruction. Heddiskee questions:

1. In schools where computers are readily available, how do teachers and

students use the machines in classrooms for instruction?

2. Have teachingrad learning changed as a consequence of two decades of
heavy promotion and investment in computers and other technologies? If so,
what explains the changes? If not, what explains the stability?

3. Has the investment in computers and other technologies h@émtive cost?

(p- 19)

Bringing the hardware and wiring into the school, once perceived to be the
greatest obstacles to technology integration in education, has indeed taken place.
However, itwasbecoming increasingly evident that the main obstacle sontlovement
had been the failure of teachers to know how to incorporate technology into their
classrooms and teachifigunya & Koehler, 2006) Though work to address this skills
deficit hal taken place, somelfeherewasstill a need to develop a framerkdhat
unified the theoretical and conceptual ideas that would work across most classroom
settings.

[ An] atheoretical perspectiveénot only

computers, but also seriously limits our vision of what might be acceheali

with computer technology in a broader social, cultural, or educational context.

Until we examine the impact of computer

perspective, we will continue, myopically and unsystematically, to define the

isolated pieces of theuzzle in our separate classrooms and discrete research
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studies. Until we share some theoretical vision of this topic, we will never
glimpse the larger picture that could give our everyday classroom efforts direction
and meaningSelfe, 1990
L.S. Vygotsky (as cited by Moll2004) statel that transfer of school based
knowledge should be sought inside both the minds of the learner and the environment in
which he learad Learning thereforevasa function of prior learning and the situation in
which thatknowledgewascalled into use.
Technology, in the form of computers and the internetde@gome a common
tool in schools. Iwasestimated that 87% of students aged 12 to 17 nodithse
internet, a figure which shadgrowth from 73% in the year 2000lewBay Media
stated thab5% of teens repatithey regularly usgthe internet for social networking
and 81% play online games, a 52% increase since 2000. Estimates thithatite
approximately 328,000 students in grade$Xwere enrolled in online dence
education classes during the 2a102school yeafUnited States Department of
Educationn.d).
Over half of the meevieawedmliddsecostrbcteatheirdi st r i
curriculain anattempt to address the requirement of higher standardathematics,
science and technology skills. Despite these efforts, the Partnership for 21 Century Skills
reporedpoll results indicating that 42% of people surveyed beti¢at other countries
were doing a better job of preparing students for fufoios, while only 13% tbughtthat
the United Statewasdoing better than other countries in preparation effddisers,

2007)
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At a time when itvasreported that spending for instructional technology in
schools hd increased over 300% in tipeecedinghree decades, thenes still
contention as to whether technology use actually imgttwe learning process for
students or hindedit. While most studentaerefamiliar with multiple forms of online
communication, the requirements of the workplackedébr more refined skills than
instant messaging, chat rooms and blogs. Basic computer skills now ththedsbility
to find, decode, evaluate and organize information so thatltibe readily used
(NewBay Media) More often than not, teachexgreaccused of using outdated
techniques and tools in their classrooms, whghd | i tt 1 e r el evance
experiences and lives outside of sch@ihark, 2005)

A surveyfound that though parents consieedigital media skills to be important
to the tuture of students, they nevertheless doubted that digital media could add to skills
in the areas of communications, collaboration and civic responsibility. Three in four
parents surveyed agreed that the proper use of digital media was at least as ldeneficia
studentsod6 future success as were skills
When asked if these digital skills were critical to success in theditury, 83%
responded that they were. When asked if the web assisted in communicattaddatss
however, 67% of parents surveyed replied that it did not. Similarly, 87% responded that
the web did not assist students in learning to work collaboratively, while 75% of the
principalsreported that they did not believe that the web helped swtiebecome more

responsible in their communiti¢eSchoolNews, 2008)
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AUnl ess you change how you teach and ho
really goingtomaked i f f e r e nBoePearimant adarneidteacher now with the
New Technology Foundatn, a nonprofit grougLohr, 2008)

Not everyonavasready to join the rush to declare computers and their

associated technology the means for bringing students to higher academic outcomes.
According to Postman (1992), technologgsactually broughtibout by a need to relieve
anxiety which is in turn brought about by the technology itself. In other wordsewee
being inundated by innovations to make the preceding innovations more readily user
friendly. He warned that those who viegitechnology onlyn terms of its new and
improved usesvereblinded to the negative influences that it may hold. Heed#fiese
people technophiles. In comparison to thesetpcbnology technophiles, one may also
haveidentified the technophobes as those who \ed¥ecmology with a more pragmatic
eye and questi@dthe more undesirable outcomes of relying upon it.

One need only examine the effect of other technological advancements in
education to see some plausible reasons for their hesitation. In 1922, noted inventor
Thomas Edison (cited by Oppenheimer, 2003) predicted that the motion picture would
supplant the use of textbooks in classrooms. Edison also stated that textbooks were only
approximately two percent efficient as they were written at that time. The trantketh
coined a fAvisual educationodo did not emerge

In 1945, the introduction of the portable radio receivetdeWilliam Levenson,
(cited by Oppenheimer, 2003) the director of Cleveland, Ohio public schools radio
station, to announcétat At he ti me may come when a port

common in the classroom as is the blackboard. Radio instruction will be integrated into
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school |l i fe as an accepted educational me d
psychologist B.F. Skinndcited by Oppenheimer, 2003) was so taken with the
possibilities of the medium that he stated
programmed instruction, students could learn twice as much in the same time and with
the same effort as in a standardscar o o m. 0

Armstrong and Casement (20@pressedvorry that most of the emphasis on
technology integration in schoolasactually more a matter of trying to keep pace of
technological change, with academic benefits being relegated to a leweatuit
secondary importance. While the argumesatsmade that students learn more and at a
higher pace with technology and that computer literasyldprepare the students for
lives thatweremore and more influenced by computers, the technophobe® evbiait
the emphasigsvasmore upon getting the latest and greatest computer systems installed
and not upon how theyereactually being used in the classroom settings.

Technology Standards for Administrators

The role of the school principal thalso expanded asresult of the influx of
technology into schools. In 2002, the International Society for Technology in Education
(ISTE) published technology standards for school administrators. These standards
revolved around six primary categories: leadership and visearning and teaching,
productivity and professional practice, support, management and operations, assessment
and evaluation and social, legal and ethical is§¥eang, 2002)

The standards deted specific strategies administrators should use in dader
encourage the appropriate use of technology. In terms of leadership andfersion,

example, the standards statbdt administrators should inspire a shared vision for the
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integration of technology and create and maintain an organizational cultmnécimthat
vision can be realized. Leadevereencouraged to bring all stakeholders together in
understanding and working toward this goal, oversee the development and continued
improvement of a longerm technology plan, and use data to drive importaamnges

and decisiongYoung, 2002) In light of these standardswlasrecommended that school
administrators take an active role in the selection, implementation and monitoring of
technology programs in their schools.

West Virgi ni aoeducaidnaeterdtophe lse af teahrolody o r
schools and the role to be played by the principal. WVDE policy 5500.08 ttate
principals must ensure a safe, efficient and effective learning environment by effectively
using technology téind, retrieve and analyze the appropriate data to guide both long
range planning and daily practice. The same policy alsalstaetechnology must be
efficiently used to promote student learning and staff professional g@vest Virginia
Board of Education, 1997)

As West Virginia began to align its efforts toward the goals it shared with the
Partnership for ZLCentury Skills, a component focused on the school principal was
included in the proposed Framework fof'Zlentury Schoa School Effectiveness. In
that document, a principal was envisioned wiasknowledgeable about utilizing
technology to support learning and who medél1*' century technology skills in daily
practice throughout the schaq@VVDE, We s t Vi ramewaokifoa #scenfury

schools school effectivenegs,1-2).
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ProblemBased Learning

Problem based learning (PBWgsa constructivist learning strategy whicavg
students authentic scenarios to solve in collaboration with peers. The PBL strategy
encourage learners to think through problems systematically and in more detail, and to
apply the knowledge gained during that thought process in other situations. It grovide
learners with instructional mechanisms which encoutaggher order thinking skills and
allowedstudents to work effectively with problems whislerenot only more
meaningful to the students, but may diswe beemnconventional in terms of
construction or conterff seng, Chiang, & Hsu, 2008)

PBL emphasizéthe social interactions which pra\ad for learning from not only
the instructor, but from peers. By utilizing a common computer platform for group
interaction, for example, was possible for individuals to collaborate with one another at
different times and from different locations. PRias also credited with enhancing key
learning skills thatauld be applieahot only in the area of the subject being studied, but
in other pursuits as wellTseng, Chiang, & Hsu, 2008)

Tseng, Chiang & Hsu (2008) recommended that students work in coliabora
teams of between six and ten individuals. These learning teams must reflect upon their
understanding of the issue under consideration, acquire appropriate new knowledge in
order to formulate a solution, and then decide how the new knowteddgtbe sed to
solve the original problem. This learning cycle akalfor the development and
refinement of transferable workplace skills such as problem solving, team dynamics and

communication. In the process of transferfkmgwledge from the individual to the
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group, the information passéhrough three intermediate forms: external knowledge,
shared knowledge and common ground.
Barriers to Technology Integration

Hew and Brush (2007) identified the six primary barriers to full integration of
technology into K12 schools as resources, institutional resistance to change, subject
culture biases, attitudes and beliefs, knowledge and skills and assessment.

The barrier of resourcesasdefined as a lack in one or more of the following
areas: technology, access to tealogy, time for use, and access to appropriate technical
support. The lack of sufficient numbers of computers, limited access to the available
computers or the fiscal inability to have broken machines repaired can severely limit
student access to the appriate equipment.

The knowledge and skills barrier rafedto a lack of specific technology
knowledge and skill, technologgupported pedagogical knowledge and skill, and
classroom management skills related to the use of technology. Instructongevémmt
comfortable with their own skillgrould likely prove hesitant to ask their students to use
those same skills. Professi onalwastheref@d op me n
viewed as vital to implementation of the use of new technology iroteHdkewise, the
attitudes and beliefs of educatevereperceivedasbarriers as well. If educators vallie
technology, itvasmore likely to be used in the school. Ifnasnot valued, then the
oppositewastrue.

Institutional resistance refedto deficits in leadership, school scheduling and
planning. Fox and Henri (2005) found that a majority of Hong Kong teachers surveyed

did not feel that their administrators understood either technology or its vital role in their
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plans to improve student skillgvithout the support of the administration of a school,
scheduling and planning concernswd not be adequately addressed to allow for the
successful integration of technology.

Assessmentvasconsidered to be a barrier in that the reliance on-biigkes
testing ould limit the amount of time available to teachers to explore new instructional
opportunities. The associated emphasis upon basic skills and information giavide
incentive for instructors to stick to more familiar and proven methods ofiatistn.
Therewasalso a shifting of perspective regarding technology from its use as an
instructional tool to its use as a testing facilitator, according to Schneiderman (2004).
Computersvereincreasingly viewed as a means to analyze and store testagteer
than as an instructional vehicle to learning.

Strategies to successfully overcome those barriers inthisleeloping a shared
vision and a technology integration plan, providing scarce resources, changing attitudes
and beliefs, offering directestaff development and redesigning assessmidets.and
Brush (2007psuggestdthat these strategiesuldbe used in conjunction with one
another to alleviate the barriers to technology integration.

In the words of Michael Levine, executive directorté toan Ganz Cooney
Center,

The media landscape has been fundamentally transformed in the past decade. Our

kids are adapting to change at breakneck speed. Adults who nurture children are

trying to catch up to ensure that the new, ubiquitous digitalglielanced and
educational. The scarcity of [highguality research on how these new tools can

be used best is an urgent national priority, especially in meeting the needs of
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children who are traditionally underserved. Everyone must be prepared to

compee and cooperate in our global economy today, so skills like learning to read

and think critically, solving problems, and collaborating with children from other

cultures are now more critical than eyeschoolNews, 2008)

It is hoped that this study canrdribute to the scarcity issue identified by Levine.
Without understanding how new technology can be integrated into the educational
process, itvasunlikely that the implementatiomould succeed in producing positive
outcomes for students.

Relevant Theoetical Lenses

As was noted in the introduction to this chapter, theeeseveral various and
complementary epistemological theories that céxaldeprovided suitable lenses through
which to view the Globaloria project and prowid®me structure to thiavestigation.
Among themwereconstructionism, constructivism, projdeased learning (PBL), and
activity theory. Eachvasexamined briefly in this section, with the theory selected for use
receiving a more thorough explication.

Constructionism

Constrictionismwasthe framework chosen by the Globaloria research staff for
their own research into the effects of the program. Kafai & Resnick (1996) describe
constructionism as a theory of learning which pazlibat learnersveremore likely to
construct n& understanding and knowledge if th@greactively engaged in the creation
of an external artifact, such as the computer games constructed by students in the

Globaloria program.
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Constructionism was developed by Seymour Papert in the 1980s as a means to

address the specific learning strategies which were the most conducive for students to

properly utilize technology and media. The theory of constructionishsdrae

similarities to Jean Piagetods unded st andi

knowledge as something to be created through experience, and not simply transmitted

from teacher to learner. The theonesredissimilar, however, in that while

constructivism stresdehe internal cognitive processes associated with learning and the

specificdevelopmental stages at which they occur, constructionism fibouse upon
the production of actual artifacts such as computer progfiéaiai & Resnick, 1996,

Fosnot, 2005)

Papert studied with Jean Piaget in Switzerland in the 1950s and 1960s, ngodifyi

his constructivist theory to encompass the study of learning with technology. The focus

on product (artifact) rather than prerequisite developmental stagesditmepimary

difference between the two theories. Papert offered this explanation:

Constuctionismd t he Ano word as odpgharese d

construvcitéwi eafmblsearning as O&6bui
throughpr ogressi ve internalization
this happensgspecially felicitously in a contexthere the learner is
consciouslyengagedmonstructing a public
castle on the beach or a theorytttd universe (1991, p.1)

P a p econsst@wdionistheorywasal so compl ement ar vy)

constructivisipphilosoply t hat one must harness a student

for that student to be able to acquire new concepts. Constructioniststadie concept
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of applying existing knowledge the belief that the creation of an artifactedithe
student to deMop a deeper understanding of the particular concept on whighshe
working.
Constructivism

Constructivismi Paper t 6 s Av o Tweteredto g ppobedsdf learping 1)
in which the learner appligorior experience(s) and knowledge to new eventievelop
new understandings. Constructivists cast the student in the role of active participant
rather than passive recipient, believing thatasthe learner who creaté&nowledge.
The learner accesséis current understanding to imbue new situsieith meaning
(Lambert, Walker, Zimmerman, Cooper, Lambert, Gardner & Szabo, 2002)

As a philosophy of learning, constructivism can be traced to thed®ury work
of Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico, who believed that humans can understand only
what they have themselves constructed. A number of others worked with his ideas, but
among the first to articulate the implications of constructivism as it applied to child
development and to classroom learning were Jean Piaget, John Dewey, and Lev

Vygotsky. It wasfar beyond the scope of this study to offer an extensive account of these

theoristsoé work, but a brief explication o
investigation follows.
Jean Piaget

Pi agetds commitment t dediohisapmbintmentasithed t he
Director of UNESCOOGs International Bur eau
decl ared in 1934 that donly education is ¢
whet her violent or gr adwasrdfetoredtoibymaMuasther i , 19
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pioneer of the constructivist theory of knowing (e.g., Beck & Kosnik, 2006; Brief, 1986;
Duckworth, 2006; Lambert et al., 1995; von Glasersfeld, 1990), a title he sometimes
sharel with his contemporary John Dewey.

Piaget's onstructivism grew out of his interest in the psychological development
of children. For him, children's development must necessarily precede their learning and
the developmental stages he identified (i.e., sensorimoteopem@tional, concrete
operatimal and formal operations) he viewed as part of a cycle. Once the ctild ha
mastered the new knowledge and cognitive processes of each stage, téamgve
quickly to the next, pushed by a need to understand or to do somaghngdent skills
would not allow. This need generata state of disequilibrium that requiréhe child to
adapt lis knowledge and cognitive processes to the new challenges.

While Piaget (1978) felt strongly that children must form their own
understandings by being active papamts in their learning, the process of knowledge
acquisition was secondary to the existence of the necessary developmeniatisiage
development precedes knowledge. A child simply cannot acquire a concepashat
beyond Is developmental level. Fdhe most part, Piaget also favored s$eifiated

discovery over social learning.

John Dewey
Dewey, acting from his maxim that A[ a]n
some portion of the world in jdgwowggardyo ( So

relentless reformer of public education arguing that it was too prescriptive, too tied to
tradition, and too unconcerned with understanding how children really learn. It was his

position that education should be an exchdngealialogue between and amongdsmts
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and teachers rather than a ewm@y transmission that renders students impassive
recipients.
Thus, education depended on action for Dewey as well, but for him learning
occured hr ough studentsd creating comdgaanities
together by contributing what they knew, acquiring new information from others,
weighing the new information against prior knowledge, and making a determination to
either accept or reject it depending upon whether it reinforced their prior knowledge or
contradicted it. The latter could be accepted/assimilated if the evidence offered for the
contradiction was judged sufficiently persuasive to resolve it.
Deweyods thinking was grounded | argely i
the basic drives of ganisms. Given that organismsughtstates of equilibrium, he
postulated that individuals too seek to make fundamental adjustments to their
environments which will engender the same kind of balargagticularly cognitive
balance. In this sense, his tkimg ranparallel with that of Piaget on the issue of
disequilibrium. Dewey descridh ow t he fAcheckingd or bl ockin
understanding a new concept or acquiring a new skill) aeaignitive imbalance,
leading the learner to attempt tsoéve it. Prawat (2001) providen illustration:
[A]n individual who was walking through the woods might find his or her way
blocked by a rushing stream. Attention quickly turns to the key question of how to
continue the A to B movement through the woddére 6 gener al princi
action, 06 in the face of the new conting
Various ideas come to mind: jumping over the stream, perhaps, which may be

rejected, or using a log to span the stream, which seems more readonable.
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Dewey's parlance, the principle of action combines with the facts (e.g., the

presence gprojectabldogs) to decide the current course of action. The key

notion here, however, is that arrested action is the occasion for discrimination and

thought. (Prevat, 2001, p. 675)

It wasthe need to cross the strearthe encounter with a new problénthat
generates the disequilibrium thadl k® the subsequent action. The inadequacies of
previous knowledge or skills to resolve the current circumstance rddjatthe
individual act in a different, and novel, way. If, through an internal dialogueguid
create a suitable course of actionwwild have acquired a new skill. If his internal
dialogue produagno viable action and if heasalone on his walk, hevould have to
turn back until he @uld devise an appropriate strategy for crossing the stream by sharing
the problems with others. In either case, a conversationlhmausbccuredin order for
cognitive balance to be restored.

Garrison (1995) vieedthis needfrustratioraction cycle in Dewey's early work
as a basic version of a more sophisticated inquiry model that esmergies later writing.
Inquiry of any sort requikkthe use of existing technology to solve new problems, and for
Dewey the chief tegiology was language.

Lev Vygotsky

A number of theories or hypotheses for rethinking cognitive development and
psychology surfaced in the 1920s and 1930s from the Moscow Institute on Psychology
and Moscow University, most of which were consistent withatbek produced by
Piaget and Dewey. Russian philosophers and researchers also focused on the premise that

the human mind can be understood only within the context of interactions between
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people and between peopl e and adtintetheory mat er i
wasrepresentative of that work amaésespecially useful for the analysis of phenomena,
such as Globaloria, that involdéndividuals interacting not only with each other but with
the tools of their material environments.

Essentially, actiity theory (formally Cultural Historical Activityrheoryor
CHAT) positdthat activities undertaken by individuals with problems to solve or
purposes to achiewgould be conducted through collaboration with others and/or
mediated through the use of theadable tools of the culture which they have learned to
use. Culture, for Vygotsky, da t wo sorts of contributions |
development.First, individuals acquittmuch of their thinking, information or
knowledge from the cultureSecond, they acquidehe processes or means of their
thinking (i .e., the Atools of intellectual
culture. Culture, thereforewasa source of what to think or think about as well as the
source for the various methods dadls for thinking and problersolving. Simply stated,
Vygot skyds perspective was that children a
they inhabit allows them to be. For him, culture outweighed both the developmental
stages proposed by PiagetanDewey 6 s emphasi s on | anguage.

I n addition to his emphasis on the cult
Vygot sky had a companioxn ntad n sdtervued to:p ntelme . iz
was defined as the distance between what a leaowd achieve on Is own and what he
could achieve with the guidance of more capable others, peers or adults. The mascess

someti mes referred to i n(WbsBtueer&Rossesear ch
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1976), the support provided by more competent others fodesawhowvereable to
benefit from the interaction to expand their understandings.

The distinctions between and among Piaget, Dewey and Vygetsigyfor the
most part, more subtle than sharp. For example, all three believed that chideen
naturallycurious andvereactively involved in their own learning. Vygotsky, however,
believed they relied more on their interactions with others than cdisetivery, as
Piaget thought. Vygotsky also agreed with the emphasis on language that inhered in
D e w e yodkshutWwe felt its purpose was more instrumental than developmental (i.e.,
that children usgit to interact with others whmightbe able to assist them with
problemsolving). Still, all three theoristsereconsidered critical to the development of
corstructivism.

Vygot skyods work was chosen as the theor
reasons: his emphasis on how culture infludroagnitive development and his emphasis
on the importance of social interaction in cognitive development. The caiobiné
constructionist (the wuse of Atools of inte
constructivist elements (teams of students
provided by the teacher) in the a@Givitgbal ori a
theory the most suitable choice. Activity
werebest undertaken through collaboration with others and/or mediated through the use

of the available tools of the cultuneasperfectly alignedwithG b al or i ads pur po

51



CHAPTER THREE: METHODS

In theatmosphere of scrutiny focused upon schools under the No Child Left
Behind Act, whichwaslikely to remain in effect in some form,wasmore vital than
ever that school administrators carefully weidhll programs offered within their
schools in terms of the academic benefits to be gained by students. The perceptions of
administrators of the pilot schools for this program were elicited in order to establish the
familiarity of the administrators with éhgoals and effects of tli&obaloria: MyGLife
program, as well as their impressions of the benefits and/or negative outcomes of the
program for students.

The Globaloria: MyGLife program was designed to allow students to develop
skills in game developmeand global awareness in the context of a prodiesed
learning project (Reynolds & Caperton, 2008 mentioned in Chapter Two, Piaget,
Dewey and Vygotsky saw learning as a product of active participation and creation, not
f rom t h esimply listehiagot ocbserving. Vygotsky and Dewey specifically cited
the social interaction of learners as being central to the acquisition of skills and
knowledge. Vygotsky, however, added the element of culture (i.e., how it shapes
thinking and sproofviidnetse Itlheec tiutadoladapt ati ono
out new information or knowledge) to the concept of interaction, amadsbecause of
this combination of cultural tools with the social aspect of learning that this study ma
use of the work of'ygotsky (1978) as its primary theoretical lens. By examining the
My GLi fe project through the | ens of the Vy
to determine whether the skills acquired in the project may be transferred to other

contexts and coant areas.
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Methods

Educational researchehnaverelied upon two major primary research methods to
conduct their work. Quantitative methods encomp@s®e collections of numeric data
andwereused to explain, predict and to sometimes control phenomech wmierestd
the researcher. Rather than relying upon numeric data, qualitative researct @iparse
comprehensive narrative and visual data in order to gain insights into a particular
phenomenon. Educational research can use either of these resehadtsmelividually,
or can combine elements of both into a mixeethods studyGay, Mills, & Airasian,

2006)

I n order to more fully assess the effec
implementation on the pilot schools, it was determined that a rmretdod study
would be conducted. While this research used quantitative methods to analyze student
academic data as it relates to the effects of the project, if any, upon student outcomes, this
approach did not lend itself well to understanding the perceptishool
administrators whaverecharged with discerning the effects and benefits of the project
upon their schools. It was therefore necessary to use qualitative methods, in the form of
document analysis, survey, and interviews, to examine the reseastiogs relating to
the perceptions of the principals.

In considering the research design for this study, the Globaloria Program
Globaloriaand its pilot implementation sites in West Virginia were examined. Of the
fourteen sites, three do not fall withime purview of public, KL2 education. These three
sites represeatla youth treatment facility, a residential facility for youth and a

community and technical college. The remaining eleven sites repdpeiic middle
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and high schools in both urban amdal settings. As one of the primary research
guestions in this study relatéo the perceptions gdublic secondary school
administrators, the scope of the study was limited to include only those siteswenéh
supervised by a traditionplblic secodary schoobdministrator and to exclude those
sites whichwerenot.

The studyusedthe case study method to examine various pilot sites. Using
within-case and crossase analysis tools allowed for the examination of the perceptions
of the school administtors individually and as a group.

According to Yin (2003), researchers can collect evidence for case study research
using six different tools. These research tools include the analyses of documents, archival
records, interviews, direct observation, pap@ntobservation and physical artifacts. Yin
alsostatedthat, in addition to paying particular attention to the six evidence tools
separately, the researcher must adhere to certain overall principles of operation during a
case study. Findings, for exalapmust be supported by two or more sources of
evidence. The researcher must maintain a database of the case study information in which
individual case/school dataemaintained separately, these data must also be separate
and independent from the fingdse study document, and, finally, a chain of evidence
which links the questions being asked to the data collected and any conclusionar&hich
eventually drawn from them must be establisf¥d, 2003)

Invitations to participate in a survey were extetdo thepublic secondary school
administrators involved in the 20@®09 implementation of Globaloria: MyGLife in
West Virginia. This survey (Appendik) was researchateveloped, reviewed by faculty

member s at Marshall Un i dueatiop ant FréfessioGal a du at e
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Development, and responses were requested within-avégk time frame. The surveys
included both Likert scaleype and opeended questions.

The Likert scaleype questions were processed quantitatively, by analyzing
descriptivedata and searching for potential correlations between responses. The open
ended questions allowed for the discovery of emerging categories within the responses.
These emerging categories were used to create individual interview questions for the
administators whose schools were selected for the case study. Bogdan & Biklen (2007)
statel that in qualitative research, interviews may serve as either the primary tool for data
collection or in conjunction with other techniques such as document analysis and
paricipant observation. In this study, they were used in conjunction with the student
academic data and survey responses to create a thorough picture of each case study
school 6s i mpl ementation and each correspon

Document analyes of the materials distributed to the pilot school administrators
and interviews with selected administrators were used to gain a better understanding of
the perceptions of the administrators concerning the benefits and/or drawbacks of the
Globaloria progam in their schools. Documents included public records, personal
documents or other physical materials whigre pertinent to the research study
(Merriam, 1998); thus, in addition to the paper materials distributed to participating
principals, website fiormation and other med@oduced by the World Wide Workshop
and the Globaloria programere includedo help to build a more complete
representation of the information provided to pilot school administrators before and

during the implementation of thegpect in their schools. The public wigagesf the
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case study school s, pagesvene insludeddneghe dosuimena n d
analyses in order to get as broad a range of perceptual deas @sssible.

Student data were examined using pagaahples-tests to determine whether the
skills acquired in the Globaloria project had any effect on the academic performance of
students in their other curricular or-carricular activities prior to and subsequent to their
participation in the program.u@ricular information for which consentdhaeen obtained
included grades received by project participants in their core academic courses, their
WESTEST scores, and their class rankingsc@uicular information included
participant s 0 plnaryreferrdls ihanye Stuendnandes sece ikept
confidential.

Instruments

The study made use of a researatesigned survely the Globaloria

Administrative SurveylrheGlobaloria Administrative Surveytilized both open response

and Likert scale quasns to ascertain the perceptions of school principals wto ha

piloted theGlobaloria: MyGLifeprogram in their schools during the 262809 school

t

e a

year. Questions werefocusedpeci fi cally upon the understa

and objectives as Wes upon the outcomes of the program for students. Data from

student grades as well as standardized test scores were gathered from both the current and

preceding school years.
Qualitative interviews were designed to delve more deeply into the perception
individual administrators as to the purpose and effects dbkbiealoria: MyGLife

project on students. Interview questions were developed following an analysis of the
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results of the&slobaloria Administrative Surveylocument analyses, and student
acalemic records.
Population and Sample

A population of 11 public secondary schools piloted the Globaloria program in
West Virginia during the 2008009 school year. The sample included all 11 public
secondary schools

Data Analysis

Collected data were analyzed using both qualitativeqaadtitative methods.
Responses from the opended questions on tikdobaloria Administrative Survesnd
interviews were examined using a standard emergent category process. Gay, Mills &
Airasian (2006) state that data from interviews may be collected osie of three
methods: note taking during the interview, note taking after the interview, or audio or
video taping of the interview. In order to ensure accuracy, audio taping was utilized
during the interview. The taped interviews were transcribed anttahscripts coded and
then analyzed for common statements or themes between and/or among the participants.
The perceptions of the school administrators being surveyed and interviewed were
examined both individually and as a group.

Bogdan & Biklen (2007)yecommenddthat interviews being tape recorded
should be of a finite duration, limiting the length of time for the interview d&dtite
volume of data to be transcribed. For the purposes of this study, the interviews were
limited to 3Gmi n ut e 6 s Thd timediritialkowed the interview participant to fully
articulate her/his views of th@lobaloria: MyGLifeprogram without generating too

many data to be transcribed efficiently.

57



Student achievement data in the form of grades in the core subjesrial] GPA,
WESTEST scores, class rank and related data (i.e., attendance and disciplinary referrals,
if any) during both the treatment year and the year immediately precediaceit
analyzed using an appropriate analytical methollidingpairedsample ttests.
Achievement test data and eaficourse grades from both the treatment year and the
year immediately preceding itereanalyzed for descriptive data and potential
correlations using SP$8 commercial analytical software program

Validity and R eliability

Gay, Mills & Airasian (2006) defirgtinternal validity of quantitative data as the
degree to which differences in the dependent variablea direct result of manipulation
of the independent variable. As thvgsa norexperimental case studyere vasno
manipulation of the independent variable, waisthere a control group for comparative
purposes. Nonetheless, for the quantitative component of the study, the dependent
variablewasstudent performance on a range of academic activitiesg(istandardized
test, the WESTEST,; grades in core subjects, overall GPA, class rank, and related
academic data such as attendance and disciplinary referrals), while the independent
variablewasparticipation in theslobaloria: MyGLifeprogram. The key mesareswere
student performance prior to and subsequent to participation in the program.

Quantitative validitywasalso commonly understood as the extent to which an
instrument accuraly measurd what it purporédto measure. Th&lobaloria
AdministrativeSurveywas examined by a panel of experts on survey creation and design

from the Leadership Studies department of Marshall University Graduate College of
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Education and Professional Development and edited to ensure clarity of items and
alignment with the rgearch questions.

Quantitative reliabilitywastypically understood as the degree to which results of
the studyweregeneralizable to other groups and/or settiggsce the survey was
researchegenerated and had no reliability history, the reliabdityhe survey was
gauged by the extent to which experts feltatsvalid. Reliability in a study using
researchegenerated instrumentgasnecessarily difficult to achieve. Careful preparation
of the survey instrument, tinhobthegasearch coupl ed
guestions and the survey instrument should have ensured a measure of confidence.

As this study pertained to one specific technology integration projeaig it
prove problematic to generalize findings to other,-redated groups mettings. ltwas
possible, however, that ibald prove relevant in comparison to similar programs that
emphasizé development of technological artifacts in a collaborative environment.

The validity of qualitative research may also relate to the degrekith the data
collected measudavhat the instrument purpedto measure, while qualitative reliability
may be defined as the degree to which the instrument, in this case the interview
guestions, led to the same results when reapplied in the samet edraehfferent time
or in a different but similar context.

Patton (1990), however, stdte hat A[ t] he wvalidity and r
data depend to a great extent on the methodological skill, sensitivity, and integrity of the
researcher (p. 11)0 Pat t on dthatitwabtle researcherpviwhsthé e

instrument of data collection in qualitative research (1990).
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Merriam (199), in fact, argudt hat t he entire notion of
is problematic. That is, studyiqgeople and human behavior is not the same as studying
i nani mate matter. Human behavior is never
assemd qualitative researchevgerenot trying to establish precedents where reliability
wasessential, but that gliative researchers insteadughtto understand the world from
the perspectives of those in it, and whether the results of awardgonsistent with the
data collected (199). Nevertheless, as was the case with establishing the reliability of the
resarchergenerated survey, interview questions were reviewed by experts in the field of
gualitative interviewing in order to address reliability.

The study, thus, blended administrators
guestions with an examinationofpar ci pati ng studentsd academi
derive as complete a picture as possible of the impact @ltmloria: MyGLife
program. It was an attempt to address two related issues: 1) the effect(s), if any, of the
program on student academicfpey r mance and 2) administrator
studens performance data and their relationship, if any, to the program, as well as their
general perceptions regarding the value of having this technology program operating in
their schools.

Limitatio ns

As wascommonly the case with mixadethod studies, limitations tend to be
more numerous than with studies incorporating only a single method. In this study, there
were limitations to both the quantitative and qualitative components. The quantitative

limitations applied at the school, administrator and student levels.
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First, while the 11 schools examined in this study repredém total population
of Globaloria: MyGLifein West Virginia, theravere nonetheless only 11 schools and all
wereobviously n t he same state. Conseqgheently, the
generalizd to the implementation of the program in other states or in schools with
different demographics.

Second, the use of a researetleveloped survey for administrators, responses to
whichwereacquired through a setéported questionnaire, constitdte limitation.

According to Kerlinger and Lee (2000) such instrumeve® necessarily limited by the
accuracy of participantsd responses.

Third, any i ncr eas exemicmperf@mande adtsoeof a st ud
Globaloriamayhavebesnsimply a result of intellectual maturation of the student.

Likewise, itwaspossible that the participating students were engaged in other curricular
reforms implemented by the school or district thaty also have led to academic
improvement.

Fourth, the reporting structure used by
academic data to Globaloria was not uniform. Due to the differences in reporting between
schools, it was not possible to makemparisons between schools anddhalysis
performed within each schasldata determined no significant differences between the
individual studentsdé pre and post program

The remaining limitations of this studyerethose typically assaated with
gualitative approaches to research. The findwmgslimited to understanding the
perceptions of specific school administrators rather than being generalizable to the larger

population of principals in the state.wasalso important to notthat as Globaloria:
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MyGLife remairedin its pilotphasethe participating administratoveereindividuals

who were likely identified, at least initially, as receptive to technology initiatives. This

may haveindicatel a predisposition thavasnot generlizable to all administrators. In
addition, while the researcher 6s od&an exper
source of empathy and proviian experiential background to be effective in eliciting

and understandi ng mightatso bepiewledas a lneation | hati on s

it wasa potential source of bias.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

This study served as an investigation of a pilot technology program in selected
West Virginia schools. Globaloria: MyGLife was designed and directebdeboWorld
Wide Workshop Foundation and focdssn helping students to develop skills in game
development and global awareness in the context of a prdidsed learning project
(Reynolds & Caperton, 2009). There were two foci in the study: whetherpatiba in
Globaloriaimprovdst udent sd0 overall academic perforr
Globaloriaparticipating schools vieedthe goals, objectives, benefits and liabilities of
the project.

Data were collected through the Globaloria Administea®urvey, a researcher
designed instrument distributed to all principals of West Virginia schools offering the
Globaloria program in the 20608 and 20089 school years; through the extant
academic records of participating students for whom consent bacb&ined; and
through interviews with participating principals. The results of each of the data analyses
arerecordedin this chapter.

Instrumentation

The Globaloria Administrative Survey utilized both opesponse and Likert
style questions to ascaim the perceptions of school principals whd paoted the
Globaloria: MyGLifeprogram in their schools during the 2608 and 20089 school
years (Appendix A). Questions were specifi
of t he pr o dgobgeatides asgell ad tree academic outcomes of the program
for students. Extant data from student academic records (i.e., grade point average and

WESTEST scores) prior to and subsequent to their participation in Globaloria, were
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examined for both the awent andoreceedingschool years. These data were gathered by
the World Wide Workshop Foundation (WWWF), who also conducted the consent
process, and made available for use in this study.
Population and Sample

The data presented in this study were abdd from a population of
administrators whose schools piloted @Glebaloria: MyGLifeprogram, (N=11),sample (
n=7), in their schools during the 2608 and 20089 school years, and from a sample of
four schools selected by the Globaloria staff. Thet gidhools included public middle,
high and technical schools as well as two alternative education agencies and a community
and technical college. Of the 14 pilot sites, three represented settings outside the scope
of this study (i.e., they were not pubBecondary schools). For that reason, the three sites
representing the two alternative agencies and the community and technical college were
excluded from this study, leaving 11 sites to participate.

The remaining 11 sites included six public high scbofmur middle schools and
one technical center. Ten of the 11 schedseclassified as rural with the remaining
one classified as urban. Enroliment rashfem 192 to 1203 students with a mean
student population of 657. Class sizes were reported gsgainom 14.6 to 24 students
with a mean class size of 19.68 students. The percentage of students from low income
households rangerom 35.49% to 81.23% with a mean percentage of 50.91%. This
particular statistic addresse he pr ogr am d éringng theg@GobadoGa g o a | o f

program first to students from households with low s@cionomic status (SES).
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Table 1 shows No Child Left Behind Datdnich werereported by all

participating Globaloria pilot schools in West Virginia from the 2087%chool gar.

Table 1
No Child Left Behind Data for Globaloria Pilot Schools 20072008

GD ENR SES \W ATT GR GN DO CS

Clay Co. High 9-12 621 56.2 9952 09358 86.67 130 3.2 223
Man Senior High 9-12 404 44.06 96.29 93.52 80.00 80 54 16.9
Kasson Elem/Middle P-8 192 5156 98.44 98.44 N/A N/A N/A 146
Capital High 9-12 1203 47.46 6550 9537 7295 240 7.0 17.8
Greenbrier E High 9-12 1159 4211 9431 9542 8041 238 7.1 193
Greenbrier W High 9-12 440 52.27 97.05 93.29 87.62 92 52 169
E. Greenbrier Midle 6-8 826 47.82 9588 97.19 N/A N/A- N/A 24.0
Randolph Technical Non-NCLB SchooiNo Data Reported

Sandy River Middle 6-8 293 81.23 100.0 94.32 N/A N/A 1.0 220
Spring Valley High ~ 9-12 1158 35.49 98.45 9508 79.85 218 56 23.3

CeredeKenova M 6-8 271 5092 98.15 97.48 N/A N/A - N/A 19.7

Data reported includegrades served (GD), enrollment (ENR), percentage of
students receiving free and reduced lunch (SES), percentage of white students (W),
attendance rate (ATT), graduation rate (GR), number grady&N), dropouts (DO)
and class size (CS.) Randolph Technical Center is &N@&kB school and therefore did
not report these data.

From the sample of four schools selected by the Globaloria staff to provide
participating st udeeschoslOreparedtieala@itbe r ecor d s,
population of 11 school sites, seven survey instruments were returned by principals for a

return rate of 64%. The principals of all 11 sites were interviewed as a follow up to the
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surveys, for a participation rate of@%. The findings from these quantitative measures
arereported below.
Quantitative Findings

There were three separate sources of quantitative data: the academic data of
participating students for which consent had been obtained by the Globaloria staff, dat
collected by the Globaloria staff on their seéfveloped Contemporary Learning Abilities
(CLASs), and datdrom theGlobaloria AdministratoSurvey distributedo all principals
of schools hosting the Globaloria project. This section repioetfindingsfrom those
three sources.

Student Academic Records
Research Question 1Do the skills acquired by students in the Globaloria program
enhance outcomes in other academic contexts?

This research question focused asts part.i
were made of a sample of four of the 11 schools (identified by Globaloria staff, who also
directed the consent process) to provide grade point averages (GPAS) in core courses
(i.e., English/language arts, social studies, mathematics and science) WESddtes,
class rank and attendance.

Grade Point Average

Difficulties were encountered in acquiring the data (one school simply declined to
do so, despite Globaloriadés request and si
subsequently analyzing the datsed on the multiple formats in which they were
received. Calculating GPAs, for example, turned out to be problematic since some

schools follovedthe traditional severor eightperiod day and others folladthe block
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schedule. It was finally determindait, in the absence of consistently reported data, the
students6 grades could only be compared to
program academic termBhose differences affestihow GPAs were reported, the
former reporedfour grades pecourse (one per each of four niweek periods) and the
latter repotdt wo (one per semester). As a result,
showed two grades for a core course (i.e., a first semester grade calculated by averaging
the firstand secondnne weeks®0 grades and a second sen
averaging the third and fourth nine weekso
a block course). Moreover, in the latter case the records were silent on whether, for
i nstancehownhewafisBa hse result of two-wedkso ass
periods or was rather the average of one i

St u d edividsabgradesn core courses, thus, were entered into SPSS for the
year prior to their participation in the Ghalbria initiative and the year after. Paired
sample ttests were executed on student gradeecords (preand posiGlobaloria), in
the aggregate and per core subject, and no significant differences emerged. Subsequent
paired sampletests isolating thpre- and postdata by sex and then by grade level were
conducted as well, but the results were the sam@significant difference&reen,
Lawsoné& Taylor, 2009)

Attendance

Absences were also reported differently, with some schools sending student
absences per period per day and others showing only per day absences. Class rankings
were provided by two schools, but not the third. Given this lack of uniformity in

reporting the data, entering and analyzing them were necessarily difficult.
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AchievementTests

WESTEST scorewerereported consistently across schools addepresent a
nonpr obl ematic data source related to parti
intent was to examine student academic performance both prior to and subsequent to
paticipation in Globaloria, however, and as-paed posfarticipation analyses would
have required access to the 2@®Btest scores which daot yet been reported to the
districts, those scores could not be used in this study. What remained, thedoof th
planned sources, was GPA.

Additional Data

As was mentioned in Chapter 1, Globaloria staff developed their own method for
assessing studentso6 progress, the Contempo
instrument they devised us&equency on sispecific technological and epistemological
skill areas, reported by students before and after their participation in Globaloria.
Caperton and Reynolds (2009) reported find
frequency of engagement with each of the six €lidentified, with students reporting
increases in the frequency with which they 1) had progression and completion of an
original digital project idea; 2) participated in and collaborated on prbgeszd learning
activities; 3) published digital media; garticipated in sociabased learning; 5)
participated in informatio#vased learning; and 6) surfed the internet for fun. While the
majority of the changes noted were positive, two areas showed decreases in levels of
frequency. Students in the public sedary schools (the subject schools for this study)

showed a decrease in both sotiated learning and surfing for fun.
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Summary

In relation to theResearch Questiorr Do the skills acquired by students in the
Globaloria program enhance outcomes in o#d@ademic contexts? Extant student data
indicated that there was no significant correlation between participation in the Globaloria
program and student grades in other content areas, attendance or achievement test scores.
Gl obal ori ads d sepadteagsearctswhichandichted thaetide Globaloria
program has a positive effect on some of the Contemporary Learning Abilities (CLAS)
and a negative effect on otheffis means that while students did improve CLAs, their
academic performance did riotprove significantly.

Administrator Survey: Development of Qualitative Interview Questions

The Globaloria Administrator Survey was mailed to the 11 public secondary
school principals whose schools participated in the pilot launch @ltimloria
program in West Virginia. Seven of the 11 principals of schools offering the Globaloria
program responded to the Globaloria Administrator Survey (Appendix A) for a response
rate of 64%. Selfeported demographic data included years of teaahpgrience and
years of administrative experience, both of which were used as independent variables in
various analytical processes using SPSS ® version16.0 to generate descriptive statistics,
correlationsand linear regressions.

The first section of theikert-style items on the Globaloria Administrator Survey
(questions 5a, 5b and 5c) related to the a
objectives and overall implementation of tAlbaloria: MyGLifeprogram in her/his
school. The second sectiofhtbe Likertstyle items (questions 5d and 5e) asked about the

admini stratords perceptions of the achieve
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Likertst yl e i tems (questions 5f and 5g) focus:¢

training recered and skills developed by the participating teachers. The fourth section of
the Likertstyle items (question 5h) related to the willingness of the administrator to
continue to participate in ti@lobaloria: MyGLifeprogram and to recommend it to

others.

Principalswere asked to use the following scale: 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=
Neither Agree nor Disagree, 2=Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree. The table below shows
the minimum and maximum scores assignegtuycipals as well as the mean score and
standad deviation for each item. The means of the responses are shown in Table 2.

Table 2:
Means of the Likert-style Questions from the Globaloria Administrator Survey

Min Max M SD

5a. The goals of the Globaloria program ar  4.00 5.00 4.5714 .50210
clear to me.

5b. The specific objectives of the Globalori.  3.00 5.00 4.2857 .71007
program (i.e., what students are supposed

learn) are clear to me.

5c. The implementation of the Globaloria 3.00 500 45714 .73907
program in our location is clear to me.

5d. Qur students have learned valuabl&21  5.00 5.00 5.0000 .00000
Century workplace skills from the Globalori

program.

5e. Our students have learned skills fromtl  4.00 500 45714 .50210
Globaloria program which will allow them tc

be more successful in their other classes.

5f. Our participating teachers received 3.00 5.00 4.4286 .73907
adequate training before beginning the

Globaloria program.

5g. Our participating teachers have gained  4.00 500 4.851 .35504
new technology skills through the Globalor

program.

5h. | would recommend the Globaloria 5.00 5.00 5.0000 .00000
program to others.
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The responses to these Liketyle questions indicadehat the school
administrators who responded had a positive perception of all aspects of the program,
with all mean scores falling in the agreestrongly-agree range. While the minimum
scores were for items relating to knowledge of the specific objectives of the Globaloria
program, the adequacy of training for participating teachers, and the implementtation o
the program at the school l evel , 1t is imp
level in the aggregate.

Means for two it ems'¢entsytwortipdacetsisiéand ear ni ng
recommending the Globaloria program to other administratasgedconsistently at the
Astrongly agr e e @rintipalsfat lespeciallp sironghaabdutrthgm.t h a t

Bivariate correlational tests were conducted on each of the variables in the survey
against each other variable. Where significant correlati@ween and among variables
emerged, subsequent regression analyses were conducted to determine the strength of the
relationship(s). In many, if not most, cases, the regressions attributed only slight
explanatory power to the independent variable. kamgle, the correlation between
administratorso understanding of the goal s
teachers were acquiring new skills from work in the program yielded an adjfsiéd R
only .098, indicating that only 9.8% of the \arce in responses could be attributed to
understanding the goals of the program.

It waslikely that the size of the population affected the statistical outcomes,
making any conclusions about them suggestive rather than conclusive. The amafgses

alsoclustered by variable to facilitate reading.
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There was a significant correlationatfhe . 01 | ev el bet ween

understanding of the goals and her/his understanding of the objectives of the Globaloria

program, as illustrated in Appendix C.
A significant correlation at the .01 level was also identified between the
principal s understanding of the goal s

years of teaching experience, as outlined in Appendix D.

A correlation emerged betweenthhed i nci pal 6s under standi

Globaloria program and her/his understanding of the implementation steps of the

Globaloria program, as outlined in Appendix E.

A correlation was identified between

implemertation of the Globaloria program and her/his perception of improved student
grades in other courses after the Globaloria program, as shown in Appendix F.
Qualitative Findings

Using data gathered from the Globaloria Administrator Surveys returned by
adminstrators of the Globaloria pilot schools, questions were developed for foflow
interviews. All principals of the 11 pilot schools participated in the interviews (100%),
which were recorded, transcribed using voice recognition software, and subsequently
edited using notes taken during the interviews to ensure accuracy. Representative
guotations are provided under each question.
Interview Question #4G|1 obal ori ads academic aspects
naturei that is, the students are leang skills that they can potentially apply in other

scenarios (like collaborative learning, problesolving, etc.). Do you think that
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participating in the prograncan affect he st udent 6s academic out
courses? Attendance? Behavior? Achievertesttscores?
The interviews demonstrated that 91% of the principals with Globaloria in their
schools believe that participation in the prog@animprove student performance in
other academic contexts, although none was able to offer data in suppastpafsition.

One high school principal offered this response:

Absolutely. I'm a firm believer that learning is not static. Learning does not

occur in isolation, students learn things in relation to other things. Every
informationgathering skill, deice, information utilization aptitude or ability or
whatever it is you do, you don't flick a switch and turn off the chemistry when

you leave the classroom. You don't flick a switch and turn off the

English/language arts when you leave the English classemd so on and so

forth é. [ G|l obal orial] cannot help but
improved performance in pretty much all other curricular areas, because the same
skills undergird everything else thyou do in every other area for the higher

order thinking skills, the reasoning and probisatving skills, the motivation.

For the most part our kids said at the
get out of this?6 6lt sucks! 6 61 don''t
couple of weeks, they became inspired to meet the challenges that this program
presented. Once they met the challenge they couldn't wait to tell somebody else
about it. We had kids that struggle just totgetchool. This kind of lit a fire

under them.I know of two kids who probably wouldn't have graduated this year

if it hadn't been for this class. It does things to the inside of the kids, and tells
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them Oyes, |l can! I can do this. |l know
candothisandothr t hi ngs. 6 That doesn't turn c
Imaging [one class in which the students participated in the Globaloria program].
You take it to geometry class, or chemistry class, or English class, or wherever

you happen to be in the building.

A middle school principal agreed:

Oh yes, [Globaloria] most definitely [
It gives them a little bit broader experience and gets them to play with things that

they would not have regular access to in the regldaisroom that they can

utilize down the road. It builds teaming and sharing. With our program, if

someone has discovered a process or way of doing something, they go back and
teach it. Itis the building of a concept. Itis a building block of legand

education. Just like we do in education as principale don't know it all, but

we sure do network and call each other. We did that with this program because it

is trial and error lots of times for these kids and a lot of hard work. Once they do

it, they are so proud to share. |think we as administrators do that. When we put

something in our school, we are real quick to share, and | think that is a positive.

A second high school principal also felt Globaloria has the potential to improve stused

performance elsewhere:

Absolutely. Absolutely. It teaches problesalving skills, and | didn't know this

until I saw it in their presentations. They have to learn a programming language
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andi it was neat if one person had a problem, they carveat as a group. So |

think this can absolutely benefit students in other classes.

Several principals indicated that students are enthusiastic about the program,
which they believed would lead eventually to both improved attendance and behavior for
paricipating students. One middle school principal cited student achievement in his

school:

Some of our students who are sort of laid back with education have gone from
being a 6Cd6 student to an 6AO6 student

andseeing what's out there and [being] given the freedom to do it.

A high school principal addressed the issue of improved attendance and behavior:
| think it can have an effect on attendance if students enjoy what they are doing.
They look forward to cming to school. These kids really seemed to enjoy the
game design that they did. As far as [standardized test] scores, I think it indirectly
could affect those simply through problesolving skills and being able to work
through problems individually and groups. | think it can have an indirect effect

that way.
Another high school principal recounted a specific incident with students:

I'll tell you about behavior as an example. Two students were performing as a
collaborative team, and this is whageyhtold the group when they presented to
parent and teachers. They really didn't like each other. But working together in a
team process allowed these kids to understand each other, and actually became

friends. So yes, | see it actually affecting behatoo.
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Research Question 2What do principals perceive to be the purposg) of
Globaloria?

Interview Question#1What role do you believe technology should play in the classroom?

All of the responses to this question were generally positive in natuee. T
principalsviewed technology as a tool to improving instruction as well as necessary to
studentsod6 success in the future, but one w

One high school principal elaborated:

Technology should play a pivotal rol&@echnology should not supersede the
teacher; technology should not be theslleendall. Technology for technology's
sake is not good, but technology is the vehicle through which many more
educational opportunities are made possible for students. Aldd, gi t a | nati\
as the kids are referred to, had never lived in a world without color TV, cell
phones, PDAs and other such. Technology is an integral part of curriculum
delivery. Itis the way kids live. It is part of 2ds#ntury skills, when kids coe

out of school. They need to have skill sets that will make them attractive to
employers, including being wellersed in technologg§ N ugt technology for
technology's sake, but to teach kids things that they otherwise would not be able
to learn, tdfacilitate kids learning. Technology to provide students with

additional skill sets, etc.

This viewpoint was shared by a second high school principal who expressed some

caution regarding the skills of teachers with technology:
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| believe the technology shld be to help facilitate lessons, to help to augment
what the teacher is doing. Not to be the sole source of the teddhiaigl do
believe. It plays a vital role. We are in thé'2&ntury, and many things these
days require a working knowledgetethnology and our students have it. But
unfortunately many of our teachers do not have enough and they need training

desperately.

One middle school principal, however, offered a cautionary note regarding the current

emphasis on technology:

I've been though the 2% Century Principals Institute, and | think we are throwing
the baby out with the bathwater. Technology is good. It is an addition. We
cannot quit what we've been doing right for so many yearst wholesale quit
what we have been doingdtake on this new initiative. It has its place. But a
lot of what they tell you in Zlcentury is [to] abandon the old and just pick this
up, and that doesn't work. When you go to take your bar exam or your MCAT

test, they are not going to let you @ipe the answers.

Interview Question #2Vhat do you understand the objective(s) of Globaloria to be? Are
they consistent with your view on the role of technology in the classroom?

Responses to this question indicated that interviewees perceived the/prima
purposes of Globaloria to be 1) increasing student interest in learning and 2) developing
21% century skills in order to be more successful in school and the workplace. A middle

school principal provided this summary:
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| would say that the goal of tl&obaloria program would be to teach students
21stcentury skills, advancing their knowledge and the way that they learn things;
also to be able to collaborate with other schools through blogs and, you know,

through phone calls if necessary. It is a leagrexperience students enjoy.

A high school principal reiterated that understanding:

The skills that students are building in théref course the use of technology,

[but also] critical thinking skills and collaboration, not just within the classroom.
They are using blogs and Skype to talk to the folks in New York and Charleston.
And actually at Marshall [University] and various other sites that have the
program in place. Those are the kinds of skills that students are going to need to

be successfuhithe 21st century.

Another middle school principal offered the following:

Globaloria has gotten these kids to utilize their imagination, putting it into-a real
world situation. They are learning teaming; they are learning to go outside of
their own litle personal world to gather more information. Actually Globaloria,
in my opinion, is getting exactly what we are trying to do in West Virginia in
promoting 21stentury learning. | think it is an exciting and outstanding

program.

Another high school priripal was quite enthusiastic about discussing the skills students

are acquiring:
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Globaloria has a philosophy statement, and the idea of utilizing this social

networking software to teach game development and to provide kids with skills
thattheyneedtocmpet e i n the gl obal economy é.
that the research literature says about educatibas projecbased learning; it

has formative assessments; it has authentic assessment. It is about differentiated
instruction and underm@hding by design. It is about 24&sgnturylearning skill

sets. It i s about interpersonal skills
is about being able to lead and being able to follow. It has to do with the

development of probleraolving «kills, reasoning ability, higher order thinking
skills. It has to do with é kids being
large groups, being able to collaborate. Globaloria has all of those features

inherently built into it, and a number of otheatures that | find very, very
appealing and attractive €. [I']f you
would think, O6This is a person who won'
my coll ege transcripts younonabletodo t hi nk,
graduate school . 6 [But] Il have two grad
out in a kid. For a kid who is loquacious and talkative, it kind of calms them

down. Kids who are shy and withdrawn and introverted, it sort of brings them

out, because you have to work with other people. It's remarkable what I've seen
this do é You have kids who want to sta
unheard of in schools anymore. Kids don't like homework, and they don't like

being here period. Th# a hook, because it is so indigenous to who they are, as

they are 6digital natives. 0 They can't
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things we need to be doimgevery classroom so that kids will more readily

embrace education, rather than reject
A third high school principal addressed ho

Gl obaloria is an opportunity to expand
understand how to use software and how to use it in different mediums. Itis a

very creative pportunity for students and a great tebuilding collaborative

opportunity. | had some apprehension, [but] as | have observed this year, | have
seen students get very excited about that aspect and their academics. It expands
student s6 haughiproecesssand atsdtleey are takihg great pride in

what they do. In that result, it does what | think technology should offer the

students; they are just basically getting excited about learning.

Summary
Theprincipalsinterviewed had an overall ptise perception othe Globaloria
program. Theprincipalsindicated that technology should be used as a tool to facilitate
learning in the classroom. The saprancipalsstated that the objectives of the Globaloria
program were to increase student inteireétarning and develop 2Tentury skills in

order to be more successful in the classroom and the workplace.

Research Question 3What do principals perceive to be their role(s), if any, in

Globaloria?
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Interview Question #3What do you understand yowle(s) to be in theGlobaloria:
MyGLifeprogram? Did you feel prepared for this role? Did you have any special training
to prepare you for your role in the program?

Most principalsviewed their primary role in the initiative as one of facilitation
andsupport. Coordinating resources such as time in the school schedule and funding for
software and hardware were mentioned as primary responsibilities, as this interviewee
explained:

Just as anymore, education should be student centered. (It alwayshshauld

beenstudent ent er ed, but it wasn't.) We had

teacher doing their number. Well right now, it is as it should be. The student is

right at the center of the instructional process. | see the principal to beavehy

on the periphery of all of this. My job is to provide support, to facilitate. My job

is to provide resources that will enable teachers and students to have the best

possible environment in which to do those things that they are doing. | see my

roleas a principal, much as | see my role as a basketball official. | am not the
game. No one comes there to see me blow the whistle. My job is to make certain
that for those 10 people on the court, and that [for] the coaches and players on the
bench insié that black line rectangle, [I have] put them in the very best possible
position to have their talents and abilities and skills utilized to their fullest

potential. That is my job as principal: to provide support, resources, and make it

possible for thighing to be in the curriculum here at my school.

Anot her high school principal viewed hi mse
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The training | received was from conversations with the representatives from
Charleston and from Washington, DC. | have fejtngie to be in a supportive
role of the students and the teachés be a presence, to kind of roll up my
sleeves and be there to be a part of what they are doing and to be in that support
role. To make sure they have the resources that they needha@mheen a kind
of support service, so to speak.

A middle school principal described the role a little differently:
We [the principal and teacher(s)] went through some of the training just to get a
feeling of what the children would be doing. | lookvat role as promoting and
encouraging, helping the students to understand where and what they are doing
and how the world is so wide open. 1 like the idea of using a wide variety of
students. It is not alwayke high-performing students that are goirgetxcel in
this. We have a good mixture. Globaloria has helped our school. | think the role
of an administrator is to promote that, to acknowledge success and to promote it

as far as we possibly can.
Summary

Most of theprincipalsindicated that theirqomary role in the Globaloria program
was one of facilitation and support. Coordinating resources such as time in the school
schedule and funding for software and hardware were mentioned as primary

responsibilities.

Research Question 4What do principals perceive to be the benefi), if any, of

having the program in their schools?
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Interview Question #5Are there benefi$) to having the Globaloria program in your
school? If so, what are they?

Of theprincipalsinterviewed, 91% reported observing gog benefits to their
students and/or schools from hosting the Globaloria curriculum. Student enthusiasm and
positive public relations were identified as two particular benefits. A middle school
principal described studentsd reactions;

The students lovie. That is the first thing. You get up for a student who wants

to go to class because they're doing something fun and exciting, because they are

learning at the same time. That is always a plus. When they set down in a class

that has to do the workjis is something different. [There is] something new to
them practically every daysomething different that they are learning. It is not

boring, so to speak.

A high school principal shared his view of

Well, we've gotan awful lot of good press from this program. In fact, on

Tuesday, one of our teams will be going to Charleston to do a presentation of their
results to Dr. Fae and Gayle Manchin, and some others. That is always good. It
always speaks well. Mrs. Capan and the other people from Globaloria have

been here several times in the last two years, and that is always a good thing for a

school like ours.

Another high school principal recounted several assets that accrue with hosting the

program:
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We have a wepage class, and we have benefited tremendously from being in
Globaloria. We have our own-lmouse television studio and some of these kids
participate in that. It gives kids more confidence to participate in other areas,
such as the student council, lborgociety, etc., so you get a distribution out from
the particular <c¢cl ass. The skills these
program, in their presentations they blow people away because these people are
gamers themselves. They know or have atgreappreciation for what it takes to
do that. It has helped us immensely. We had kids taking a class that are in
Digital Photography also, and some of t
has been a good thing. We are going to try to encounage and more teachers
to utilize this. This is something that | feel crosses all boundaries. There are no
limits. You can use this in any curricular area, and that is what we are going to
try to encourage our teachers to do.
Summary
When asked aboutétbenefits of having the Globaloria program in their schools,
91 % of theprincipalsinterviewed reported observing positive benefits to their students
and/or schools from hosting the Globalastariculum. Student enthusiasm, development
of 21% century workplace skills, enhanced usage of available technaadypositive
public relations were identified as particular benefits.
Research Question 5What do principals perceive to be thdiability ( ies), if any, of
having the program in their schools?
Interview Question #6Are there disadvantages to having the Globaloria program in

your school? If so, what are they?
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Principalsindicated that finding the time necessary for the program within the
school schedule was a liability for the program. The ex@ehsome of the required
software and limited computer hardware resources were also reported as problematic.
The availability of staff to facilitate and coordinate the program is also an issue for
schools already facing diminished staffing due to budgettuctions. One high school
principal expressed his concerns regarding staff and resources:

| think probably one of the disadvantages was that the teacher is one of-my top

notch teachers, and it would've been nice if we could have had more than one 45

minute class per day. Also when they got close to the presentation, they [the

students] had to do some afsmhool time. | think the abbreviated time allowed

has hindered the program.

A second high school principal reported ongoing staffing concerns:

Staffing is a probl em. Every year éwe
required courses, and we already have set electives that students have been
accustomed to being able to take each year to finish their career clusters. Itis

very difficult to find someone with a free period, so to speak.

A third high school principal expressed concern regarding the financial costs associated
with the program:
Well, I cannot say there are really any disadvantages, [except] that it is expensive.

It is expensive tthave the proper equipment, and even nsoréo have the latest
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software that is necessary. The software company, and the name just eluded me,

does not give special pricing for schools.

Interview Question #7: Do you plan to continue @lebaloria: MyGLife program in your
school? Why? Why not? If yes, do you plan to make any changes in the way the program is
delivered in your school? no, why have you decided to discontinue the program?

Ten of the 11 principals interviewéadicated that they plan to stnue to utilize
the Globaloria program within their schools despite the difficulties they cited. A middle
school principal who responded in the negative to the question of continuing offered this
rationale:

It took 20 hoursplus a week on it and we droggbit. It was good for what it

does. It just did not fit into our schedule. The teacher we had doing it is working

on the 21" century teachers thing for West Virginia also and it just did not pan

out. They expected the teacher to do too much workwhey have a full load.

It would take a teacher who probably only taught half of her classes and then

dedicated half her time to the Globaloria.

A high school principal indicated that he was amenable to continuing the Globaloria

program in his school neyear:

We do plan to [continue the program], providing the schedule will allow us to do
that. We are currently looking at our schedule for students next year. This past
year, we had a teacher that did not have large numbers of students in class and we
were able to use that [time for the program]. He is very good with technology. If

we have the staffing, we plan to do that next year. We have sent one of our
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English teachers and are sending an English teacher and a special education
teacher to be tragd to hopefully use it in other courses. One is an 11th grade
English teacher and the other one teaches math to learning disabled students, and
they are team teaching. We are trying. Hopefully we'll be able to do it even if we

do not have the one perital donate to the class.

Interview Question #8 Do you have any suggestions you would make to change the

program before rolling it out to other schools?

The responses to this question were varied. Concerns expressed continued themes
from previous questionseiterating financial and staffing concerns and the need for
additional training. A high school princip
suggestion | would make is that the state give us money to hire one teacher specifically
for that aclsacshse déu.l ilntgbsni ght mare. 6 Anot her |

that training forprincipalsin the program is a need:

| just think it's a good idea to educate administrators so that they will know what
the program is, because we piloted the program aeally wasn't sure about it. |
know that an administrator from the board office attended the training, and she
knew what it was all about. | thints necessary that [buildirigvel]

administrators know what the program is and what the benefits ef it ar

A third high school principal addressed the need for different preparation for participating
schools:
The only thing | would suggest is that | think we need to give schools more of an

opportunity to receive some training, professional developmentbd/layittle
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further out on the time frame, rather t
summer before it starts. | know it's difficult to do, but I think there should be

some introductory things taking place, maybe some observations. Send the team

out to observe another school the semester before they initiate the program in a

school.

Summary
Theprincipalsinterviewed indicated that, though a majority of them supported the
program and perceived that the program provided benefits for the stutlerdsyere
some areas of concern. These concerns included finding time for the program in the
school day, the expense of the required software and limited computer hardware
resourcesind the need for additional training fmincipals Despite these conges, 10 of
the 11principalsindicated that they planned to continue the program if resources were

available to provide it.

Summary of the Study

This study was undertaken primarily to gauge the perceptions of Globaloria
partici pat i ng regacdmgtioelpmgram@amditoratemt 8 determine
whet her the program affects st uAlnexed s6 out c
method approach utilizing extant student data, administrator surveys, and interviews with
principalsin schools that havedapted the Globaloria program was utilized to address the
studydés research questions:

1 Do the skills acquired by students in the Globaloria program enhance their

outcomes in other academic contexts?
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1 What do principals perceive to be the purgspef MyGLife?

1 What do principals perceive to be their role(s), if any, in MyGLife?

1 What do principals perceive to be the bergfiif any, of having the program

in their schools?

1 What do principals perceive to be trability (ies), if any, of having the

program in their schools?

The surveys, returned by 64% of the population, indicated strong support for
recommending the Globaloria program to col
21% -century workplace skills. ffe principalswho responded had a ptysé perception of
all aspects of the program, with all mean scores falling in the -hgpsteongly-agree
range. While the minimum scores were for items relating to knowledge of the specific
objectives of the Globaloria program, the adequacy of traimingdrticipating teachers,
and the implementation of the program at the school level, it is important to note that
none fell below the fAagreeodo | evel in the a

Subsequent interviews, completed with 100% of the population of principals in
Globaloriapilot schools, revealed an overall positive impression about having the
program in their schools. The principals indicated that they believe technology is a
powerful tool in the classroom that stimulates student interest and enthusiasm, and the
Globaloriaprogram is viewed as a means to provide students with skills which would not
only transfer into other courses, but also prepare students for the workplace 6f the 21
century. Interest and enthusiasm were mentioned as being positive benefits of the

programfor students.

89



Most principals perceived the goals of the Globaloria program as offering
students experiences to improve their skills in using technology, cooperative teaming,
and problerrsolving. The role of the principal in the program was describedgpily as
being a supporter and/or facilitator, providing access to financial, software, hardware and
human resources necessary for the program to work. One principal advised caution,
however, indicating that technology has its uses but must not beberselé focus of
the classroom.

Disadvantages to the Globaloria program related to staffing requirements,
financial investment in software and hardware, and increased usage of computer
resources such as computer labs. Ten of the 11 principals in therpdoam, however,
indicated that they wished to continue the program in their schools. The program has
been discontinued in one school due to what the principal considered unrealistic
expectations for student time and school resources. Suggestions foviimythe
program focused upon the need for more training for teacheyzriacgals Additional

funding for personnel and software were cited as needed improvements.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This study served as an investigation @ilat technology program in selected
West Virginiapublic secondary schools. Globaiar MyGLife focusel on helping
students develop skills in game development and global awareness in the context of a
problembased learning project (Reynolds & Capertd@Q9. There were two subjects of
investigation in the study: whether participation in Globaloriaimplevé udent s6 ove
academic performance and how the principals in Globap@racipating schools vieed
the goals, objectives, benefits and lialeltiof the project as well.

Data were collected through a researdesigned survey, th@lobaloria
Administrative SurvegAppendix A), distributed to all principals of participating schools
in the 200708 and 20089 school years; through academic resatlparticipating
students for whom consent had been obtained; and through interviews with all principals
of participating schools. The results of those data analyses were reported in Chapter Four.
This chapter will briefly summarize those findings, pdevanswers to the questions that
guided the research, discuss what may be concluded from those answers, and offer
recommendations for further research.

Summary of Findings

A mixed-method approach was determined to be the most effective means of
answeringhe research questions for the study. There were two elements to the
guantitative process: an investigation of
outcomes after having completed the Globaloria project and a resedesigmed survey

sent to all pincipals of schools offering the Globaloria program. The qualitative element
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involved interviewing all of the identified principals and listening to audio transcripts of
student focus groups conducted by other researchers.

The examinat i oemicoetords returnked mothisgtf s@rafieadce.
An unanticipated limitation arose as a result of the different formats in which these
records were reported, and those differences precluded any-schosds analyses.

Green, Lawson & Taylor (2009) conductedhin-school analyses, but pairsdmple t
tests failed to return any findings of significance.

The surveys, returned by 64% of the principal population, indicated strong
support for the Globaloria programth all mean scores falling in the ag+eestrongly-
agree rangeSubsequent interviews, completed with 100% of the population of principals
in Globaloriabdés pilot schools, also reveal
the program in their schools, specifically about its relationship f@éndtury skills,
postsecondary or job preparation, and collaboration/teaming. Student comments
supported that impression.

Expressed disadvantages to the Globaloria program related to staffing
requirements, financial investment in software and hardwagenareased usage of
already scarce computer resources such as labs. Ten of the 11 principals in the pilot
program, however, indicated that they wished to continue the program in their schools.
Suggestions for improving the program focused upon the needoi@ training for
teachers angdrincipals Additional funding for personnel and software were also cited as

aneeded improvement.
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Answers to Research Questions

As was discussed in the review of the literature (Chapter 2), the work of Papert in
constuctionism and of constructivists Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky were all seen as
relevant to this study. Vygotskyods (1978)
cognitive development on the cultural context within whickas embedded, however,
andhi s concept of the Atools of intellectual
appropriate for examining the Globaloria technology initiative.

Vygotsky, through his activity theory, positthat activities undertaken by
individuals with problems$o solve or purposes to achievewid be accomplished
through collaboration with others and/or mediated through the use of available tools of
the culture which they have learned to use. Culture, in activity theodg @ sorts of
contributionstoindMd ual s i ntell ectual devdihuwlpoment .
their thinking, information or knowledge from the culture.(it wasa source ofvhat to
think and what to think about). Second, they acqitine processes or means of their
thinking( i . e., the Atools of intellectual adapt

Vygot skyods perspective was that childre
the culture they inhabit allosdthem to be. Learning experiences in the Globaloria
programweregrounded in a cultural perception that among the skills necessary for
students to navigate postsecondary education or the job market irf'tbenRirywere
teaming and collaboration. That perceptigasborne out in multiple comments of both
principalsand students in the Globaloria pilot schools. Moreover, students in the program
engagdi n their coll aborative work wusing the

of i ntell ecittheadmputed apt ati ono
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Research Question 1Do the skills acquiredby students in the Globaloria program
enhance outcomes in other academic contexts?

To answer this question, the academic records of participating students for whom
consent had been obtained by the Globaloria staff were requested and analyzed. These
recads presented an unexpected limitation: the responding schools used different
collection and reporting formats. Of the records requested (i.e., grade point average in
core subjects and overall, state standardized test scores, class rank, and attentiance), o
the grades reported showed any consistency among schools. Some reported test scores,
others didndot; none had st a0bacademicayead ar di z e d
(whichwerenot available until August or September, 2009); some either did oatlpr
orddnot have studentsdo rankings inidndheir cl &
record that information); and methods for recording absencesdéeive as unique as
the schools. That being the case, acsat®ols analyses/comparisons ldouot be
conducted.

Within-s c hool analyses of studentsd grades
social studies, mathematics and science) and overall GPAs however, could be conducted
with the records from three of the 11 pilot schools. Theseds@lowed a comparison
of student s 06 ameostGlabalaniausioggairpdanmple tests(Green,

Lawson & Taylor, 2009)There were, however, no findings of significance.

Quialitative interviews with thprincipalsof the schools in whicthe Globaloria
program was piloted indicated that it was the belief of the principals that the program
either was having or would have a positive effect on the academic outcomes of their

students. One principal recounted that specific students had rasegr#ides in their
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other academic courses after participating in the program, although with the disparities in
the records this observation could not be confirmed.

Should this perceived improvement in grades be borne out, that improvement
couldbeconsisent with Vygot s kganskilsthreughr y t hat st u
collaborative problersolving activities that involve the use of available cultural tools
which are not gained by students working independently. The necessary research
parameters for statisacl | y establishing Globaloriabds co
theoryare addressed in the following section on recommendations for further study.

A separate study conducted by Gl obal ori
Globaloria program rtha positve effect on some of the Contemporary Learning Abilities
(CLASs) they had established as measures of progréls. CLA instrument use
frequency on six specific technological and epistemological skill areas, reported by
students before and after their gg@pation in Globaloria. Caperton and Reynolds (2009)
reported finding significant changes in the frequency with which students reported that
they 1) had completed an original digital project idea; 2) participated in and collaborated
on projectbased learing activities; 3) published digital medad4) participated in
informationbased learning; While the majority of the changes noted were positive, two
areas showed decreases in levels of frequency. Students in the public secondary schools
(the subjecschools for this study) showed a decrease in both doassd learning and
surfing for fun.

The scope of thisomponentofthet udy, however, was | i mit
academic records in curricular or-corricular activities outside of Globaloria. Givére

absence of uniformity in student academic data and subsequent problems in generating
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any meaningful analyses,he answer to this research ques
time.
Research Question 2What do principals perceive to be the purpose()f
Globaloria?
This question was addressed through qualitative interviews wittrith@palsof
the 11 schools piloting the Globaloria program. By far, the most common response of the
interviewees was that the primary objective of the Globaloria progiasito develop
21% century skills in order to be more successful in the classroom and the workplace.
Several also mentioned a goal of increasing student learning in general, and reported that
a A s i dewadihatrthe progtard nie students more entkiastic about school.
While enthusiasm about learninggsn ot expl i citly addressed
work, his belief inthesocialnegot i ati on of knowl edge and i
i nt el | ect uwasconsigleatwithahe indenstanding of'zEntury skills
offered by the West Virginia Department of Education (Wanat2T' centurylearning
skills?, n.d.).
Twentyf i r st century | earning skills [inclu
word processing,-eail, presentation software and the Intérte access,
manage, integrate, create and communicate with others ... [Students will]
demonstrate the ability to work well with diverse teams and exercise flexibility
and willingness to be helpful in making necessary compromises to accomplish a

common gal. They also assume a shared responsibility for collaborative work.
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The answer to this research quesiidearning 2" century skills in order to be more
successful in both the classroom and the workglagasthus representative of both
Gl obalwn i atdoast ement of purpose and of Vygot
Research Question 3What do principals perceive to be their role(s), if any, in
Globaloria?

Answers to this question were acquired from the qualitative interviews with the
principalsof the schod piloting the Globaloria program. Most of thencipalsindicated
that the principal 6s pr iwasonegoffactithtienandn t he G
support. Coordinating resources such as time in the school schedule and funding for
software and haware were mentioned as primary responsibilities. The issue of resources
was one that resonated with éncipals(asis also discussed in responses to the fifth
research question below). The Globaloria projeciaeffectively supportonstructivist
learningbecause of its emphasis on using technological resources (which leaurdrs c
use for knowledge construction) and its collaborative structure. Students, as Vygotsky
hoped,couldboth build knowledge and test it through social negotiation. Tbéityao

do so, howevenvas dependent upon access to the necessary hardware and software

resources. Il nt er vi e w eiensng thear ohgefwaderas facitataish i s q u
was complicated by the generaliceducatonci ty of
sector.

Research Question 4What do principals perceive to be the benefit(s), if any, of
having the program in their schools?
Qualitative interviews with thprincipalsof the schools piloting the Globaloria

program provided the answersthis question. When asked about the benefit(s) of having
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the Globaloria program in their schools, 91 % ofgghacipalsinterviewed reported
observing positive benefits to their students and/or schools from hosting the Globaloria
curriculum. As was thease with responses to the second research question (i.e.,
regarding the perceived purpose(s) of the Globaloria program), principals identified the
development of Zlcentury workplace skills, expanded use of the available technology
and student enthusiasas particular benefits. Interestingly, they also cited positive public
relations as a benefit.

As the responses to this research quest
responses to the second research question, the same relationship toywggstskt hi nki ng
and to the West Virginia Dé&Qeatarylesnng of Edu
Skills wasin evidence here, with the exception of student enthusiasm and improved
public relations.

The answer to this research quesiighe acquisition and pctice of 21 century
skills and the use of emerging technologies in order to be more successful in both the
classroom and the workplatevas as was the case with the research question
concerning the principal soé pensisteatvithi ons of
central elements in activity theory. The connection between developing the skills
necessary to function in a2tentury environment and transferring those skills beyond
the Globaloria classroom to other learning environments was spéygificdressed by
Vygotsky: AEvery function in the childds ¢
bet ween people é and then inside the child

The skills that Globaloria students deveddin their collaborative work, if

Vygotsky and higellow constructivists (as well as the principals interviewed for this
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study)were correct, wuld be gradually internalized so studentsilcl use them to direct

their own | earning. The ¢ onwaseppeciallyf At ool s
important in this regard. Vygotsky wrote (1978) that these ta@senot only

representative of the culture and a means of acquiring knowledge, but that theydorovide
avenues for the transmission of knowledge as well. Thaldbe used as a means of

community brmation through which learnereudd share and test ideas.

Research Question 5What do principals perceive to be the liabilities, if any, of

having the program in their schools?

To answer this question, information was drawn from botlGibealoria
Administrator Survewnd the qualitative interviews. Tipeincipalsinterviewed indicated
that while a majority of them suppedthe program and perce¢hat the program
provided benefits for their students, theseresome areas of concern. These conger
include finding time for the program in the school day, the expense of the required
software, limited hardware resources, and the need for trainipgif@ipals Despite
these concerns, 10 of the fidncipalsindicated that they plaredto continuethe
program if resourcesereavailable to provide it. One respondent indicated that he had
discontinued the program in his building due to what he considered to be extreme
demands of student time and school resources.

Principalsindicated that they haabt been afforded specialized training for
principalsrelating to the Globaloria program. One principal indicated that specific
training forprincipalswould be his recommendation for improving the program before
extending it into other schools. While hid diot elaborate on what should be included in

such training, his observatiavasan implicit recognition of the importance of
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Vygotskyds fizone of pithezonente defirbeas thé disame nt o
between what a learneowld achieve on is own and what he can achieve with the
guidance of more capable others, peers or adults. The pmwasssmetimes referred to
as fAiscaffoldingd or guided participation (
provided by more competent others to learners wduld expand their understandings
through the interaction, andwasc e nt r al t o Gl obal ori ads 1 mpl
Conclusions and Discussions of Implications

Like all constructivists, Vygotsky believed that are our own teachers,
decl ar i ng tiénafic point[offvipw, strittly speaking, you cannot educate
anyone elseo (in Oscarsson, 2001). Learnin
for Vygotsky, and one that involved the tools of contemporary culture. Alexei Leontjev
(1978), expandingygot skydés work, wrote twh@dlwaysonsci o
formed in joint, collective activity. As a result, Leontjev believed, the proper unit of
analysis in studying human mediated activigs an activity systeri a community of
actors who hdhacommon object of activity. The Globaloria project constdgech a
system, which made it an excellent venue i

The culture in which Globaloria studentsred e v e | o p i rcee ntttueg yid 3Kk i |
cited by the principls followedVy got skyodés theory regarding t
| earning. By capitalizing on the students?o
networks, the Globaloria programooightt he st udent sdé own cul ture
and allovedthat culture to enhance the learning environment. By utilizing contemporary
Atools of intellectual adaptation, o in thi

studentsveredeveloping new and expanding already acquired skills.
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As was noted in the firgthapter of this study, rigid performance requirements
imposed upon schools since the advent of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002
madeit increasingly important that programs operating in our schoolsgermprove
student achievement on staindized testing, the primary indicator of success under
NCLB. While the dimensions of NCLB ight shift under the new administration and
Congress, contemporary principals must continue to exercise cauéiddiimgprograms
to their schools thdtavenot cemonstrate a positive effect on student academic
outcomes.

Increases in standardized test scores, however, shouldvelieenused as the
only measure of a successful program for students, andwieszesigns that this mindset
waschanging (e.g., ch@es in content standards forlR schools, the interest in teaming
or collaborati veewdanuk yaskpadts, ®f t hft2 e mphas
employers, et¢. As theprincipalswhose schools participated in the Globaloria program
reporedthat their studentaeredeveloping valuable 2icentury skills for collaboration
and teaming as well as a more expansive utilization of technology in their projects, it
could be argued that this programasvaluable and should continue. The majority of
principalsinterviewed, 91% of the pilot group, fully intesdito continue the program in
their schools. They, along with their studemisyeenthusiastic about the skills that the
students have already learned areteeager to see what continued partitipain the
program vould bring in the future.

The interviews also indicated some potential directions for improvement, among
them continued training for participating teachers @amakcipalsto ensure the quality of

the program in their schools. Teacherust have adequate training in constructivist
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practices (i.e., scaffolding and guided participation) to meet the needs of their students,
while principals must understand the overall goals and implementation of the program in
their schools if theyere 1 act as effective facilitators.

Finally, principalsalso indicated that funding for staff and technology resources
for the Globaloria program were of major concern. Finding the fiscal resources to ensure
the programds s ucces bproblansarly ehéynGlobdlorise d as a
developers (cf., sd@Perceived Obstaclésn Chapter 1. While identifying potential
sources for increased funding sMaeyond the scope of this study, it is recommended that
Globaloria and its partner agencies in the statginue to make funding a priority. While
the interviews conducted for this study indicHtieat principals in participating schools
werequite positive about the program, they adsalurel a chronic scarcity of resources
It would therefore be benefaifor planners, including local partners, to continue to
focus on how additional fundingigiht be found to secure these needed resouvees.
the current strong support from the participating principals the program should be
continued in the pilot schadhnd expanded into new schools as planned.

Recommendations for Further Research

As the program continues implementation in schools with the goal of expanding
first statewide and then nationwide, it would be beneficial to continue to gather both
guantitaive student achievement data and qualitative input from participants (i.e.,
students, teachers apdncipaly i n order to assess the prog
liabilities for participating students and schools. As the progvasonly in its initial
stags of implementation in pilot schools in select locationgasnot possible to draw

enough data to make definitive statements as to benefits and/or liabilities which the
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program may generate. The findings and conclusions herein are thus suggestive rather
than conclusive. Still, it is possible to offer some recommendations for further study of
phenomena such as Globaloria.

First, while large numbers of students would have to be tracked for long periods
of time before a sufficient numbers of cases wouldtexi provide statistically
meaningful quantitative results, it is recommended that a longitudinal study be
undertaken that examines studentsod6 perform
afterward. This recommendation itself generatesddditioral suggestions.

Second, it is recommended that all quantitative data reported from schools
conform to a uniform reporting standard. This would facilitate the collection, entering
and analysis of data, allow for a more thorough investigation of partigpatis t udent s 0
performance, and improve the accuracy of findings.

Third, it is recommended that a control group of students who are not Globaloria
participants be identified and incorporated into the study in order to provide a basis for
comparison. This towould enhance the accuracy of findings and strengthen the study.

The cul tur al a s p enereespedally intexesfiogtwhek gpplisd wo r k
to the learner in the contemporary technological environment, full of developments he

could not have foreseeRis activity theory remains relevant nonetheless.
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Globaloria Administrator Survey

Thank you for participating in this confidential survey. The survey is being conducted in
order to provide feedback to the World WideW k s h o p F Glabalaoria: MyGdife 6 s
project. There are no risks or benefiis/ou in participating in this survey. Your participation in
this survey is entirely voluntary, and you may terminate your participation at any time by
discarding the instrument. We do hope, however, that you will take the time to share your
perceptions wth us. The entire survey should take no more than 5 to 10 minutes.

No one other than the researchers will have access to the data, and all information you
provide will be confidential and known only to the researchers. The results of this survey will be
reported only in the aggregate; this means that there will be no reporting of your personal
responses or participation.

By completing the survey, you affirm that you are at least 18 years of age and are giving
your consent to participate in this survepank you for your help in providing this valuable
information. If you have any questions about this survey, you may contact the principal
investigator, Dr. Barbara Nicholson, at 3D46-2094. If you have concerns about your rights as a
research participanyou may contact Dr. Stephen Cooper, Chairman of the Marshall University
Institutional Review Board #2, at 3@96-4303.

1. How many students attend your school?
[ ] Fewer than 500

501¢ 750

751¢ 1000

[]
[]
[ ] More than 1000
[]
[]
[]

2. How many students in your school qualify for free and reduced lunch?
A small number

A moderate number

A large number

3. How long have you been a practicing pdipal? years

4. How long were you a practicing teacher? years

5. Please respond to the followind strongly | disagree | neither agree | strongly
statements by placing a check | disagree agree nor agree
in the appropriate box: disagree

1 The goals of the Globaloria
program are clear to me. |:|

]

1 The specific objectives of the
Globaloria program (i.e., what
students are supposed to learn) a |:|
clear to me.

]
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The implementation of the
Globaloria program in our location
is clearto me.

Our students have learned valuab
21% Century workplace skills from
the Globaloria program.

Our students have learned skills
from the Globaloria program whicH
will allow them to be more
successful in their other classes.
Our participating teachers receive
adequate training before beginnin
the Globaloria program.

Our participating teachers have
gained new technology skills
through the Globaloria program.

| would recommend the Globalorig
program to others.

Ju U oo

123

Jod oo




Appendix B- Interview Questions for the Globaloria Program

124



Interview Questions Globaloria Program

. What role do you believe technology should play in the classroom?

. What do you understand the objective(s) of Globalorid@é® Are they consistent

with your view on the role of technology in the classroom?

. What do you understand your role to be in tlobaloria: MyGLifprogram? Did
you feel prepared for this role? Did you have any special training to prepare you for

your rde in the program?

. DE201Ff2NRAFQA I OFRSYAO aLISOGa chatig,the S GA S«
students are learning skills that they can potentially apply in other scenarios (like
collaborative learning, problersolving, etc.). Do you think thparticipating in the

programcan affecti KS a0 dzRSy i Qa I OF RSYAO 2dzio2YSa A

Behavior?

Are there benefits to having the Globaloria program in your school? If so, what are

they?

Are there disadvantages to having the Globalprogram in your school? If so,

what are they?

. Do you plan to continue th@lobaloria: MyGLifeprogram in your school? Why?

Why not?
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a. If yes, do you plan to make any changes in the way the program is delivered

in your school?

b. If no, why have you decided discontinue the program?

8. Do you have any suggestions you would make to change the program before rolling

it out to other schools?
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Table3:Bi vari ate Correlation Between the Princ
of the GlobaloriaProgg am and the Principal és Understan
Globaloria Program

Subscale Understanding of Goals  Understanding of
Objectives

Understanding of Goals -- .766**

Understanding of .766** --

Objectives

**Correlation is significant at the 0l0level (2tailed).

Table4:.Correl ati on Coefficient between the Pri
of the Globaloria Program and the Principal
Globaloria Program

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Errorof the
Square Estimate
1 766" 587 574 46330
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Table5:Bi vari ate Correlation between the Princ
the Globaloria Program and the Principal ds
Principal

Subscale Understanding foGoals Years of Teaching
Understanding of Goals -- -.687**
Years of Teaching -.687** --

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-{@iled).

Table6:Cor rel ati on Coefficient between the Pri
the GlobaloriaProgram and t he Principal déds Years of Te
Principal

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 687 AT72 456 6.91580
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Table7:Bi vari ate Correl ation between tlshe Princ

and the Principal s Understanding the | mpl e
Subscale Understanding of Goals  Implementation

Understanding of Goals -- 679**

Implementation B79** --

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-{@iled).

Table8 Correl ation Coefficient between the Pri
and the Principalds Understanding of the Ir
Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the

Square Estimate
1 679 462 445 .55048
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Table9:Bi vari ate Correlation between the Princ
| mpl ement ation of the Globaloria Program ar
Improved Student Grades after the Globaloria Program

Subscale Implementation Improved Grades
Implementation -- 679**
Improved Grades B79** --

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-{@iled).

Table10:Corr el ati on Coefficient between the Pr
| mpl ement ation of the Gl obal oceptomofPr ogram ar
Improved Student Grades after the Globaloria Program

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 679 462 445 .55048
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