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LOUISIANA T E C H
U N I V E R S I T Y

OFFICE OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rebecca Calloway

FROM: Stephanie Herrmann, University Researc

SUBJECT: HUMAN USE COMMITTEE REVIEW

DATE: February 14, 2004

In order to facilitate your project, an EXPEDITED REVIEW has been done for your proposed 
study entitled:

“The Relationship of Teacher Candidate Computer Self-efficacy to Faculty Computer 
Self-efficacy, Technology Faculty Development, and Technology 

Integration in Louisiana’s Colleges and Universities”
Proposal # HUC-0041

The proposed study procedures were found to provide reasonable and adequate safeguards against 
possible risks involving human subjects. The information to be collected maybe personal in nature 
or implication. Therefore, diligent care needs to be taken to protect the privacy of the participants 
and to assure that the data are kept confidential. Further, the subjects must be informed that their 
participation is voluntary.

Since your reviewed project appears to do no damage to the participants, the Human Use 
Committee grants approval o f  the involvement o f human subjects as outlined.

This approval is granted for one year from the date shown above. Projects should be renewed 
annually. Projects involving NIH funds require annual education training to be documented. For 
more information regarding this, contact the Office of University Research.

You are requested to maintain written records of your procedures, data collected, and subjects 
involved. These records will need to be available upon request during the conduct of the study and 
retained by the university for three years after the conclusion of the study.

If you have any questions, please contact Mary Livingston at 257-2292 or Stephanie Herrmann at 
257-5075.

Note to Researcher:
No comments at this time.

A MEMBER OF THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA SYSTEM

P.O. BOX 3092 • R USTO N, LA 71272 • TELEPHONE (318) 257-5075 •  FAX (318) 257-5079
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY UNIVERSITY
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From: P.Eachus@salford.ac.uk
Subject: Re: CUSE key and permission 
Date: January 12, 2004 4:18:01 AM CST 
To: becky@woodard.latech.edu

Please feel free to use the scale.
The scoring key is attached.

Pete Eachus

On 27 Dec 2003, at 13:54, Becky Callaway wrote:

Dr. Eachus,
I am interested in using your Computer User Self-efficacy Scale in 
research for my dissertation. I am looking at higher education faculty 
and the relationship between computer self-efficacy, technology faculty 
development and technology integration.

If this is acceptable to you, would you send me the scoring key as well 
as written permission to use the scale?

Thank you,

Becky Callaway
Coordinator of Instructional Technology 
CITDL— 1014 PML 
Louisiana Tech University 
318 257-2912 
318 257-2731 (fax)

Dr Peter Eachus
School of Community, Health Sciences, and Social Care 
University of Salford

Phone: +44 161 295 2428 Fax: +44 161 295 2427

University of Salford, Salford, M6 6PU, UK.

—  File information------------
File: Scoring of The Computer Self .doc 
Date: 9 Mar 2001, 11:33 
Size: 11776 bytes.
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Scoring of The Computer Self-Efficacy Scale 

"Student Attitude Towards Computers"

Part 1

Experience with computers - this question is scored using a standard Likert 
format where "none" is scored as 1 and "extensive" is scored as 6.

Number of computer packages used - here the respondent is scored 1 for each 
package used and these are totalled to give a score for the question, i.e. total 
number of packages used.

Part 2

Items 1 to 30 are all scored on a six point Likert scale.

Items 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16, 18, 20, 24, 27 and 29 are positively worded and 
the respondent's response is recorded as the actual scale score for these items, 
e.g. a response of 4 to item 1 will be scored as 4, i.e.

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree

Items 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28 and 30 are 
negatively worded and are scored in reverse, i.e.

Strongly Agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Disagree

A scale score for these items is obtained by subtracting the respondent's 
response from 7, e.g. a response of 4 to item 3 will be scored as 3.

Summing the scores for all 30 items gives a self-efficacy score and by scoring 
the scale in such a way, high scale scores indicate greater confidence for 
computer use.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
TITLE: The relationship of teacher candidate computer self-efficacy to faculty 
computer self-efficacy, technology professional development, and technology 
integration in Louisiana's colleges and universities.

PURPOSE OF STUDY: The purpose of this survey is to determine the relationship 
between teacher candidates' computer self-efficacy and faculty members' computer self- 
efficacy, technology professional development, and technology integration in 
Louisiana's colleges and universities. The survey is divided into three parts. In Part I 
you are asked to provide some basic background information about yourself and your 
experience with computers. In Part II you are ask to indicate the extent to which you, 
personally, agree or disagree with the statement provided. In Part III you are asked 
about your use of technology in your classes.

SUBJECTS: A statewide survey of higher education faculty members and teacher 
candidates.

PROCEDURE: The faculty member participants will be contacted via Internet to 
complete an online survey. Questions on attitudes, opinions and demographic 
information are included in the survey. The responses will be sent back electronically 
via internet. Teacher candidate participants will complete a printed survey.

INSTRUMENTS AND MEASURES TO INSURE PROTECTION OF 
CONFIDENTIALITY: A researcher-developed survey will be used to gather the 
information; the instrument was piloted with five instructional technologists, with 
modifications made to correct ambiguous and/or nonproductive questions. In order to 
protect the confidentiality of participants, the data collected will be stored on a server- 
based password-protected account. Due to the nature of the Internet complete 
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.

RISKS: There are no risks associated with this study.

BENEFITS/COMPENSATION: None

SAFEGUARDS OF PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL WELL-BEING: This study 
involves no treatment or physical contact.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this study contact:
PROJECT DIRECTORS:
Rebecca Callaway, Doctoral Student, 318-257-2912, beckv@latech.edu,
Dr. Jo Ann Dauzat, Project Director, 318-257-3712, jdauzat@latech.edu 

HUMAN USE COMMTTTEE: Dr. Mary Livingston, marvml @ latech.edu

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

mailto:beckv@latech.edu
mailto:jdauzat@latech.edu


I l l

Dr. Terry McConathy, tmm@ gschool. latcch. edu

PARTICIPANT CONSENT STATEMENT: I understand that my participation in 
this study is strictly voluntary. I understand that I may refuse to answer any 
questions without penalty. I further understand that individual survey results will 
not be accessible to anyone except the principal investigator, myself, or a legally 
appointed representative. I have not been requested to waive, nor do I waive any of 
my rights related to participating in this study.
f~

By selecting this box and pressing the Submit button, I agree to the terms and 
conditions set forth above.
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Technology Survey Information and Participant Consent Agreement 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
TITLE: The relationship of teacher candidate computer self-efficacy to faculty computer 
self-efficacy, technology professional development, and technology integration in 
Louisiana's colleges and universities.
PURPOSE OF STUDY: The purpose of this survey is to determine the relationship 
between teacher candidates' computer self-efficacy and faculty members' computer self- 
efficacy, technology professional development, and technology integration in Louisiana's 
colleges and universities.
SUBJECTS: A statewide survey of higher education faculty members and teacher 
candidates.
PROCEDURE: The faculty member participants will be contacted via Internet to 
complete an online survey. Questions on attitudes, opinions and demographic information 
are included in the survey. The responses will be sent back electronically via internet. 
Teacher candidate participants will complete a printed or online survey.
INSTRUMENTS AND MEASURES TO INSURE PROTECTION OF 
CONFIDENTIALITY: A researcher-developed survey will be used to gather the 
information; the instrument was piloted with five instructional technologists, with 
modifications made to correct ambiguous and/or nonproductive questions. In order to 
protect the confidentiality of participants, the data collected will be stored on a server- 
based password-protected account. Due to the nature of the Internet complete 
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.
RISKS: There are no risks associated with this study.
BENEFITS/COMPENSATION: None
SAFEGUARDS OF PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL WELL-BEING: This study 
involves no treatment or physical contact.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this study contact:
PROJECT DIRECTORS:
Rebecca Callaway, Doctoral Student, 318-257-2912, beckv@latech.edu,
Dr. Jo Ann Dauzat, Project Director, 318-257-3712. idauzat@latech.edu 
HUMAN USE COMMTTTEE: Dr. Mary Livingston, marvml@latech.edu 
Dr. Terry McConathy, tmm@gschool.latcch.edu

PARTICIPANT CONSENT STATEMENT: I understand that my participation in 
this study is strictly voluntary. I understand that I may refuse to answer any 
questions without penalty. I further understand that individual survey results will 
not be accessible to anyone except the principal investigator, myself, or a legally 
appointed representative. I have not been requested to waive, nor do I waive any of 
my rights related to participating in this study.

By selecting this box and pressing the Submit button, I agree to the terms and conditions 
set forth above.
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Part I
Institution:
r**

4 year doctoral
P 4 year non-doctoral 

Department:

Number of years teaching experience in higher education:

Internet Access:
P home only
P work only
P both home and work

Tenure Status:
P tenured
P non-tenured
P not on tenure track 

Employment Status:

C  full-time 
P part-time

Gender:

C  male

^  female

Ethnicity:
P African American
P Asian
P Caucasian
P Hispanic
p

Native American 

C  Other

I attended T.H.EIQUEST faculty development sessions:
P yes, at Lafayette
P yes, at Ruston
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I attended Passport faculty development sessions: 

C  yes

In addition to the faculty development sessions above, how many hours of technology 
faculty development or technology-related workshops have you attended in the last 5 
years:

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Course Management system 
(i.e. Blackboard, WebCT, etc.) hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.

Webpage Design hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.
T.H.EIQUEST hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.

PASS-port r hr, r hr, 1 hrs. hrs. hrs.

Other: hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.
Other: hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.
Other: hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.
Other: hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.

Part II
1. Most difficulties I 
encounter when using 
computers, I can usually 
deal with.
2 .1 find working with 
computers very easy.

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly £  
disagree

3 .1 am very unsure of my Strongly ^  
abilities to use computers, disagree
4 .1 seem to have
difficulties with most of Strongly ^  
the packages I have tried to disagree 
use.

5. Computers frighten me. Strongly
disagree

6 .1 enjoy working with 
computers.

Strongly ^  
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 agree

c  2 c

c  2 c

3 c  4 c

3 c  4 c

6

6

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

C 2 C 3 C 4 C

C 2 C 3 C 4 C

6

6

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree
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7 .1 find that computers get Strongly ^  
in the way of learning. disagree
8. Windows-based
computer packages don’t Strongly ^  
cause many problems for disagree 
me.
9. Computers make me 
much more productive.
10.1 often have difficulties 
when trying to learn how 
to use a new computer 
package.
11. Most of the computer 
packages I have had 
experience with have been 
easy to use.
12.1 am very confident in 
my abilities to make use of 
computers.
13.1 find it difficult to get 
computers to do what I 
want them to do.
14. At times I find working 
with computers very 
confusing.
15.1 would rather that we 
did not have to leam how 
to use computers.
16.1 usually find it easy to 
leam how to use a new 
software package.
17.1 seem to waste a lot of 
time struggling with 
computers.
18. Using computers 
makes learning more 
interesting.
19.1 always seem to have 
problems when trying to 
use computers.
20. Some computer 
packages definitely make 
learning easier.

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly £•> 
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly £  
disagree

e 9 e , e 4 e * e 6
agree

C 9 C . C 4 E c C *  Strongly 2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C o C 4 C c C .  Strongly 
2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C o C 4 C r C *  Strongly 2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C . C 4 C c C *  Strongly 
2 3 4 5 6 agree

Strongly
2 3 4 5 6 agree

c  9 c  ,  c  4 c  * c  * stron§1y2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C . C 4 C c C *  Strongly 
2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C . C , C <; C fi Strongly 
2 3 4 5 6 agree

C 9 C o C 4 C c C .  Strongly 
2 3 4 5 6 agree

c  9 c  ,  c  4 c  c c  Stron§1y2 3 4 5 6 agree

E  9 E  ,  C  4 C  c c  f. Stron§1yi. j  h- j  u agree

c  9 c  ,  c  4 c  ,  c  ,  stron§1y
A J J  °  agree

C 9 C o C 4 C c E fi Strongly
agree
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21. Computer jargon 
baffles me.

22. Computers are far too Strongly ̂
complicated for me. disagree

23. Using computers is Strongly ̂
something I rarely enjoy, disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

24. Computers are good 
aids to learning.
25. Sometimes, when 
using a computer, things 
seem to happen and I don’t 
know why.
26. As far as computers go, 
I don’t consider myself to 
be very competent.
27. Computers help me to 
save a lot of time.

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

Strongly ^  
disagree

2 8 .1 find working with Strongly ^  
computers very frustrating, disagree

29 .1 consider myself to be Strongly £* 
a skilled computer user. disagree
30. When using computers 
I worry that I might press Strongly ^  
the wrong button and disagree 
damage it.

c 2 c . c 4 c 5 c 6z, j  ‘t j  u agree

Strongly 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Strongly 
agree

C ar" p  p*l p*i
2 L  3 L  4 L  5 L  6

C r* r* r-* t-*
2 3 4 5 6

C p*l p  V~* p^
2 3 4 5 6

C F"" r'1 r"’’ i”1
3 4 5 6

C P "*I f !  r~ *  p ^ l

2 3 4 5 6

C r-H  w—i

2 3 4 5 6

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

Part III
How many courses are you currently 
teaching?
Of these courses, how many have C  C  C  C  C
components available to students online? 0 * 2 3 4 or more
Of these courses, how many do you teach 
online? (no more than two face-to-face 
meetings)

p*t
u  0 ^  1 L  2 3 U  4 or more

C 0 C 1 C 2 C 3 C  4 or more

On average, how many times per week 
do you use the following technology in 
your current face-to-face classes: (total of 
all face-to-face classes)

Powerpoint

Less 
Never than 

once
1 -2  3 - 4 5

or more
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VCR E e E E E
DVD □ c E E E
Document Camera c c E E E
Graphing Calculator c c E E E
Computer Software Demonstration c c E E E
Internet Sites c c E E E
Video Camera c c E E E
Other: c e E E E
Other: c c E E E

On average, how many times per week do 
you use each of these online resources 
in your teaching? (total of all courses - both 
online and face-to-face)

Never
Less
than
once

1 -2 3 - 4 5
or more

Course Annoucements E E E E E
Syllabus c C E E E
Resources for assignments c c E E E
Email c c E E E
Course schedule c c E E E
Course content c c E E E
Grades e c E E E
Digital dropbox e c E E E
Chat e E E E E
Discussion board e E E E E
Groups c E E E E
Online quiz e E E E E
Online survey e E E E E
Virtual Classroom e E E E E
Interactive tutorial c E E E E
Streaming video c E E E E
Other: c E E E E

For the courses you are currently teaching, how are materials posted online? (check all 
that apply)
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r~
Course management system (i.e. BlackBoard, WebCT, etc.)

Personal webpage for course

Textbook publisher hosted website 
Other:

How have you changed your teaching in order to integrate technology into your courses?

What are the advantages of having course materials online?

What are the disadvantages of having course materials online?
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DEPARTMENT GROUPINGS

1 Education

Behavioral Studies and Educational Leadership, 
Curriculum, Instruction, and Leadership,
Education,
Education, Curriculum and Instruction,
Educational Foundations and Leadership,
Educational Leadership, Counseling and Foundations, 
Educational Leadership and Instructional Technology, 
Educational Leadership, Research and Counseling, 
Education and Counseling,
Education and Human Development,
Education and Educational Technology,
Educational Leadership, Research and Counseling, 
Educational Leadership and Counseling 
Educational Technology 
Foundations and Leadership,
Instructional Technology,
Teacher Education,
Teaching and Learning,
Health and Exercise Sciences,
Health and Human Performance,
Health and Physical Education,
Health Sciences,
Human Performance and Health Promotion, 
Kinesiology,
Kinesiology and Health Sciences,
PK16

2 Science

Applied and Nature Sciences,
Applied, Natural and Social Sciences,
Biological & Environmental Sciences 
Chemistry and Physics,
Geology and Geophysics,
Geosciences,
Physics,
Science,
Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness , 
Agricultural Sciences,
Family and Consumer Sciences ,
Forestry,
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Human Resources (Family and Consumer Sciences), 
Human Resource Education & Workforce Development, 
Human Ecology,
Renewable Natural Resources

3 Arts and Sciences

Architecture
Art,
Arts, English, and Humanities ,
Aviation,
Aviation Science,
Communication A rts,
Communicative disorders,
Communication Studies,
Creative and Performing Arts,
Creative and Performing Arts (Music),
Music,
Performing Arts -  Drama,
Speech Theatre,
Criminal Justice,
Fine Arts,
Fine Arts, Music, Philosophy ,
History and Geography 
History and Political Science 
History and social sciences 
Humanities,
Journalism,
Mass Communication,
Liberal Arts,
Military Science ,
Philosophy,
Political Science,
Professional Aviation,
Religion,
Social W ork,
Sociology,
Sociology/ Pediatrics,
Speech

4 Mathematics, Computer Science, and Statistics 

Mathematics
Mathematics, Computer Science, and Statistics 
Computer Science
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5 Languages and Literature

English,
English, Journalism, and Languages,
Foreign Languages & Literatures,
Languages,
Language and Communication,
Languages and Literature,
Modem Languages,

6 Behavioral Sciences

Behavioral Sciences,
Behavioral and Social Sciences ,
Counseling,
Counseling Education,
Psychology & Behavioral Sciences,
Social Sciences,

7 Administration and Business 

Accounting,
Business Administration,
Business law,
Computer Information Systems and Analysis, 
Economics & Finance,
Entreprenuership,
Management and Marketing,
Marketing,
Professional Accountancy

8 Other

Biomedical Engineering,
Chemical Engineering,
Civil Engineering,
Construction,
Electrical Engineering,
Electrical Engineering Technology, 
Mechanical Engineering 
Dental Hygiene,
Gerontology,
Health Information Management,
Nursing,
Nursing Radiology,
Occupational Therapy,
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Pharmacy,
Radiologic Technology, 
Assessment and Evaluation, 
Continuing Education,
Graduate studies,
Higher education,
Learning resource center,
Library,
Louisiana Scholars' College, 
Master of Arts in Urban Education, 
Student Support Services 
Title III
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