





87

COLLABORATING ON WEB 2.0 TECHNOLOGIES

"Q0UBLIBA
paure[dxoun Jo junowe oy} JedIPUI ‘QOUBLIBA JOLID =3 [OPOJN PIYIPOIA T [OPOIN SISA[euY Yied '€ 2.n31f



COLLABORATING ON WEB 2.0 TECHNOLOGIES 88

Model fit indicators were also analyzed on the Modified DTPB path model
(Figure 3). The modified DTPB path model is a better fit than the original DTPB model,;
however, according to the following model fit indicators it is still a poor fit. The
following are the reported model fit indicators for the Modified DTPB path model:
CMIN/DF: 5.711 (statistically significant at .000), SRMR: .266, RMSEA: .089 and CFI:
.885. Due to SEM being a "full-information technique” (Meyers et al., 2008, p. 598), a
change in one part of the model will impact other parts of the model. As displayed in
Figure 3, the constructs of Self-Efficacy and Perceived Ease of Use were directly
impacted and decreased below the .20 beta weight level. In order to achieve a more
desirable model, the pathways of Perceived Ease of Use (-.09) and Self-Efficacy (.16)
were removed from the pathways. The following best-fit model is posted in Table 12
along with Figure 4.

Table 9

Path Analysis Model 3: Best-Fit

Equation R? Beta
Behavioral Intent (1) .489
I=A+SN+PBC
A A4 E*x*
SN 213%**
PBC 535 **
Attitude (A)
A=C 448
C .932%**
Subjective Norm (SN)
SN=PI+SI .547
Pl TT2x**
S 245%**
Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC)
PBC=FC-R 473

FC-R .863***
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Table 12 and Figure 4 both indicate strong pathways between all of the listed
factors Compatibility, Peer-influence, Superior-influence, Facilitating Condition-
Resources, Attitude, Subjective Norms and Perceived Behavioral Control. These strong
pathways indicate that if a preservice teacher believes these factors that they will lead to
behavioral intention to use Web 2.0 technologies once they become a professional
teacher. Model fit indicators were analyzed on the Best-fit DTPB path model (Figure 4).
The Best-fit DTPB path model is a good fit according to the following model fit
indicators: CMIN/DF: 2.615 (statistically significant at .000), SRMR: .034, RMSEA:
.052 and CFI: .966. Each of the model-fit indicators is considered within the suggested
thresholds, and it is determined that a best-fit model is achieved. This indicates that not
only do each of these factors lead to behavioral intention but that when they are
combined together they will lead to a strong indication that a preservice teacher will have
the behavioral intention to use Web 2.0 technologies once they become a professional.
Summary

Results of the analyzed data from the DTPB survey collected in the summer and
fall of 2013 were reported. Demographics of the 590 sampled respondents mirror that of
the preservice teacher population. The collected data was prepared according to the
research design addressed in chapter 3 and was appropriate for analysis. Results of
research questions one and two were reported in tables 5,6 and 9. Results for the third
research question were reported in tables and on the models that represent the path
analysis. The original DTPB path model was not found to be the best-fit path model

according to established model-fit thresholds. Table 13 summaries the model-fit
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indicators, the established thresholds and the corresponding results for each of the

analyzed models.

Table 13
Model-Fit Indicators

Indicator Threshold Original Model =~ Modified Best-Fit Model

Model

CMIN/DF <5 11.859 5.711 2.615
SRMR <.08 530 2666 .034
RMSEA <.08 136 .089 .052
CFI >9 .689 .885 966
note:

Modifications to the model, based on the indications of Table 13, including
removing the constructs Perceived Use, Perceived Ease of Use, Self-Efficacy and
Facilitating Conditions- Technology. These modifications created a new model that
helped to determine the factors that worked together to indicate a preservice teachers’

behavioral intent to adopt Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate with peers



Chapter 5: Interpretation
Students with disabilities benefit from teachers who use effective professional
collaboration to design and implement programs. Teacher preparation programs are
seeking innovative ways, such as Web 2.0 technologies, to encourage the role of the
collaborative teacher. The purpose of this study focused on the empirical evidence of the

current uses, perception of benefits, and the best-fit path model to determine preservice

teachers’ behavioral intention to adopt Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate with

peers. Understanding whether preservice teachers use Web 2.0 technologies, their
perception while using them, and what they intend to do with these technologies will be
beneficial to faculty in teacher preparation institutions. Faculty who are designing
programs or courses may then determine if utilizing Web 2.0 technologies in their
courses will benefit the future collaboration of teachers.

This final chapter presents a discussion regarding the interpretation of the results
of this study. Limitations of the study are explained. Appropriate actions are
recommended for teacher preparation faculty considering the implementation of Web 2.0
technologies into their programs. Suggestions are also reported for possible future
research, based on the results and limitations of this study.

Current Use of Web 2.0 Technologies

Hartshorne and Ajjan (2009) previously addressed the first research question in
this study. To what extent do preservice teachers use Web 2.0 technologies in teacher
preparation programs? Replicating this question provided the opportunity to compare
results between this study and one four years ago. This comparison confirmed the

hypothesis that preservice teachers are using Web 2.0 technologies in teacher preparation
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programs at an increased rate across all areas, as seen in table 7 and table 8 reported in
chapter four.

Teacher preparation programs have increased their use of Web 2.0 technologies, and
there are fewer preservice teachers who do not have exposure to Web 2.0 technologies. If
preservice teachers are not regularly using these technologies in their teacher preparation
courses, they are certainly aware of and collaborating with these websites during their
daily lives. The preservice teachers reported a dramatic increase in comfort level with
these technologies from the study four years ago.

Overall, preservice teachers use Web 2.0 technology forums at an increased level
from 2009. They are comfortable with many of the different forum options and are using
them in their teacher preparation coursework. The methods in which preservice teachers
are using Web 2.0 technologies are not entirely transparent according to this
study. However, there are two different possible approaches that may explain some of the
increase within the last four years. First, course instructors may be giving specific
assignments on one of these forums. Perhaps one such assignment might look like a
discussion board regarding a topic the students are reading in class. This approach was
likely happening during the 2009 study and continues into the 2013 study. The second
possible approach could be that the preservice teachers are using Web 2.0 technologies,
initiated by the students themselves. For example, preservice teachers could have an
assignment of creating a lesson plan that the instructor did not intend to be completed on
Web 2.0 technologies. Preservice teachers might use a social bookmarking site such as

Pinterest in order to share resources with each other and get ideas for the plan. This
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second approach is not initiated or monitored by course instructors; however, it is
certainly closer to the way a practicing teacher might collaborate online.

Over the past four years, social bookmarking has the most dramatic increase in use
of the four different types of Web 2.0 technologies. This is likely a natural result from
the recent growing popularity of Pinterest for recreational use. Four years ago, social
bookmarking was a rarely-used site called Delicious; it was cumbersome and lacked
organization. Few people were on it, and therefore few people joined. Use of Web 2.0
technologies is dependent on the participants' use, and when Pinterest gained in
popularity, it grew quickly. If participants are visiting and posting, a site comes alive
with activity, and then when a new individual visits the site, it is exciting and full of
resources. However, without new content these websites become stale and
vacant. Users of Pinterest were accessing it for recreational purposes, but then when
they were on the site, they quickly became exposed to a vast amount of teaching and
educational materials and ideas.

There were no statistically significant correlations using Pearson’s Correlation,
between gender/age/standing and use of Web 2.0 technologies. The Shepherd and
Aagard (2011) study regarding older adults found significant anxiety when the subjects
participated in Web 2.0 technologies. It was anticipated that there might be similar
correlations with the finding of this study. However, it is important to recognize some
key differences between this study and the Shepherd and Aagard study. The older adults
in this study were generally in online graduate teacher education programs and had a
higher level of exposure to these technologies than the general population. That exposure

and previous success has likely led to a use and comfort level that is higher than the
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general population's. Attitude and perceived behavioral control on these technologies
may be a factor that is more powerful than age. The findings on the first research
question support the findings on the third research question.

Perception of the Benefits

One of the great fears among those skeptical about collaborating on Web 2.0
technologies is that it will be efficient, but not as effective, as face-to-face
collaboration. Friend and Cook (2010) defined the key elements of effective
collaboration as interactions, shared resources, shared decision making, and common
goals. Based on their definition, preservice teachers are reporting mixed perceptions
regarding whether one can effectively collaborate on Web 2.0 technologies. Table 9
shows the results for this research question and can be found in Chapter Four of this
study. The majority of preservice teachers do report that there are collaborative benefits
to Web 2.0 technologies. In fact, very few respondents indicated, "I do not know of a
collaborative benefit”, regarding Web 2.0 technologies (blog= 12.4%, social network=
4.1%, wiki= 30.0% and bookmarking= 16.8%). Although the majority of users believe
that these forums have the capabilities to collaborate, and feel generally positive about
sharing resources or interacting with others, they are most skeptical about being able to
make decisions or share common goals on these sites.

Interactions. Interacting with peers is an important element of Web 2.0
technologies, and is embedded into the definition of collaborative technologies. Social
Networking rated the highest among Web 2.0 technologies in interacting with peers
(75.4%), which had been expected due to the nature of a discussion board's interactive

tendency. Conversations between individuals can occur on private messaging boards and
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can help facilitate an individual interaction. However, when conversations between
individuals happen on the public platform of social networking, there may be multiple
opinions and interaction between larger groups of interested parties. Interestingly, many
preservice teachers do not find that using Web 2.0 technologies would help them to
interact with faculty (blogs= 38%, social network= 47.6%, wiki= 11.9%, social
bookmarking= 13.4%), although many scored their interaction with peers higher on all
four of the Web 2.0 technologies (blogs= 58.5%, social network= 75.4%, wiki= 14.9%,
social bookmarking= 22.9%). Respondents are collaborating with each other on these
sites at a higher rate than they are with teacher preparation faculty. This influences the
DTPB factors of peer influence and superior influence in the Subjective Norm factor of
the third research question, which will be discussed later.

Shared resources. Sharing resources was perceived by a majority of respondents
for each of the Web 2.0 technologies (blog= 71.5%, social network= 65.1%, wiki= 59.8%
and bookmarking= 78.5%). Resources may be seen as virtual and not only material
resources. Sharing resources is user friendly in social bookmarking, as students are able
to easily share different websites that have instructional ideas embedded on the
pins. Blogs also have the capacity to share ideas and resources that might be found on
the web, and other individuals are able to easily access that material. It is not surprising
that so many preservice teachers perceived sharing resources on these forums.

Shared decision making. Effective collaboration is centered on being able to
make good decisions for kids with disabilities. A minority of respondents perceived that
they make decisions on Web 2.0 technologies (blogs= 32.7%, social network= 37.5%,

wiki= 19.7%, social bookmarking= 24.4%). In order to make a collective decision, the
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subtleties of negotiating and communicating are essential. Communicating through
technology can result in misinterpreted cues or intentions. Preservice teachers'
perceptions that decisions are not made on these forums may be due to their
understanding of the intricacy of shared decision making.

Common goals. Sharing common goals is also perceived by a minority of the
reporting preservice teachers in this study (blogs= 33.4%, social network= 32.4%, wiki=
27.1%, social bookmarking=21.7%). The results are similar to the findings with shared
decision making; however, the interpretation of the reason is different. Sharing a
common goal is not about the intricacy of communication, but of the makeup of the
group collaborating together. It refers back to how participants are using these
technology forums. If a course instructor initiates them, all participants likely have a
common purpose and common goals. However, the second approach to collaborating
that is initiated by students in the course may have more of a random makeup, and
participants may have very different goals for working on the technology.

Wiki. Although each individual Web 2.0 forum is not addressed in the
interpretation, it seemed appropriate to make a note about wikis. Wikis were rated
highest in regards to respondents not knowing how an individual would collaborate on
them (30%). Currently, the most popular wiki, Wikipedia, is the site that most individuals
identify with as a wiki. However, most individuals use Wikipedia as more a of definition
resource than an interactive website. Wikipedia, unlike eduWiki, is considered an
unscholarly source when used as a definition resource, and is generally discouraged in

academic courses. This evolution in the purpose of the wiki has moved wikis away from
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collaborative engagement, and this has possibly resulted in its decline in collaborative
perception by preservice teachers.

Preservice teachers perceive peer interaction and shared resources on these Web
2.0 technologies, making these technologies efficient collaborative tools. However, with
the low indicators in shared decision making and shared common goals, precautions
should be taken when implementing these tools. The second hypothesis, "Preservice
teachers perceive collaborative advantages on Web 2.0 technologies”, was not supported
during this study.
Behavioral Intention of Preservice Teachers

This study was largely influenced by the credible works of the Hartshorne and
Ajjan (2009) study, the works of Friend and Cook (2010), and the theoretical framework
of the DTPB theory. The hypothesis for this study was created largely based on these
works; therefore, during the original proposal of this study, the researcher had full
confidence that the hypothesis could be supported by the newly collected data. However,
in research, it is essential to hold a non-biased approach to the interpretation of the
findings (Rumrill et al., 2011). The DTPB path model, and its factors that lead through
mediating factors, was not a best-fit to determine preservice teachers’ behavioral intent to
adopt Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate with peers. Therefore, the research hypothesis
is not supported by the collected data for this study. When the DTPB model was
analyzed, the model-fit indices (CMIN/DF= 11.859, SRMR=.530, RMSEA= .136, CFI=
.689) did not fit under the determined model-fit thresholds (CMIN/DF= <5, SRMR= <

.08, RMSEA= <. 08, CFI=>.90). As the findings from the data collected in this study
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were unable to establish a good-fit, this data is not able to support the DTPB model's
discriminate validity or its ability to reproduce the same results in the future.

Simon (2006) suggests that if the hypothesis does not emerge, it is important to
discuss the circumstances that may have affected the results. The unsupported hypothesis
for this study may result from two different interpretations that are significant to consider.

The first interpretation addresses that the previous studies (Baltaci-Goktalay &
Ozdilek, 2010; Capo & Orellana, 2012; Hartshorne & Ajjan, 2009) that addressed the
DTPB model found it to be successful determining the strengths of the DTPB factors, and
these studies also used a path analysis. However, these studies used a multiple regression
approach and did not address a model-fit (SEM). The use of multiple regression during
path analysis does not take into account all the factors together at the same time, and is
known as a "partial-information technique” (Meyers et al., 2008, p. 598). Analyzing the
DTPB model through SEM provided an original perspective on the model's ability to
reproduce.

The second interpretation recognizes that the previous studies (Baltaci-Goktalay
& Ozdilek, 2010; Capo & Orellana, 2012; Hartshorne & Ajjan, 2009) specifically
addressed Web 2.0 technologies as supplements to in-class learning, not through the
benefits of collaboration. This key component may also have impacted the success of
the hypothesis in this study. The results for the second research question of this study
regarding the perception of collaborating benefits of Web 2.0 technologies were
somewhat mixed. If students are perceiving Web 2.0 technologies as an efficient--but not
effective--collaborative tool, that would impact the factors that influence preservice

teachers' behavioral intention to use Web 2.0 technologies. If an individual does not
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perceive the effectiveness of the tool when collaborating, then that may impact the model
differently than their perception of the effectiveness of using Web 2.0 technologies as a
supplement to in-class learning.

Due to the unsupported hypothesis for this study, further investigation was needed
to answer the third research question. Modifications to the model provided a way of
identifying the factors that are able to determine behavioral intent, and most importantly
determine what factors from the original model were able to work together as a model. A
best-fit model, within the thresholds of model-fit indicators, helped to establish the
model's ability to reproduce the outcomes in the future and can be referenced from
Chapter Four.

Interpretation of Factors

According to the collected data, the following statement answers the research
question addressed in this study: The best-fit path model (Figure 4), and its factors of
compatibility, peer influence, superior influence, and facilitating condition-resources led
through mediating factors of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control,
are to determine preservice teachers’ behavioral intent to adopt Web 2.0 technologies to
collaborate with peers. The best-fit model addresses all the remaining DTPB factors
together. In order to have behavioral intention, it is stronger if all of these factors are
present in an individual, and not just one or two on their own. The factors collectively
work together to influence behavior intention.

Attitude. The factor of attitude (B=. 441) is a strong desire to use Web 2.0
technologies to collaborate and impacted by compatibility (= .93) if the preservice

teacher perceives how well the tool of Web 2.0 technologies works with
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collaboration. There is a very strong indication if a preservice teacher perceives Web 2.0
technologies as compatible with collaboration, then they are highly likely to have a strong
desire to use these technologies, which will lead to behavioral intention. However, their
perceived use or perceived ease of use, meaning a preservice teacher's feeling that if they
use these technologies it will enhance their job or help them collaborate better, was not
supported by the data.

Perceived behavioral control. The factor of perceived behavioral control (B=.
535) refers to an individual's self-confidence and whether they feel in control when they
are using Web 2.0 technologies. Perceived behavioral control is strongly impacted by
facilitating condition- resources (= .86), which refers to an individual's ability to have
access to the technology needed to use Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate. If a
preservice teacher has the resources to use Web 2.0 technologies, they will feel self-
confident in their abilities and then are likely to use them to collaborate. However, the
factor of self-efficacy, meaning individuals’ perception that they can perform on Web
2.0, was a weak relationship in this path model. Preservice teachers have had extensive
experiences with technology in the past, they understand that if they have the resources
(facilitating conditions), then eventually their self-confidence (perceived behavioral
control) will improve. They have been able to figure out technology by simply using it
and that they don't need to necessarily go through an instruction manual to learn how to
perform on the technology. This generation has learned much of how to use technology
by simply playing around with it, and that impacts their behavioral intention when

presented with new technologies.
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Subjective norm. The factor of subjective norm refers to how the referent groups

(peers and superiors) influence the decisions to adopt technologies. There is a notable

difference between Hartshorne and Ajjan’s (2009) findings of peer influence (=. 205)

and this study's 2013 findings of peer influence (B=. 77,) as well as the 2009 superior
influence (B =. 719) and the 2013 superior influence (f=. 25). The weight of these paths
has had significant changes within the past four years, and there may be some interesting
cultural shifts happening in the perception and use of Web 2.0 technologies that need to
be addressed. The current findings show that peer influence had a strong ( =. 77)
indicator, meaning that a preservice teacher's peers have a significant amount of influence
on his/her intention to use Web 2.0 technologies in the future when mediated through
subjective norms. According to the second research question in this study, preservice
teachers are interacting with their peers on Web 2.0 technologies more than they are
interacting with faculty. Superior influence, however, decreased from the 2009
Hartshorne study (p =. 719) to this study (B =. 25). Although it is still above .20 and
significant in influencing preservice teachers behavioral intentions, superior influence has
dramatically decreased in influence, and these finding need interpretation.

It is possible that one interpretation for this decline would be that in the 2009
study, Hartshorne only used students in his direct program, and likely had greater
(superior) influence in the presentation of Web 2.0 technologies. This 2013 data used
preservice teachers from a variety of programs throughout the mid-west area, and was
possibly drawing from programs that were using Web 2.0 technologies due to peers
mentoring peers, instead of instructor-directed assignments or activities. An additional

interpretation might relate to the increase in social bookmarking from the 2009
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study. Students on these technologies do not appear to be learning about these
technologies through the instructors of the coursework, but rather through their

peers. Finally, it is also important to acknowledge that many teacher preparation
program faculty have been reluctant to engage in online collaboration in their classes.
However, their lack of engagement does not mean that students are not engaging with
these technologies. They are simply doing it with each other and not with their superiors.
This is of concern for teacher preparation faculty, as there are multiple resources on these
websites that are not quality best-practice sources. If preservice teachers are using these
based on the recommendation of peers and not of experienced faculty, they are likely
engaging in poor quality resources without a guide for how to use these resources
appropriately.

The interpretation of the strengths and weaknesses of these factors can lead to
specific recommendations that teacher preparation faculty should consider as they
develop programs for preservice teachers. Limitations and further research based on
these findings and interpretations will also be addressed.

Recommendations

Teacher preparation program faculty might apply the findings of this study to the
development of their courses that address collaboration between professionals. Reflection
on the study can be valuable, as the researcher is then able to understand what hypotheses
were carried into the research process and how many of those hypotheses were supported
or unsupported as a result of the study. The hypothesis that preservice teachers are using
Web 2.0 technologies at an increasing rate was supported by the study, and leads to the

recommendation that teacher preparation program faculty must be aware of these
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technologies and understand that, even if they are not directly assigning material on Web
2.0 technologies, their students are still utilizing them. Ignoring the increase in use
means that students will be unguided in their approach to these technologies, and may not
have the critical tools needed to discriminate between the best practices that are presented
online and the misinformation.

A hypothesis was made that Web 2.0 technologies were collaborative
technologies, and therefore, collaboration, was taking place on Web 2.0
technologies. The hypothesis was challenged when the responses to the perception of
Web 2.0 technologies suggested that preservice teachers are efficiently collaborating on
these forums (interacting with peers and sharing resources); however, preservice teachers
are not perceiving that they are effectively collaborating on these forums (making
decisions or sharing common goals). For faculty of teacher preparation programs, this
should influence how Web 2.0 technologies are used in the classroom. Web 2.0
technologies should be utilized, but greater emphasis on using these tools to interact and
share resources is appropriate. An example would be determining what Pinterest sites are
based on best practice, and how to tell if one is or is not. Giving preservice teachers
assignments where they are then required to support the resources they find online with
theory and other proven research based resources will help develop critical consumers of
online resources.

Caution should be used with online collaborative assignments that encourage
preservice teachers to make programmatic decisions regarding an individual student or
share common goals. Although it is not surprising that preservice teachers do not

perceive shared decision making or common goals on Web 2.0 technologies because of
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the complexity, the conclusion does not have to be that it cannot be done. As established
in the literature review there are multiple strategies and approaches for teaching
collaboration that is face-to-face. It is very understandable to then assume that strategies
and approaches for how to collaborate on Web 2.0 technologies would need to be in place
for participants to do it effectively. Currently these forums are set up in classes and then
left to run on their own or students are participating on these forums without supervision
of instructors. Creating common rules, procedures, and direct development may in fact
lead to individuals making decisions and sharing common goals online.
Limitations

The research question for this study specifically analyzed behavioral
intention. Although there is literature that supports the indicator of behavioral intention
to follow through with actual behavior (Hartshorne & Ajjan, 2009), that actual behavior
was not measured in this study. This limitation was recognized as a significant factor
during the proposal of this study, and was therefore addressed. The consent form and
proposal were written with a follow-up study to analyze the actual behavior of preservice
teachers on Web 2.0 technologies in the future. However, until that follow-up study is
completed, teacher preparation program faculty should be cautious with their
assumptions that behavioral intention will directly lead to behavior.

This study was quantitative in nature, and did not address many of the questions
regarding why individuals may have indicated perceptions or intentions towards
behavior. This was a limitation, as the researcher was left to make predictions regarding

the results.
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Perception of the benefits of a tool is not a direct indicator of what that tool can
actually do, meaning that simply because a preservice teacher perceives an activity on
Web 2.0 technologies, it may not, in fact, be the case.

Suggestions for Further Research

Web 2.0 technologies are largely underrepresented in research in the field of
teacher preparation, and there are multiple opportunities for further research. As
mentioned in the limitations, a follow-up study should be available see if the behavioral
intention that was reported by the participants led to actual behavior.

Additionally, during the findings section of this study, the researcher compared
the findings from the DTPB survey with ones that were reported in a 2009
study. Although these changes seemed significant, these only gave two points of
comparison. A future study would be very beneficial to see if these trends do or do not
continue.

Conclusion

This study found that preservice teachers are using Web 2.0 technologies at an
increased rate in their teacher preparation programs. Preservice teachers perceive peer
interaction and sharing resources as the greatest collaborative benefits of these
technologies. When the combined factors of attitude, compatibility, subjective norms,
peer influence, superior influence, perceived behavioral control, and facilitating
conditions are identified, preservice teachers intend to collaborate on Web 2.0
technologies as professional teachers. Teacher preparation program faculty should be
encouraged to use Web 2.0 technologies in their courses with the understanding that it

will benefit the future collaboration of teachers.
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Appendix A

Original DTPB Instrument
Section I: Background Information
1) Gender
Male Female
2) Age
16-21 22-27 28-33 34-40 Over 40
3) University/School
UNC-Charlotte Other:
4) Year at university/school
Freshman sophomore Junior Senior Graduate Other:
5) College/Department:
Section II: Web2.0 Technologies
6) Please list your comfort level with the following Web 2.0 applications
NeverUse Novice Competent Proficient
Blogs (Blogger, WordPress)
Wikis (Seedwiki, Wikipedia)
Social Networking (Facebook, MySpace)
Social Bookmarking (Digg, de.licio.us)
Instant Messaging (MSN Messenger, Yahoo Messenger) Internet Telephony
(Skype) Audio/Video Conferencing
7) What do you think of using Web 2.0 technologies such as Wikis or Facebook to

supplement your in-class learning
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8) To what extent do you use the following Web 2.0 applications to supplement your
in-class learning:

Don't use and don't plan to use

Don't use but plan to use

Use Frequently Always occasionaly use use NA

Blogs (Blogger, WordPress)

Wikis (Seedwiki, Wikipedia)

Social Networking (Facebook, MySpace)

Social Bookmarking (Digg, de.licio.us)

Instant Messaging (MSN Messenger, Yahoo Messenger)

Internet Telephony (Skype) Audio/Video Conferencing

9) What is in your opinion the advantages of using each of the following web 2.0
technologies to supplement in-class learning?

Improve my interaction with faculty

Improve my learning

Improve my satisfaction with the course

Improve my interaction with other students

Improve my grades

Improve my writing ability

10) Which of these Web 2.0 technologies do you most frequently use (or might use in

the near future) to supplement your in-class learning:
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11) Thinking of that Web 2.0 technology you use (or could use) most frequently to
supplement your in-class learning (based on question 11) to what extent do you
agree or disagree with the following statements:

I believe that I could communicate to others the consequences of using Web 2.0 to
supplement my in-class learning

I would have no difficulty explaining why Web 2.0 technologies may or may not be
beneficial

I plan to use Web 2.0 technologies to supplement my in-class learning

I intend to use Web 2.0 technologies within the next semester

Web 2.0 is useful to supplement my in-class learning

The advantage of using Web2.0 outweighs the disadvantages of not using it

Using Web 2.0 is a good idea

I feel that using Web 2.0 will be easy

I feel that using Web 2.0 will be easy to incorporate in my learning environment

I feel that using Web 2.0 will help me learn more about the subject

I feel that using Web 2.0 will improve my satisfaction with the course

I feel that using Web 2.0 will improve my grades

To help me better learn the material, I will incorporate Web 2.0 technologies to
supplement my in-class learning

My peers think I will benefit from using Web 2.0 technologies to supplement my in-class
learning

My peers are using Web 2.0 technologies to supplement their in-class learning
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My teacher confirms my ability and knowledge to use Web 2.0 technologies to
supplement my in-class learning

My teacher think it is important [ use Web 2.0 technologies to supplement my in-class
learning

Using the Web 2.0 technologies is entirely within my control

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Don't Agree Disagree know

I have the knowledge and ability to use Web 2.0

Peers who are important to me would think that I should use Web 2.0 technologies to
supplement my in-class learning

Peers who influence my behavior would think that I should use Web 2.0 technologies to

supplement my in-class learning
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DTPB Instrument

DTPB Instrument

Section 1: Background Information

1. I have read this consent form. By selecting “yes” and proceeding to the survey, I
hereby consent to my participation in the research described above.

o Yes

o No
2. Gender

o male

o female
3. Age

o 0-17 (individuals under 18 will not be able to participate)

o 18-23

o 24-29

o 30-34

o 35-39

o Over40

4. University/School:

5. Standing at University/College
o Undergraduate
o Graduate

6. Major:

7. Win a $50 Amazon Gift Card: Your contact information is needed in order to notify
and distribute the gift card in the event that you win. Please leave either your email or
mailing address.

8. Are you willing to be contacted for a follow up study? At the time of the follow up
study, you will again have the opportunity to decline.

o Yes

o No

Section II: Web 2.0 Technology Use

"Web 2.0 technologies" is a generic term for any collaborative digital, online system that
enables two-way interaction (instead of a one-sided presentation of information on the
Internet).

Examples of Web 2.0 technologies are group blogs, discussion boards, social networking,
class wikis, or social bookmarking websites
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9. Please check your comfort level with the following Web 2.0 technology applications

Never Use | Novice | Familiar Competent | Expert

Blogs (Blogspot, Tumbler)

Social Networking (Facebook,
Discussion Boards)

Wikis (wikispaces, Wikipedia)

Social Bookmarking (Delicious,
Pinterest)

10. To what extent do you use the following Web 2.0 technology applications in your
teacher education programs? Please check appropriate box.

Never used | Used Used Used Used
Minimally Frequently | throughout
coursework

Blogs (Blogspot, Tumbler)

Social Networking (Facebook,
Discussion Boards)

Wikis (wikispaces, Wikipedia)

Social Bookmarking (Delicious,
Pinterest)

Section I1I: Web 2.0 Technology Perception (please check all that apply)
11) What are the collaborative advantages to using a BLOG?

Examples are blogspot or tumblr

Improve my interaction with faculty

Improve my interaction with other students

Share resources

Share decision making

Work towards a common goal

[ do not know of any advantages

O O O O O O

12) What are the collaborative advantages to using SOCIAL NETWORKING?
Examples or Facebook or Discussion Boards

Improve my interaction with faculty

Improve my interaction with other students

Share resources

Share decision making

Work towards a common goal

[ do not know of any advantages

O O O O O O

13) What are the collaborative advantages to using a WIKI?
Examples are Wikispaces or wikipedia

Improve my interaction with faculty

Improve my interaction with other students

Share resources

Share decision making

O O O O
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o Work towards a common goal
o Idonot know of any advantages

14) What are the collaborative advantages to using SOCIAL BOOKMARKING?
Examples are Pinterest or Delicious

Improve my interaction with faculty

Improve my interaction with other students

Share resources

Share decision making

Work towards a common goal

[ do not know of any advantages

O O O O O O

Section IV: Web 2.0 technology Intention

Thinking of Web 2.0 technology that you use (or could use) most frequently to
collaborate to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements (please
circle one):

15. I feel that using Web 2.0 technology will help me collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

16. I feel that using Web 2.0 technology will overcome some of the challenges of
collaboration
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

17. 1 feel that using Web 2.0 technology will be easy to incorporate in my learning
environment
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

18. I feel that using Web 2.0 technology will be easy
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

19. I feel that using Web 2.0 technology will help me collaborate with others
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

20. To help me collaborate, I feel Web 2.0 technology fits well
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

21. Web 2.0 technology is useful to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

22. The advantage of using Web 2.0 technology outweighs the disadvantages of not
using it

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

23. Using Web 2.0 technology for collaboration is a good idea
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Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

24. My peers think I will benefit from using Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

25. My peers who are important to me are using Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

26. My instructor confirms my ability and knowledge to use Web 2.0 technologies to
collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

27. My instructor thinks it is important [ use Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

28. Those who are important to me would think that I should use Web 2.0 technologies
to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

29. Those who influence my behavior would think that I should use Web 2.0
technologies to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

30. I know enough to use Web 2.0 technology
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

31. T have the knowledge and ability to use Web 2.0 technology
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

32. T know what types of resources I need in order to participate on Web 2.0 technology
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

33. I canuse Web 2.0 technologies using any computer connected to the Internet
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

34. 1 know what types of technology I will need in order to participate on Web 2.0
technology
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

35. Web 2.0 technologies are compatible with the computer I already use
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

36. Using Web 2.0 technologies is entirely within my control
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree
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37. T have the knowledge and ability to use Web 2.0 technology
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

38. I plan to use Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

39. Tintend to use Web 2.0 technologies within the next semester
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

40. I will use Web 2.0 technologies when I become a professional
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

41. I would have no difficulty explaining why Web 2.0 technologies may or may not be
beneficial
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree

42. 1believe that I could communicate to others the consequences of using Web 2.0
technology to collaborate
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree
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Appendix C
Consent Form
Department of Education
8001 Natural Bridge Road
Unjversity St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4499
"fMiSSOUI'i Telephone: 314-516-5109

E-mail: ljac42@umsl.edu

St.Louis

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Activities
The Behavior Intentions of Preservice Teachers Collaborating on Web 2.0
Technologies during their Teacher Preparation Programs

Participant HSC Approval Number
Principal Investigator Lisa Amundson PI’s Phone Number (618) 954-
8617

1. You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Lisa Amundson. The purpose of this research is to
determine the preservice teachers’ behavioral intent to adopt Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate with peers.
2. a) Your participation will involve completion of a one-time, 15-minute electronic survey regarding your
behavioral intentions to use Web 2.0 technologies to collaborate with peers.
Web 2.0 technology is a generic term for any collaborative technology that enables an interaction, instead of
a one-sided presentation of information on the Internet. Examples of a Web 2.0 technology would be a group
blog, wiki, social networking, or social bookmarking site.
b) Approximately 400 preservice teachers may be involved in this research throughout the Midwest region of the
United States.
¢) The amount of time involved in your participation will be approximately 15 minutes- and you will eligible to
win a $50 Amazon gift card for your time. In order to contact you in the event that you won the gift card,
you will be asked your contact information at the end of the survey. Providing your contact information is
optional. You may also request to be contacted in five years for a follow up study that will determine actual
behavior as related to your intended behavior to collaborate on Web 2.0 technologies. Participating in the
follow up study is optional.

3. There are no known risks associated with this research.

4. There are no direct benefits for you participating in this study

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research study or withdraw your
consent at any time. You will NOT be penalized in any way should you choose not to participate or withdraw.

6. All demographic and personal information will be password-protected as it is received through Goggle Survey.
After the data has been cleaned and uploaded onto SPSS and AMOS, it will be deleted from the Goggle Survey
account and kept on a secured password-protected file. Contact information for subjects who would like to enter
to win the Amazon Gift Card, but would not like to participate in the follow up study, will be destroyed after the
distribution of the Gift Cards. However, if subjects wish to participate in the follow up study their contact
information will be coded (example: Joe Smith will be known as “Participant #12”) and the coded contact
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information will be linked to their responses on the survey. Actual contact information and code will be kept on a
separate secured file from the responses to the survey. The secured file will be on a locked flash drive that will be
coded for privacy purposes and to ensure the confidentiality of the individual participants.

7. Ifyou have any questions or concerns regarding this study, or if any problems arise, you may call the Investigator,
Lisa Amundson at (618) 954-8617 or the Faculty Advisor, Dr. Patricia Kopetz at (314) 516-6557. You may also
ask questions or state concerns regarding your rights as a research participant to the Office of Research, at 516-
5899.

I have read this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. I will also be given a
copy of this consent form for my records. By selecting “Next” and proceeding to the survey, I hereby
consent to my participation in the research described above.

Paricipant's Signature Date

Signature of Investigator or Designee Date
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Appendix D

Invitation to Survey

You are invited to participate in a 15 minute research study, conducted through the
University of Missouri St. Louis. The study seeks to collect information from individuals
who are preparing to be teachers. We are interested in how you are currently
collaborating online with your peers and what your intentions are to do so in the future.

You will be eligible to win a $50 Amazon Gift Card. In order to contact you in the event
that you win the gift card, you will be asked your contact information at the end of the
survey. However, providing your contact information is optional and not necessary for
participation. If you do provide your contact information it will be password protected
and then destroyed after the follow up study is completed.

Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research
study or withdraw your consent at any time. You will NOT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or withdraw.

If you are interested, please access this LINK to find the consent form and survey. If
they link does not work for you, please copy and paste the following link into your
browser

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/13DFkwcjgF5KASRVB6uUDe7yjQ4E1TgmQDrP4ol4i6Ua
o/viewform

If you have any additional questions please contact the researcher Lisa Amundson at
(618) 954-8617 or through email at lisa.amundson@greenville.edu

Thank you for your time!

Lisa Amundson
University of Missouri St. Louis
College of Education



