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Abstract 

• Research of relevant literature suggests a strong correlation 
between the success of students utilizing technology in an effective 
manner and standardized test scores higher than previously 
achieved. The benefits of this kind of work will further student skills 
in not only math but in technology as well. Unfortunately, three main 
points seem to halt the progress of this wonderful idea: cost, 
training, and technology failure. Teachers, rightly so, are skeptical 
about how much progress can be made when continual updates and 
installations are constantly putting the technological movement on 
hold. This project will take data from several students in a local 
district and compare achievement scores on tests using the 
GoToLearn diagnostics. Participants will either use teacher based 
instruction or technology instruction but not both. Pre- and post-tests 
will be given to the entire group to measure their abilities before and 
after instruction. Personal interviews will also be conducted in order 
to gauge the student’s responses to the different methods. The 
project is being supervised by a wonderful mentor and instructor, Dr. 
Tunks, from the College of Education at UNT. At the time of 
submission, this project is not funded by an outside source. Data 
thus far has not proven significant. 



Background Literature 

• Technology integration is 
effective, based on testing 

• Teachers like the immediate 
feedback 

• Students are less likely to 
repeat mistakes with 
technology help 

• Students seem to favor the 
programs 

• Grants are available to get the 
programs up and running 



Problems with Technology 

• It is expensive to maintain and the grants usually 
only allow for set up 

• System problems delay learning 

• Tech support is hard to come by 

• Continuous updates outdate materials being 
used 

• Pieces of the computers have a tendency to 
disappear 

• Some question the student’s responsibility with 
the technology 



Purpose 

• To determine if 

technology really is 

better 

• To see if students 

actually like the 

programs 

• To make sure the 

required objectives 

are being adhered to 

in the technology 



Hypothesis 

• Students will prefer some teacher 

interaction but will also prefer going at 

their own pace 

• Students using the technology will be 

more successful than those who aren’t 



School of Study 

Strickland Middle 

School 



Grouping Of Students 



Methodology  

• Students in the technology group will learn using the computer 
programs 

• Students in the instruction group will learn through the teacher’s 
lesson plans 

• Students without permission forms will not be measured 



Evaluation of Instruction 

• Students will be given a 

pre-test and a post-test 

from the GoToLearn 

diagnostic technology to 

test their progress with 

the material covered 

during the study 

• Students will be 

interviewed at random to 

discuss their views of the 

different instruction 



Sample Test Questions 



Sample Interview Questions 

1. Do you feel that you learn better this way 

instead of the other? 

2. Would you like to use technology to learn 

math in the future? Why or why not?  

3. Were the (computer) lessons fun or 

interesting to you?  



Timeline of Events 

• Oct. 24, 2005- Approval of IRB 

• Nov. 11, 2005- Meet with Ms. Palmer and Dr. Tunks to arrange schedules for project. 

• Nov. 15, 2005-Get forms copied and sorted for individual students. 

• Nov. 29, 2005-Send consent/Assent Forms home with students 

• Dec. 8, 2005-Meeting with Ms. Palmer and Dr. Tunks to randomly sort students into 
groups and discuss related matters 

• Dec. 2005- Organize budget and apply for money. 

• Jan. 3, 2006- Begin First 2 week session of study. 

• Feb. 2006-Analyze Data Session 1 

• Feb. 2006-Begin Second 2 week session of study 

• March 2006-Analyze Data of Session 2 

• May 2006-Begin Third 2-week session 

• May 2006-Begin interviews  

• May 2006- Transcribe interviews 

• May 2006-Analyze data and interviews 

• May 2006-Publicize results 



Problems 

• Learning environment is not sterile 

• Learning itself is an individual process 

• Technology problems hinder progress 

• Interruptions are inevitable 

• Home conflicts can distract students 

• Difficult to find willing subjects and parents 

 



Results For First Run 
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Results For Second Run 
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Significance 

• Using the 

ANOVA 

method, it 

has been 

determined 

that there 

is no 

significant 

data 

ANOVA

160.000 1 160.000 .914 .367

1400.000 8 175.000

1560.000 9

10.000 1 10.000 .050 .829

1600.000 8 200.000

1610.000 9

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

pretest

posttest

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

ANOVA

90.000 1 90.000 .600 .461

1200.000 8 150.000

1290.000 9

1000.000 1 1000.000 5.556 .046

1440.000 8 180.000

2440.000 9

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

pretest

posttest

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.



Conclusion 

• So far there is nothing significant to report  

• The first data set supported the hypothesis 

while the second did not 

• The lack of a sterile learning environment 

proves difficult for planning and execution 

• Lack of subjects also proves detrimental to 

results 
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