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ABSTRACT	

This	dissertation	is	the	result	of	active	research	that	provides	a	faculty	guide	for	

immediate	application.	The	guide	is	a	collection	of	technology	integration	ideas	for	

faculty.	Benefits	include	a	self-identification	tool	for	faculty	of	his/her	technology	

knowledge	level,	which	is	matched	with	a	technology	integration	model.	Each	model	has	

relevant	application	through	best	practices	of	technology	integration	in	the	guide.	

The	active	research	is	in	response	to	the	exponential	growth	of	the	impact	that	

technology	has	had	on	society,	requiring	institutions	of	higher	education	to	continually	

reexamine	curriculum	design	and	implementation.	While	students	both	expect	the	use	

of	technology	in	the	classroom	and	need	to	have	technology	knowledge	for	

employment,	the	integration	of	technology	in	the	classroom	remains	a	critical	issue	for	

faculty	

The	researcher	works	at	one	of	nine	physical	campuses	(not	including	extension	

sites	and	an	online	campus)	of	an	independent,	not-for-profit	college	system	in	the	

Midwest.	The	researcher’s	campus	employs,	on	average,	200	faculty	per	academic	term.	

Due	to	the	nature	of	experts	needed	for	various	programs	at	the	researcher’s	college,	

not	all	faculty	members	have	teacher	training	or	teaching	experience.	The	researcher	

wrote	the	guide	as	a	supplement	to	professional	development	opportunities.	Best	

practices	included	in	the	guide	focus	on	student	engagement	via	group	work,	formative	

and	summative	assessment,	and	using	Learning	Management	Systems.	 	
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CHAPTER	ONE:	INTRODUCTION	

THE	IMPACT	

The	exponential	growth	of	the	impact	that	technology	has	had	on	society	just	in	

the	past	decade	alone	requires	institutions	of	higher	education	to	continually	reexamine	

curriculum	design	and	implementation.	In	fact,	a	survey	released	in	2000	by	Campus	

Computing	Project	revealed	that	“helping	faculty	members	integrate	technology	with	

instruction	continues	to	be	the	main	priority	of	academic-computing	administrators”	

(Carlson,	2000,	para.	1).	Just	ten	years	later,	the	2010	Campus	Computing	Project	survey	

revealed	that	98%	of	students	own	cell	phones	and	that	students	expect	institutions	to	

provide	similar	instructional	resources,	such	as	mobile	apps	(Green,	2010).	In	this	same	

survey,	results	indicated	a	significant	shift	towards	Learning	Management	Systems	

(LMSs),	although	deployment	was	low	(Green,	2010);	this	seems	to	indicate	that	LMSs	

began	to	be	commonplace	by	2010,	but	utilized	little.	

Data-driven	skills	and	digital	awareness	in	higher	education	graduates	have	

become	increasingly	critical	in	the	past	decade	(Selingo,	2016).	Brian	Fitzgerald,	head	of	

the	Business-Higher	Education	Forum,	states	that	“even	non-tech	jobs	are	tech	jobs”	

(Selingo,	2016,	p.50).	While	students	both	expect	the	use	of	technology	in	the	classroom	

and	need	to	have	technology	knowledge	for	employment,	the	integration	of	technology	

in	the	classroom	remains	a	critical	issue	for	faculty.	
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Problems	arise	when	educational	institutions	spend	exorbitant	amounts	of	

money	on	technology	software	and	hardware,	only	to	find	that	few	educators	are	using	

the	technology	effectively	or	at	all.	One	school	consultant	stated	that	there	is	nothing	

transformative	about	having	technology	in	the	classroom	unless	you	are	able	to	utilize	

higher	order	teaching	and	learning	(Herold,	2015).	From	the	research,	Herold	(2015)	

gives	several	reasons	why	technology	has	not	significantly	changed	the	way	teachers	

teach,	including	teachers'	beliefs	about	what	constitutes	effective	instruction,	their	lack	

of	technology	expertise,	and	erratic	training.	

From	the	student	perspective,	technology	has	become	a	norm.	As	older	students	

not	as	familiar	with	technology	exit	the	higher	education	arena,	a	higher	number	of	

younger	students	will	replace	older	students.	These	younger	students	are	considered	to	

be	digital	natives	and	have	had	more	exposure	to	technology,	particularly	students	

identified	as	Generation	Z	(students	born	as	early	as	1990	and	as	late	as	2000).	A	report	

from	Barnes	&	Noble	College	(2015)	describes	these	young	students	and	their	approach	

to	learning	with	technology:	

Gen	Z	wants	engaging,	interactive	learning	experiences.	They	want	to	be	
challenged,	they	want	to	be	empowered	to	make	their	own	decisions,	and	as	
digital	natives,	they	expect	technology	to	play	an	instrumental	role	in	their	
educational	experience.	While	traditional	textbooks	still	reign	supreme,	there’s	
no	denying	that	the	future	of	educational	technology,	or	“ed	tech,”	is	now.	(p.	8)	
	

If	younger	students	expect	engaging	and	interactive	learning	experiences,	faculty	must	

be	able	to	adapt	lessons	and	infuse	learning	experiences	with	technology	that	are	

relevant	and	that	match	the	learning	expectations.	Faculty	must	be	prepared	to	adjust	

to	the	growing	reality	of	a	technologically	connected	global	society.	
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DEFINING	TECHNOLOGY	

Technology	is	a	constantly	changing	field,	and	thus	defining	technology	changes	

with	perspective	and	time.	For	the	purposes	of	this	dissertation,	technology	

encompasses	seven	categories	with	selected	technologies,	tools,	and	strategies	created	

by	the	New	Media	Consortium	in	a	2015	report	(see	Figure	1).	These	categories	“are	

intended	to	provide	a	way	to	illustrate	and	organize	emerging	technologies	into	

pathways	of	development	that	are	or	may	be	relevant	to	learning	and	creative	inquiry”	

(Johnson,	Adams	Becker,	Estrada,	and	Freeman,	2015).	Therefore,	integrating	

technology	in	the	classroom	could	refer	to	a	singular	category,	technology,	tools,	or	

strategy,	or	any	combination	of	the	latter.	

	
Source:	Johnson,	Adams	Becker,	Estrada,	and	Freeman,	2015).	
Figure	 1.	 Seven	 categories	 of	 technologies,	 tools,	 and	 strategies	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	
defining	technology	
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UNDERSTANDING	THE	INSTITUTIONAL	CONTEXT	AND	THE	RESEARCHER’S	
BACKGROUND	

The	researcher	works	at	one	of	nine	physical	campuses	(not	including	extension	

sites	and	an	online	campus)	of	an	independent,	not-for-profit	college	system	in	the	

Midwest.	The	researcher’s	campus	employs,	on	average,	200	faculty	per	academic	term.	

Due	to	the	nature	of	experts	needed	for	various	programs	at	the	researcher’s	college,	

not	all	faculty	members	have	teacher	training	or	teaching	experience.	Often,	faculty	are	

hired	based	on	credentials	in	the	field	rather	than	teaching	experience.	For	this	reason,	

it	is	common	that	faculty	at	the	researcher’s	(and	similar	institutions)	college	have	little	

to	no	experience	planning	for	and	implementing	technology	in	the	classroom,	and	little	

to	no	experience	with	various	teaching	methods.	

While	the	researcher’s	college	campuses	do	not	have	physical	Center	for	

Teaching	and	Learning	structures	(or	similar),	the	system	itself	has	a	department	that	

fully	supports	faculty	and	staff	in	effective	teaching	and	learning.	Additionally,	each	

campus	location	(including	the	online	campus)	employs	at	least	one	full	time	classroom	

support	point	of	contact.	One	of	the	main	roles	of	the	point	of	contact	is	to	support	

faculty	and	program	officials	in	instructional	effectiveness	through	professional	

development.	The	researcher	is	employed	in	the	point	of	contact	role.	

	 Because	of	the	researcher’s	point	of	contact	role,	several	years	of	increasing	

responsibility	of	professional	development	and	increasing	work	with	faculty	added	to	

the	researcher’s	knowledge	and	experience.	Additionally,	the	researcher	has	over	20	

years	of	experience	in	education	at	multiple	levels	and	roles.	The	researcher’s	main	
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focus	in	the	product	is	faculty,	specifically	adjunct	faculty,	who	may	or	may	not	have	

teacher	training	in	his/her	background.		

	 The	researcher	spent	most	of	the	two	years	preceding	the	development	of	the	

product	working	with	faculty	in	professional	development,	with	a	specific	focus	on	

working	with	faculty	with	technology	integration	and	using	the	college’s	learning	

management	system	(LMS).	Throughout	both	years,	the	researcher	consulted	informally	

with	colleagues	within	and	outside	the	researcher’s	college	system	on	faculty	mindset,	

technology	integration	approaches,	and	effective	communication	among	various	college	

departments	but	centering	on	faculty.	

	 It	is	important	to	understand	that	the	researcher	approached	the	product	with	

the	idea	that	the	user	of	the	guide	would	be	employed	at	a	college	where	support	for	

faculty	exists	in	the	college,	but	not	necessarily	in	a	designated	space.	This	means	that	

faculty	support	exists	in	structure	or	design,	meaning	a	point	of	contact	for	support	and	

a	system	of	support,	but	not	space	or	location,	such	as	a	Center	for	Teaching	and	

Learning	(or	similar).	The	researcher’s	college	system	fully	support	faculty,	but	does	not	

have	a	physical	designated	space	on	every	campus	that	is	solely	dedicated	to	faculty	for	

professional	development	that	is	common	at	public	universities	or	large	college	

campuses.	Because	of	this	distinction,	the	guide	serves	as	a	supplement	to	other	

professional	development	offerings	on	campuses	similar	to	the	researcher’s,	and	serves	

as	a	self-learning	tool	for	faculty	who	are	seeking	a	quick	reference	or	succinct	overview	

of	suggested	or	required	technology	integration	efforts	on	his/her	college	campus.	It	is	



	

6	

not	the	researcher’s	intention	to	use	the	guide	as	a	replacement	for	ongoing	

professional	development	opportunities	on	the	campus.	

THE	PROBLEM	

The	focus	of	most	faculty	professional	development	in	higher	education	

traditionally	tends	to	be	on	the	results	of	classroom	impact	on	students.	Little	attention	

has	been	paid	to	the	process	of	developing	faculty	as	better	learners	so	that	they	can	

become	better	teachers.	It	seems	counterproductive	to	expect	faculty	to	utilize	

transformative	teaching	and	learner-centered	instruction	if	they	themselves	have	never	

experienced	transformative	learning.	For	this	reason,	the	researcher	suggests	that	the	

guide	offers	faculty	a	chance	to	shift	the	learning	process,	over	time,	from	teacher-

directed	to	learner	centered,	as	illustrated	in	Figure	2.		

	
Figure	2.	Shifting	the	learning	process	from	teacher-directed	to	learner-centered.	

Instead	of	designing	professional	development	that	centers	around	one	type	of	

technology,	where	the	presenter	demonstrates	the	technology	and	the	faculty	observe,	

faculty	should	be	discovering	technology	on	their	own.	Faculty	should	have	a	chance	to	

experiment	with	various	 technology	 implementations	and	determine	what	works	best	
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with	 the	 subject	 matter	 content	 and	 the	 intended	 learning	 outcomes.	 From	 there,	

faculty	should	share	this	with	other	faculty	members,	allowing	administration	(i.e.	those	

in	charge	of	technology	and	classroom	teaching	or	evaluation)	to	be	the	guides	and	the	

faculty	to	be	the	learners.	

Essentially,	faculty	need	to	be	able	to	seamlessly	integrate	technology	as	one	of	

many	 teaching	 strategies.	 For	 some	 faculty,	 this	 will	 simply	 be	 an	 improvement	 on	

current	 lessons;	 for	 others,	 this	will	 be	 a	 difficult	 journey	 as	 they	 examine	 their	 own	

doubts	 and	 fears	 about	 technology	 use	 and	 perhaps	 even	 weaknesses	 in	 teaching	

strategies.	It	is	important	to	consider	the	professional	development	support	for	faculty	

not	 just	 with	 integrating	 technology	 in	 the	 classroom,	 but	 also	 improving	 classroom	

teaching.	By	helping	shift	faculty	mindset,	as	described	in	Chapter	Two,	faculty	are	more	

likely	to	be	able	to	successfully	integrate	technology	in	the	classroom.			

THE	PROCESS	

Although	this	dissertation	is	not	traditional,	meaning	traditional	research	was	

not	completed,	the	process	for	determining	end	goals	for	the	product,	or	guide,	began	

with	some	fundamental	questions	and	assumptions.	

This	process	began	with	three	questions,	each	of	which	has	a	brief	answer	that	is	

explored	in	the	literature	review.	These	answers	are	based	on	the	researcher’s	

perspective,	and	are	represented	visually	with	the	researcher’s	thought	process	that	

generated	parts	of	the	answers	to	questions	(see	Figure	3).		
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Figure	3.	Visual	model	of	the	researcher’s	questions	and	assumptions.	

Question	1	

What	technology	integration	models	exist	that	can	help	guide	faculty	through	

the	technology	integration	process?	The	researcher	was	aware	that	some	models	

existed.	During	the	process,	three	distinct	models	were	explored:	Bloom’s	Digital	

Taxonomy,	the	SAMR	Model,	and	the	TPACK	Model.	Originally,	the	researcher	thought	

choosing	one	model	would	suffice.	Upon	further	exploration,	it	became	apparent	that	a	

“one	size	fits	all”	model	did	not	make	sense.	There	are	so	many	varying	levels	of	faculty	

technology	knowledge	and	comfort	levels.	Each	model	seemed	more	or	less	complex	

than	the	others,	and	each	model	approached	technology	integration	in	a	different	way.	

Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	seemed	to	match	with	all	knowledge	levels,	and	would	

therefore	be	the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	at	a	low	level	of	technology	knowledge	

and	comfort.	The	SAMR	Model	appears	simple	but	requires	a	stronger	understanding	of	

the	connections	between	learning	outcomes	and	technology	use,	and	would	therefore	
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be	the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	with	an	average	level	of	technology	knowledge	and	

comfort.	The	TPACK	Model	is	complex,	requiring	a	complete	understanding	of	subject	

matter,	pedagogical	methods,	and	technology.	For	this	reason,	the	TPACK	Model	would	

be	the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	at	a	high	level	of	technology	knowledge	and	

comfort.	

Question	2	

Is	there	a	way	for	faculty	to	self-identify	as	having	a	basic,	experienced,	or	

advanced	technology	knowledge	level?	The	researcher	created	a	self-identification	tool	

for	faculty.	The	individual	faculty	reads	six	progressively	increasing	statements	regarding	

overall	technology	experience	as	a	faculty	member,	and	chooses	the	statement	that	

best	describes	him/her.	The	first	two	statements	are	matched	with	a	Basic	Technology	

Knowledge	Level	and	a	low	comfort	level.	The	third	and	fourth	statements	are	matched	

with	an	Experienced	Technology	Knowledge	Level	and	an	average	comfort	level.	The	

final	two	statements	are	matched	with	an	Advanced	Technology	Knowledge	Level	and	a	

high	comfort	level.	As	described	previously,	each	of	the	knowledge	and	comfort	levels	

was	matched	with	a	technology	integration	model.				

Question	3	

Are	there	best	practices	that	can	be	identified	to	help	faculty	make	quality	

technology	integration	decisions?	Through	the	literature	review	and	other	experiences,	

the	researcher	determined	that	a	guide	for	faculty	would	be	the	best	way	to	

communicate	best	practices.	
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ASSUMPTIONS	

The	researcher	assumes	three	critical	concepts	regarding	the	faculty	connection	

to	quality	technology	integration	in	the	college	classroom.	These	concepts	are	not	

hierarchical,	but	must	be	included	to	ensure	quality	technology	integration	in	the	

classroom.	The	three	critical	concepts	are	learning	outcomes,	technology	knowledge	

level,	and	professional	development	opportunities.	Figure	4	illustrates	these	concepts	as	

a	continuous	cycle.	

	
Figure	 4.	 Three	 critical	 components	 regarding	 the	 faculty	 connection	 to	 quality	
technology	integration	in	the	college	classroom.	

First,	some	faculty	need	assistance	connecting	learning	outcomes	with	

appropriate	use	of	technology.	While	meeting	learning	outcomes	might	be	easily	done	

without	technology,	it	is	the	integration	of	technology	to	meet	learning	outcomes	that	

faculty	may	need	assistance.	For	example,	a	learning	outcome	is	met	by	students	writing	

a	research	paper.	Faculty	may	need	assistance	determining	a	way	to	integrate	

technology	appropriately,	such	as	adding	a	presentation	piece	or	sharing	a	section	of	

the	research	paper	on	a	discussion	board	for	classmates	to	analyze.	Connecting	learning	
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outcomes	with	appropriate	use	of	technology	might	involve	a	one-on-one	conversation,	

a	mentoring	process	between	faculty	and	peers	or	faculty	and	the	campus	point	of	

contact	for	classroom	support,	or	professional	development	opportunities.	At	some	

point,	faculty	should	be	able	to	connect	learning	outcomes	with	appropriate	use	of	

technology	on	their	own.					

Second,	faculty	who	self-identify	as	having	only	a	basic	level	of	technology	

knowledge	will	need	more	assistance	with	understanding,	choosing,	and	utilizing	

technology	and	connecting	learning	outcomes	than	faculty	who	self-identify	as	having	

an	experienced	level	or	an	advanced	level	of	technology	knowledge.	As	faculty	become	

more	comfortable	or	more	familiar	with	using	technology,	and	in	turn	move	to	a	higher	

technology	knowledge	level,	less	assistance	will	be	needed.		

Finally,	faculty	need	professional	development	opportunities	that	help	them	find	

lasting	value	in	technology	integration.	Professional	development	opportunities	are	

broadly	defined	as	opportunities	that	are	offered	by	the	institution	either	formally	or	

informally.	Examples	include	planned	training	sessions	or	workshops	(compulsory	or	

self-selected),	informal	small	group	discussions,	one-on-one	consultations	with	the	

campus	point	of	contact	for	classroom	support,	and	independently	selected	professional	

development	that	is	self-directed.	

SUMMARY	

In	this	Chapter,	a	brief	introduction	was	given.	This	product	dissertation,	in	the	

form	of	a	guide,	focuses	on	quality	technology	integration	in	the	college	classroom.	The	
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guide	gives	some	foundational	support	for	why	integrating	technology	in	the	classroom	

is	necessary,	explains	what	to	consider	when	planning	integration	of	technology,	and	

provides	tips	to	guide	faculty	with	general	and	specific	technology	integration	ideas.	The	

organization	of	the	remainder	of	this	product	dissertation	is	in	four	chapters.	Chapter	

Two	will	review	student	learning	and	engagement	with	technology,	as	well	as	faculty	

and	technology	expectations,	and	explore	theoretical	frameworks	of	technology	

integration.	Chapter	Three	will	go	through	the	process	of	creating	the	guide.	Chapter	

Four	is	the	guide	itself,	or	the	product	that	can	stand	alone.	Chapter	Five	will	discuss	

implications	and	offer	suggestions	for	further	development.	

	



	

	

	

	

CHAPTER	TWO:	LITERATURE	REVIEW	

INTRODUCTION	

Critical	to	the	development	of	this	product	dissertation	was	determining	a	

foundational	point	of	reference.	Since	the	purpose	of	the	guide	is	to	provide	a	collection	

of	technology	integration	ideas	for	faculty,	it	is	necessary	to	provide	a	foundational	

point	of	reference	for	faculty	to	understand	not	only	what	to	do,	but	why.	For	faculty,	

that	foundational	point	of	reference	is	an	integration	model	that	most	closely	matches	

with	a	faculty	member’s	technology	knowledge	level.	Determining	which	model	to	use	

became	clear	after	reviewing	the	literature	on	student	learning	and	engagement	with	

technology,	as	well	as	faculty	and	technology	expectations.	

STUDENT	LEARNING	AND	ENGAGEMENT	WITH	TECHNOLOGY	

	 Of	significant	interest	to	the	researcher	is	the	work	of	Terry	Doyle,	an	author,	

educational	consultant,	and	former	professor,	known	for	Learner-Centered	Teaching.	

Doyle	encourages	faculty	to	become	learner-centered	teachers	“regardless	of	their	

discipline”	(Bishop,	Casting,	and	King,	2014,	p.	46).	There	are	several	terms	used	for	

essentially	the	same	teaching	and	learning	concept	that	puts	students	in	the	center	of	

the	learning	process:	Learner-Centered	Teaching,	Student-Centered	Learning,	and	

Learner-Centered	Instruction.		
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	 Learner	Centered	Instruction	(LCI)	is	an	active	process,	optimizing	opportunities	

for	students	to	learn	by	determining	the	best	ways	to	get	students	to	learn	by	doing	

(Doyle,	2011).	Doyle	bases	this	on	neuroscience	studies,	and	states	that	“the	only	way	

for	our	students	to	increase	their	learning	is	to	actively	engage	in	learning	the	content	

and	skills	we	teach”	(Doyle,	2011,	p.	8).	Doyle	emphasizes	the	shift	in	approach	from	

traditional	teaching	methods:	“This	means	that	most	of	the	time,	our	students	need	to	

be	doing	more	than	just	listening	to	a	lecture.	Our	students	need	to	be	doing	the	work”	

(Doyle,	2011,	p.	8).	However,	he	clarifies	the	use	of	lecture:	

Lecture	has	an	important	place	in	a	learner-centered	practice.	Students	will	
always	need	teachers	to	explain	complex	and	complicated	information	and	to	
give	great	examples	to	help	connect	new	information	to	students’	backgrounds.	
This	remains	a	vital	role	for	faculty	members.	However,	the	use	of	lecture	in	a	
learner-centered	practice	needs	to	follow	a	simple	definition;	lecture	is	talking	to	
students	about	things	they	can’t	learn	on	their	own.	When	seeking	to	optimize	
students’	learning,	teachers	must	make	careful	decisions	in	determining	when	
students	need	to	listen	and	when	they	need	to	try	to	figure	things	out	on	their	
own.	(Doyle,	2011,	pp.	8-9)	
	

With	multiple	technology	platforms	now	easily	and	readily	available	to	students	and	

faculty,	integrating	technology	in	the	learning	experience	supports	Doyle’s	insistence	on	

guiding	students	to	learn	some	things	on	their	own.		

	 The	emphasis	on	increasing	student	engagement	and	integrating	technology	can	

create	resistance	among	faculty,	seeing	these	strategies	as	additional	work	to	the	

existing	teaching	load.	Yet	Redovich,	in	a	2008	report	from	the	Center	for	the	Study	of	

Jobs	&	Education	in	Wisconsin	and	the	United	States,	claims	that:	

Technology	makes	jobs	simpler,	not	more	difficult,	and	makes	workers	more	
productive.	The	great	majority	of	the	jobs	of	the	future	are	the	same	jobs	of	the	
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twentieth	century	with	new	technological	tools	that	make	these	jobs	easier	to	
do.	(as	cited	in	Cody,	2008,	para.	6)	

	
Convincing	all	faculty	that	integrating	technology	is	important	and	necessary	is	not	as	

easy.	

	 Engaging	students	in	the	learning	process	by	adding	technology	is	supported	by	

the	U.	S.	Department	of	Education,	claiming	that	technology	increases	student	

engagement	and	motivation	and	accelerates	learning	(U.	S.	Department	of	Education,	

n.d.).	One	college	student	stated	that	having	technology	in	the	classroom	changes	the	

atmosphere	and	is	a	more	engaging	way	to	learn	(Bartell,	2015).	And	while	technology	

may	be	viewed	as	by	faculty	as	distracting,	students	“are	also	using	it	to	take	a	more	

active	role	in	learning,	and	it	can	create	a	more	entertaining	and	interactive	

environment	in	the	classroom”	(Barnes	&	Noble	College,	2014).		

	 The	problem	may	not	be	just	convincing	all	faculty	that	technology	integration	

increases	student	engagement.	For	many,	the	technology	knowledge	of	the	students	is	

above	and	beyond	the	technology	knowledge	of	faculty.	Students	who	engage	with	

technology	outside	of	the	classroom	may	be	more	comfortable	with	technology	than	

faculty	(Joy,	Foss,	King,	Sinclair,	Sitthiworachart,	and	Davis,	2014).	Additionally,	students	

who	are	completely	comfortable	with	using	technology	have	high	expectations	for	

faculty	members’	technology	knowledge	and	skill,	according	to	a	project	conducted	by	

an	Educause	intern	(Roberts,	2005).	
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FACULTY	AND	TECHNOLOGY	EXPECTATIONS	

	 There	is	a	plethora	of	literature	available	that	both	supports	and	dismisses	

technology	use	in	the	classroom,	online	learning,	expectations	of	faculty,	and	faculty	

development.	Critical	to	the	development	of	this	product	are	the	recommendations	to	

support	and	develop	faculty,	as	well	as	attempting	to	meet	the	diverse	needs	of	faculty,	

in	regards	to	technology	knowledge	and	integration	in	the	classroom.		

	 According	to	Briggs,	faculty	development	“remains	one	of	the	biggest	

impediments	to	the	wider	use	of	technology	in	education”	(Briggs,	2013,	para.	1).	The	

nature	of	mainly	part-time	faculty	at	most	higher	education	institutions	contributes	to	

this	impediment.	Some	faculty	do	not	have	time	to	attend	scheduled	trainings	or	

workshops;	others	simply	will	not	attend	unless	a	monetary	compensation	is	attached.	

One	recommendation	for	this	problem	is	not	to	wait	for	faculty	to	attend,	but	instead	to	

go	to	where	the	faculty	are.	Walking	the	halls	of	the	college	and	seeking	out	faculty	

presence	increases	the	opportunity	to	communicate	with	faculty.	Asking	faculty	directly	

what	technology	needs	they	have	has	proven	to	be	an	effective	solution	(Briggs,	2013).	

	 Faculty	need	timely	and	effective	support	(Joy	et	al.,	2014)	with	hands	on	use	in	

a	class	setting	to	help	foster	positive	experiences	and	attitudes	about	using	technology	

(Brill	and	Galloway,	2007).	Developing	proficiency	in	choosing	appropriate	technology	to	

meet	learning	outcomes	seems	to	be	best	met	by	offering	workshops	or	events	that	

showcase	how	technology	integration	aids	in	classroom	processes	(Brill	and	Galloway,	

2007).	
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FACULTY	MINDSET	

	 Integrating	technology	in	the	classroom	can	be	uncomfortable	to	some	and	

exciting	to	others.	By	shifting	the	mindset	of	faculty,	or	the	established	set	of	attitudes	

about	technology	held	by	faculty,	gains	can	be	made	in	both	faculty	development	and	

student	learning.	Dweck	(2000)	categorized	these	attitudes	as	either	fixed	mindset	or	

growth	mindset.	In	a	fixed	mindset,	basic	abilities,	intelligence,	and	talents	are	limited	to	

a	certain	amount;	in	a	growth	mindset,	talents	and	abilities	can	be	developed	through	

effort	and	persistence	(Dweck,	2000).	

	 Using	mindset	as	the	way	faculty	approach	integrating	technology	speaks	to	both	

the	technology	knowledge	levels	and	the	comfort	levels	described	in	the	product	and	

used	in	creating	the	tool	to	help	faculty	determine	his/her	technology	knowledge	level.	

Blair	(2012)	insists	that	new	21st	century	learners,	meaning	learners	in	the	second	

decade	of	the	21st	century,	“are	capable	of	engaging	in	learning	at	a	whole	new	level”	

and	“need	teachers	and	administrators	to	re-envision	the	role	of	technology	in	the	

classroom”	(para.	3).	Blair	goes	on	to	describe	the	shift	of	mindset	necessary:	

In	the	former	mindset	of	teaching	with	technology,	the	teacher	was	the	focal	
point	of	the	classroom,	creating	(often	time-consuming)	interactive	and	
multimedia	presentations	to	add	shock	and	awe	to	his	or	her	lessons	and	
capture	the	attention	of	the	21st	century	child.	A	new	mindset	of	teaching	
through	technology	must	emerge,	which	depends	on	a	vital	shift	in	
teacher/student	roles.	(Blair,	2012,	p.	10)	

	
Faculty	need	to	recognize	his/her	technology	mindset	first,	and	be	willing	to	develop	

through	effort	and	persistence.	It	is	this	shift	in	mindset	that	will	help	faculty	

successfully	integrate	technology	in	the	classroom	(Blair,	2012).		
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MODELS	

	 Three	integration	models	were	explored	during	the	process	of	designing	the	

product.	At	one	point,	picking	a	singular	model	was	thought	to	be	ideal.	However,	

experience	and	observation	suggest	that	each	model	has	characteristics	that	are	better	

suited	for	some	groups	of	faculty	than	for	others.	The	models	have	been	put	in	an	order	

of	complexity	and	application,	meaning	that	each	model	becomes	increasingly	more	

complex	than	the	previous	in	both	theory	and	use,	although	faculty	may	choose	to	use	a	

model	other	than	the	one	suggested	for	his/her	technology	knowledge	level.	The	

integration	models	are	Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy,	the	SAMR	model,	and	the	TPACK	

model.	

Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	

	 Bloom’s	Taxonomy	is	a	commonly	used	model	in	all	levels	of	education.	

Developed	by	Benjamin	Bloom	in	1956,	the	taxonomy	categorizes	cognitive	objectives	

and	follows	the	thinking	process.	Each	category	builds	upon	the	previous,	from	lower	

order	thinking	skills	to	higher	order	thinking	skills	(Churches,	2008).	

The	original	taxonomy	contained	six	levels:	Knowledge,	Comprehension,	Application,	

Analysis,	Synthesis,	and	Evaluation.	It	was	later	modified	by	a	group	of	psychologists	and	

educational	researchers,	and	retitled	as	Bloom’s	Revised	Taxonomy	in	2001	with	one	

significant	difference;	the	levels,	originally	labeled	using	nouns,	were	relabeled	using	

verbs.	In	the	revised	taxonomy,	the	six	labels	are	Remember,	Understand,	Apply,	

Analyze,	Evaluate,	and	Create	(Krathwohl,	2002).	
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Adapted	from	Fractus	Learning	(2014).	
Figure	5.	Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy.		

The	taxonomy	was	expanded	further	in	2007	by	Andrew	Churches	to	reflect	21st	

century	teaching	and	learning	(Roberts,	2011).	Churches	added	verbs	to	each	level	that	

specifically	refer	to	technology	actions,	such	as	searching	to	coincide	with	Remembering	

and	posting	to	match	with	Evaluating.	Some	visual	aids	show	the	digital	taxonomy	levels	

labeled	as	Doing,	Connecting,	Applying,	Conceptualizing,	Evaluating,	and	Creating,	with	

an	additional	level	added	for	digital	taxonomy	at	the	highest	end	labeled	Sharing.	

	 Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	is	simple	to	understand.	Verbs	describe	the	action	of	

the	learner	and	can	easily	be	matched	with	learning	outcomes	of	lessons	or	courses.	

Newer	faculty	with	no	formal	teacher	training	can	use	the	Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	

visual	aid	to	determine	if	the	intention	of	the	technology	chosen	appropriately	meets	

the	desired	learning	outcome.	Based	on	the	simplicity	and	ease	of	use,	this	model	

matches	with	faculty	who	have	very	basic	technology	knowledge.	
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SAMR	

	 SAMR	is	an	acronym	for	Substitution,	Augmentation,	Modification,	and	

Redefinition.	The	SAMR	model	was	created	by	Ruben	Puentedura	for	educators	and	

librarians	with	the	purpose	of	examining	levels	of	technology	usage	with	students	

(Jacob-Israel	and	Moorefield-Lang,	2013).	These	levels	are	not	as	clear	or	commonplace	

as	Bloom’s	Taxonomy	because	they	are	not	generalized	for	education	but	rather	specific	

to	technology	usage.	Each	level	represents	how	technology	is	used	by	students	to	not	

just	complete	an	educational	task,	but	to	enhance	or	transform	it.	

	

Source:	Retrieved	from:	hippasus.com/resources/sweden2010/SAMR_TPCK_IntroToAdvancedPractice.pdf	
Figure	6.	SAMR	Model.		

At	the	Substitution	level,	technology	is	used	to	directly	substitute	another	tool.	

For	example,	an	e-book	might	be	used	in	place	of	a	traditional	print	book.	In	the	e-book,	

features	allow	students	to	highlight,	bookmark,	and	make	notes.	This	is	a	utilization	of	

technology	that	enhances	the	task,	but	the	end	result	is	essentially	the	same	

(Puentedura,	2014).	
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	 The	Augmentation	level	also	utilizes	technology	to	enhance	a	task,	yet	a	

functional	improvement	exists	(Puentedura,	2014).	For	example,	an	online	map	can	be	

labeled,	and	the	labels	can	be	hyperlinked	to	audio,	video,	documents,	or	websites	that	

give	detail	and	more	in	depth	explanations	of	the	geographical	area	(Walsh,	2015).	

	 At	the	Modification	level,	technology	significantly	redesigns,	or	transforms,	the	

task	(Puentedura,	2014).	This	is	seen	often	in	flipped	classrooms,	where	videos	and	

lessons	are	completed	outside	of	class	so	that	class	time	can	be	used	for	practice	or	

reinforcement.	For	example,	instead	of	watching	a	video	in	class	and	then	practicing	or	

discussing	the	topic,	students	would	watch	the	video	ahead	of	time	and	go	directly	to	

the	practice	or	discussion	in	class	(Walsh,	2015).	

	 Finally,	the	Redefinition	level	completely	transforms	the	task	by	creating	new	

tasks	that	would	not	be	possible	without	technology.	For	example,	instead	of	writing	a	

report	on	the	Industrial	Revolution,	students	can	use	a	movie	application,	such	as	

Apple’s	iMovie,	that	allows	them	to	add	audio,	video,	and	images.	This	movie	can	be	

published	and	shared,	completely	transforming	the	original	task	of	simply	writing	a	

report	(Puentedura,	2014).	

	 The	SAMR	model	was	developed	in	2006.	Most	of	the	literature	goes	directly	to	

the	use	of	the	model	without	analyzing	the	model	itself.	This	is	most	likely	due	to	the	

intention	of	the	model	to	“encourage	educators	to	significantly	enhance	the	quality	of	

education	provided	via	technology"	(Rommel,	Kidder,	and	Wood,	2014,	p.	4).	This	

suggests	that	an	effective	use	of	the	SAMR	model	is	to	classify	and	evaluate	technology	

activities	to	understand	how	technology	transforms	learning,	as	well	as	guiding	
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educators	and	instructional	designers	when	creating	learning	experiences	for	students	

(Rommel,	Kidder,	and	Wood,	2014).	The	SAMR	model	is	often	used	in	combination	with	

or	supplemental	to	other	models,	including	Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	and	the	TPACK	

model	(Brouwer,	Dekker,	and	van	der	Pol,	2013;	Hunter,	2015;	Oakley	and	Pegrum,	

2014).	

	 The	SAMR	model	has	only	four	levels	and	appears	to	be	quite	simple,	but	faculty	

could	confuse	enhancement	and	transformation.	There	also	needs	to	be	a	level	of	

experience	with	technology,	from	faculty	and	students.	It	would	not	be	wise	for	a	

faculty	member	with	very	little	technology	knowledge	to	be	expected	to	have	students	

create	and	publish	a	movie	in	place	of	writing	a	paper.	The	technology	itself	should	not	

be	taught	in	class;	that	defeats	the	purpose	of	integrating	technology.	However,	faculty	

who	know	the	skills	and	abilities	of	students	in	the	class	should	be	able	to	determine	

enhancement	or	transformation	tasks.	Since	the	SAMR	model	requires	an	awareness	of	

the	breadth	of	technology	applications	available,	this	model	matches	well	with	faculty	

who	have	experienced	technology	knowledge.	Additionally,	Chell	and	Dowling	cite	

Puentedura	concluding	that	“it	can	up	to	three	years	for	faculty	to	successfully	use	the	

technology	to	modify	and	redefine	learning	tasks	to	the	extent	that	the	educational	

process	is	truly	transformed”	(Chell	and	Dowling,	2013,	p.2).	This	seems	to	indicate	that	

the	SAMR	model	is	a	guide	for	faculty	to	use	over	time	as	technology	use	and	

educational	tasks	are	practiced	and	refined.	
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TPACK	

	 The	TPACK	model	is	a	framework	of	technology	integration,	combining	three	

knowledge	areas	in	seven	different	ways:	Content,	Pedagogy,	and	Technology.	In	the	

center	of	the	framework,	all	three	areas	are	combined	as	Technological	Pedagogical	

Content	Knowledge,	or	TPACK.	This	model	specifically	focuses	on	the	teacher,	or	faculty	

member,	and	the	knowledge	required	to	teach	a	course	or	program	(Koehler,	2012).	 	

	
Reproduced	by	permission	of	the	publisher,	©	2012	by	tpack.org	
Figure	7.	TPACK	Model.		

Overlapping	circles	represent	each	level	of	TPACK.	The	singular	outer	circles	are	

Content	Knowledge	(CK),	Pedagogical	Knowledge	(PK),	and	Technological	Knowledge	

(TK).	Content	Knowledge	refers	to	the	knowledge	of	the	subject	matter,	such	as	math	or	

science.	Pedagogical	Knowledge	refers	to	the	teaching	process,	such	as	lesson	planning	

and	assessment.	Technology	Knowledge	refers	to	the	knowledge	and	understanding	of	

using	technology	tools	and	resources	(Koehler,	2012).		
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While	these	outer	circles	are	singular,	they	do	not	act	alone.	Each	singular	circle	

overlaps	at	least	one	other	circle,	because	teaching	involves	more	than	one	of	the	three	

singular	areas.	A	great	math	teacher	(Pedagogical	Knowledge)	would	probably	not	be	

able	to	walk	in	a	nursing	classroom	and	teach	nursing	with	no	knowledge	of	the	topic	

(Content	Knowledge).	The	overlapping	of	two	circles	creates	three	combined	areas:	

Pedagogical	Content	Knowledge	(PCK),	Technological	Content	Knowledge	(TCK),	and	

Technological	Pedagogical	Knowledge	(TPK).	Pedagogical	Content	Knowledge	combines	

knowing	how	to	teach	with	knowing	the	content	itself.	Technological	Content	

Knowledge	combines	knowing	the	technologies	needed	for	the	content	with	knowing	

the	content	itself.	Technological	Pedagogical	Knowledge	combines	knowing	

technologies	and	how	they	address	particular	teaching	processes	(Koehler,	2012).	

The	overlapping	circles	of	two	areas	probably	describe	the	majority	of	college	

faculty,	especially	the	Pedagogical	Content	Knowledge	area.	Instructional	designers	are	

best	described	in	the	Technological	Pedagogical	Knowledge	area.	Industry	specific	

faculty,	such	as	accountants	or	web	designers,	are	best	described	in	the	Technological	

Content	Knowledge	area.	Yet	the	ultimate	level	is	where	all	three	areas	intersect:	

Technological	Pedagogical	Knowledge,	or	TPACK.	

In	the	TPACK	center,	those	who	have	Technological	Pedagogical	Content	

Knowledge	are	able	to	combine	effective	teaching	methods	with	deep	content	

understanding	and	skilled	use	of	appropriate	technology	(Koehler,	2012).	Koehler	and	

Mishra	describe	this	combination:	
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TPACK	is	the	basis	of	effective	teaching	with	technology,	requiring	an	
understanding	of	the	representation	of	concepts	using	technologies;	pedagogical	
techniques	that	use	technologies	in	constructive	ways	to	teach	content;	
knowledge	of	what	makes	concepts	difficult	or	easy	to	learn	and	how	technology	
can	help	redress	some	of	the	problems	that	students	face;	knowledge	of	
students’	prior	knowledge	and	theories	of	epistemology;	and	knowledge	of	how	
technologies	can	be	used	to	build	on	existing	knowledge	to	develop	new	
epistemologies	or	strengthen	old	ones.	(as	cited	in	Koehler,	2012,	para.10)	
	

Few	college	faculty	members	fall	in	this	central	TPACK	area.	For	academic	leadership,	

the	list	of	TPACK	faculty	members	will	be	short	and	the	description	of	TPACK	faculty	

members	will	be	complementary	and	extensive.	

	 Because	of	the	complexity	of	the	TPACK	model,	this	model	matches	with	faculty	

who	have	advanced	technology	knowledge.	Originally,	the	TPACK	model	was	chosen	as	

the	ideal	model	to	use	with	the	product.	Faculty	could	be	categorized	in	the	overlapping	

areas	of	PCK,	TCK,	or	TPK.	Upon	further	review,	it	seemed	too	overwhelming	to	have	a	

newer	faculty	member	or	a	faculty	member	with	very	basic	technology	knowledge	to	be	

expected	to	fully	comprehend	the	TPACK	model	in	addition	to	grasping	quality	

technology	integration.			

SUMMARY	

	 In	this	Chapter,	student	learning	and	engagement	with	technology	was	reviewed,	

as	well	as	faculty	and	technology	expectations.	Theoretical	frameworks	of	technology	

integration,	referred	to	by	the	researcher	as	technology	integration	models,	were	

explored	as	a	foundational	basis	for	product	dissertation.	Chapter	Three	will	discuss	the	

creation	of	the	product,	connecting	the	application	of	the	technology	integration	

models	and	the	process	of	shifting	the	mindset	of	faculty.



	

	

	

	

CHAPTER	THREE:	CREATING	THE	GUIDE	

THE	GUIDE	

The	uniqueness	of	a	product	dissertation	is	that	the	active	research	results	in	a	

product	with	immediate	use	or	application.	While	a	review	of	the	literature	is	essential	

to	supporting	the	product,	traditional	research	is	not	necessarily	utilized,	and	the	result	

is	often	a	creation	from	the	researcher’s	observations	and	experiences.	The	result	from	

this	active	research	is	a	product	in	the	form	of	faculty	guide.			 		

The	purpose	of	the	guide	is	to	provide	a	collection	of	technology	integration	

ideas	for	faculty.	Included	is	a	self-identification	tool	for	faculty	of	his/her	technology	

knowledge	level.	The	technology	knowledge	level	is	matched	with	a	technology	

integration	model.	Each	model	has	relevant	application	through	best	practices	of	

technology	integration	in	the	guide.	This	chapter	will	discuss	the	processes	that	led	to	

the	creation	of	the	faculty	guide.	

CONTRIBUTING	KNOWLEDGE	AND	EXPERIENCE	

	 As	the	researcher	created	the	guide,	work	experiences	in	both	K-12	and	higher	

education	were	considered.	The	researcher	had	previously	been	identified	as	a	lead	

teacher	in	K-12	and	a	quality	faculty	member	in	higher	education.	From	these	

identifications	and	other	professional	experiences,	the	researcher	was	in	a	position	of	
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faculty	development,	which	greatly	contributed	to	the	researcher’s	knowledge	base	for	

creating	the	guide.		

While	the	foundational	contribution	was	the	researcher’s	own	knowledge	and	

use	of	technology	integration	as	it	directly	relates	to	addressing	student	learning	

outcomes,	the	strongest	contribution	came	from	the	researcher’s	work	with	faculty	

knowledge	and	comfort	levels	of	technology	as	well	as	integration	of	technology,	in	one-

on-one,	small	group,	and	large	group	situations.	It	was	the	work	with	faculty	that	

inspired	the	guide	as	a	tool	for	onboarding	new	faculty	and	addressing	current	faculty	

concerns.	

CREATING	THE	TOOL	

	 The	concept	of	faculty	learning	being	similar	to	student	learning	is	not	a	new	

one.	Approaching	the	concept	of	learning	about	technology	integration	can	be	

understood	by	viewing	it	as	decision	making	process	using	an	innovative	concept.	

Rogers	(1983)	describes	the	innovation-decision	process	as	a	“series	of	actions	and	

choices	over	time	through	which	an	individual	or	an	organization	evaluates	a	new	idea	

and	decides	whether	or	not	to	incorporate	the	new	idea	into	ongoing	practice”	(p.	163).	

The	individual	goes	through	these	five	stages:	knowledge,	persuasion,	decision,	

implementation,	and	confirmation	(Rogers,	1983).	Similarly,	Perry	(1970)	compares	the	

teaching	abilities	of	faculty	to	the	learning	abilities	of	their	students	as	developing	in	

stages	(as	cited	in	Kugel,	1993).	Faculty	begin	with	an	emphasis	on	teaching,	focusing	on	

self,	then	subject,	then	student.	From	there,	faculty	shift	their	to	an	emphasis	on	
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learning,	focusing	on	students	as	receptive,	then	active,	and	finally	independent	(Kugel,	

1993).	

Regarding	teaching,	faculty	tend	to	struggle	with	new	concepts	just	as	students	

do.	The	research	of	Dancy,	Henderson,	and	Turpen	(2016)	utilized	Rogers’	innovation-

decision	process	and	revealed	that	“faculty	(like	students)	make	sense	of	new	

information	through	their	existing	ideas”	(p.	10).	However,	rather	than	recognizing	that	

learning	new	tools	for	teaching	is	part	of	the	natural	learning	process,	the	researcher	

has	observed	that	faculty	often	dismiss	or	disregard	the	learning	process	and	choose	to	

focus	on	the	already	familiar	teaching	tools	and	processes.	The	researcher	also	observed	

that	faculty	often	blame	lack	of	time	for	not	adding	yet	another	requirement	to	the	

current	overwhelming	amount	of	responsibilities	for	teaching	a	course.	Thus,	asking	

faculty	to	integrate	technology	in	the	classroom	is	often	categorized	as	another	

requirement	of	time	–	time	to	plan,	time	to	learn,	time	to	implement,	and	time	to	

revise.	This	speaks	to	the	fixed	mindset	of	some	faculty,	where	professional	

development	opportunities	could	assist	some	faculty	through	the	process	of	shifting	to	a	

growth	mindset	in	order	to	see	the	advantages	of	technology	integration.	

	 Much	of	the	literature	points	to	the	“one	size	fits	all”	method	often	used	(mainly	

out	of	convenience	of	development	and	distribution)	at	educational	institutions.	Hunter	

(2015)	notes	that	technology	integration	is	not	easy,	and	that	many	teachers	view	

technology	as	an	‘add-on’	that	does	not	help	students	focus	on	content.	Additionally,	

Hunter	(2015)	states	that	most	of	the	professional	development	for	teachers	in	
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technology	“work	on	the	assumption	that	teachers	are	at	the	same	level	of	technology	

skill”	(p.	5).	

	 By	having	faculty	self-identify	his/her	technology	knowledge	level,	it	will	be	

easier	for	faculty	to	plan,	learn,	implement,	and	revise.	Kwon	(2010)	concluded	in	his	

research	that	self-identification	is	connected	to	self-knowledge.	Schlenker	(1986)	states	

that	self-reflection	and	self-disclosure	are	regarded	as	attempts	to	convey	accurate	

information,	with	the	motive	being	the	pursuit	of	expression	or	knowledge	(p.	22).	With	

these	conclusions	in	mind,	having	faculty	self-identify	his/her	technology	knowledge	

level	will	be	beneficial	to	the	individual	faculty	member;	there	is	no	consequence	tied	to	

the	result	of	self-identification.	

The	idea	is	to	start	with	what	is	known	and	manageable,	not	to	drastically	

change.	The	self-identification	tool	was	created	by	the	researcher	to	help	faculty	

members	understand	where	he/she	fits	in	the	levels	of	technology	knowledge	and	to	

use	a	technology	integration	model	that	fits	with	that	technology	knowledge	level.	

Some	faculty	will	remain	at	the	same	level	no	matter	what,	but	most	faculty	will	

gradually	become	more	comfortable	with	technology	and	will	move	to	a	higher	level	of	

technology	knowledge.	

	 Using	the	self-identification	tool,	the	individual	faculty	reads	six	progressive	

statements	(each	statement	builds	on	the	previous)	regarding	overall	technology	

experience	as	a	faculty	member,	and	chooses	the	statement	that	best	describes	

him/her.	The	first	two	statements	are	matched	with	a	Basic	Technology	Knowledge	

Level	and	a	low	comfort	level:	
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My	overall	technology	experience	as	a	faculty	member	can	best	be	described	as....	

1. Technology?	I	don't	know	how	to	use	that	stuff.	I	know	what	I	am	required	to	
know	-	just	the	basics.	

2. I	have	some	general	knowledge.	I	use	power	points,	the	overhead	projector,	
and	some	functions	of	the	LMS.	I	am	comfortable	with	#1.	

The	third	and	fourth	statements	are	matched	with	an	Experienced	Technology	

Knowledge	Level	and	an	average	comfort	level:	

My	overall	technology	experience	as	a	faculty	member	can	best	be	described	as....	

3. I'm	pretty	knowledgeable	because	I	have	occasionally	shown	videos	in	class	
and	posted	things	on	the	LMS.	I	am	comfortable	with	#1	and	#2.	

4. I	would	describe	myself	as	tech-savvy.	I	regularly	use	the	LMS	and	other	forms	
of	technology	in	class	and	outside	of	class.	I	am	comfortable	with	#1,	#2,	and	
#3.	

The	final	two	statements	are	matched	with	an	Advanced	Technology	Knowledge	Level	

and	a	high	comfort	level:	

My	overall	technology	experience	as	a	faculty	member	can	best	be	described	as....	

5. I	would	say	I'm	more	advanced.	I	utilize	advanced	LMS	options,	such	as	inline	
grading,	rubrics,	assignment	submissions	online,	and	the	discussion	board.	I	
am	comfortable	with	#1,	#2,	#3,	and	#4.	

6. I'm	definitely	advanced	and	am	capable	of	training	other	faculty/staff	in	
numerous	technology	applications.	I	am	comfortable	with	all	of	the	
statements	(#1-5).	

From	here,	faculty	are	matched	to	a	technology	knowledge	level	as	described	below:	

If	you	chose	1	or	2	above,	you	are	at	a	Basic	Technology	Knowledge	Level.	You	
might	require	extra	training	and	development.	Seek	assistance	from	your	campus	
point	of	contact	in	the	areas	of	technology	and	classroom	support,	and	fellow	
faculty	members	who	are	willing	to	mentor	you	in	your	technology	journey.	Your	
comfort	with	technology	is	probably	low.	
	



	

31	

If	you	chose	3	or	4	above,	you	are	at	an	Experienced	Technology	Knowledge	
Level.	You	might	want	to	learn	more	tips	and	tricks.	Seek	assistance	from	your	
campus	point	of	contact	in	the	areas	of	technology	and	classroom	support	for	
additional	training.	Share	your	technology	integration	ideas	with	faculty	and	
discover	new	ideas	in	this	guide.	Your	comfort	with	technology	is	probably	
average.	
	
If	you	chose	5	or	6	above,	you	are	at	an	Advanced	Technology	Knowledge	Level.	
You	are	a	valuable	asset!	Seek	out	your	campus	point	of	contact	in	the	areas	of	
technology	and	classroom	support	for	opportunities,	such	as	mentoring	faculty	or	
leading	professional	development	sessions.	Your	comfort	with	technology	is	
probably	high.	

MATCHING	THE	TOOL	WITH	THE	MODELS	

The	researcher	was	aware	that	some	models	existed.	During	the	process,	three	

distinct	models	were	explored:	Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy,	the	SAMR	Model,	and	the	

TPACK	Model.	Originally,	the	researcher	thought	choosing	one	model	would	suffice.	

Upon	further	exploration,	it	became	apparent	that	a	“one	size	fits	all”	model	did	not	

make	sense.	There	are	so	many	varying	levels	of	faculty	technology	knowledge	and	

comfort	levels.	Each	model	seemed	more	or	less	complex	than	the	others,	and	each	

model	approached	technology	integration	in	a	different	way.		

Bloom’s	Digital	Taxonomy	seemed	to	match	with	all	knowledge	levels,	and	would	

therefore	be	the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	at	a	low	level	of	technology	knowledge	

and	comfort,	or	the	Basic	Technology	Knowledge	Level.	In	this	level,	Bloom’s	Digital	

Taxonomy	offers	a	simple	chart	that	is	closely	matched	with	much	of	the	language	used	

in	learning	outcomes.	This	model	is	perfect	for	faculty	who	are	either	uncomfortable	

with	technology	or	unsure	of	how	to	integrate	technology	in	the	classroom	to	meet	

learning	outcomes.	
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The	SAMR	Model	appears	simple	but	requires	a	stronger	understanding	of	the	

connections	between	learning	outcomes	and	technology	use,	and	would	therefore	be	

the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	with	an	average	level	of	technology	knowledge	and	

comfort,	or	the	Experienced	Technology	Knowledge	Level.	In	this	level,	SAMR	offers	a	

perspective	of	technology	integration	that	changes	the	purpose	of	the	technology	

chosen.	This	model	is	perfect	for	faculty	who	are	comfortable	with	using	technology	but	

not	entirely	sure	how	technology	could	or	should	shift	the	perspective	of	technology	

usage	for	students.	

The	TPACK	Model	is	complex,	requiring	a	complete	understanding	of	subject	

matter,	pedagogical	methods,	and	technology.	For	this	reason,	the	TPACK	Model	would	

be	the	most	appropriate	for	faculty	at	a	high	level	of	technology	knowledge	and	

comfort,	or	the	Advanced	Technology	Knowledge	Level.	In	this	level,	TPACK	brings	all	

aspects	of	teaching	to	a	central	concept	of	effectively	combining	technological,	

pedagogical,	and	content	knowledge.	This	model	is	perfect	for	faculty	who	are	

comfortable	with	all	three	knowledge	areas	and	are	seeking	a	way	to	support	and	

explain	advanced	levels	of	teaching	with	technology.	

ADDING	BEST	PRACTICES	

	 Once	a	foundation	was	created	in	the	guide	for	faculty	to	have	a	conceptual	

framework	of	where	he/she	fits	in	the	technology	integration	theory,	best	practices	

were	added	that	fit	either	one	or	several	of	the	models.	The	best	practices	were	

considered	in	this	manner:	determine	what	practice	would	assist	faculty	in	planning,	
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learning,	implementing,	and	revising	technology	while	also	considering	the	technology	

knowledge	level	and	the	technology	integration	model.	

While	any	technology	integration	model	can	be	used	despite	the	technology	knowledge	

level,	the	suggested	use	of	the	models	is	scaffolded;	as	the	technology	knowledge	levels	

increase,	the	suggested	technology	integration	models	increase.		Figure	8	shows	how	

the	technology	integration	models	can	be	distributed	across	the	technology	knowledge	

levels.	

	

Figure	8.	Considering	best	practices	and	 the	distribution	across	Technology	Knowledge	
Levels	and	Technology	Integration	Models.	

If	technology	knowledge	is	looked	at	as	a	kind	of	language	acquisition,	the	use	of	

effective	instructional	scaffolding	can	be	explained	by	the	work	of	Applebee	and	Langer	

(1983).	The	five	components	are	intentionality,	appropriateness,	structure,	

collaboration,	and	internalization	(Applebee	&	Langer,	1983	as	cited	in	Zaho	&	Orey,	

1999,	p.	6),	are	summarized	in	Table	1.	Correlating	the	five	components	with	the	guide	

results	in	a	better	understanding	of	how	the	guide	can	be	used.	
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Table	1:	Five	Components	of	Effective	Instructional	Scaffolding	
	

COMPONENT	 DESCRIPTION	 USING	THE	GUIDE	

Intentionality	 The	task	has	a	clear	overall	
purpose	driving	any	separate	
activity	that	may	contribute	to	the	
whole.	

The	purpose	of	the	guide	is	to	
provide	a	collection	of	technology	
integration	ideas	for	faculty.	

Appropriateness	 Instructional	tasks	pose	problems	
that	can	be	solved	with	help	but	
which	students	could	not	
successfully	complete	on	their	
own.	

The	guide	is	designed	to	
supplement	professional	
development	opportunities	
related	to	technology	integration.	

Structure	 Modeling	and	questioning	
activities	are	structured	around	a	
model	of	appropriate	approaches	
to	the	task	and	lead	to	a	natural	
sequence	of	thought	and	
language.	

The	guide	provides	three	
technology	integration	models	of	
increasing	complexity	to	match	
three	increasing	technology	
knowledge	levels.	

Collaboration	 The	teacher's	response	to	student	
work	recasts	and	expands	upon	
the	students'	efforts	without	
rejecting	what	they	have	
accomplished	on	their	own.	The	
teacher's	primary	role	is	
collaborative	rather	than	
evaluative.	

The	guide	provides	best	practices	
and	suggests	ways	to	implement	
technology	ideas,	but	also	
suggests	collaboration	among	
peers	and	other	academic	leaders.	

Internalization	 External	scaffolding	for	the	activity	
is	gradually	withdrawn	as	the	
patterns	are	internalized	by	the	
students.	

The	guide	allows	for	continual	
growth	and	reevaluation,	as	well	
as	suggesting	continuous	
professional	development.	

	
The	component	of	intentionality,	or	clear	overall	purpose,	is	addressed	in	the	

purpose	of	the	guide.	The	component	of	appropriateness,	or	posing	problems	that	can	

be	solved	with	help,	is	addressed	by	the	design	of	the	guide	as	a	supplement	to	

professional	development	opportunities.	The	component	of	structure,	or	modeling,	is	

addressed	by	the	use	of	three	technology	integration	models.	The	component	of	
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collaboration,	or	responding	without	rejecting	and	acting	as	a	collaborator	rather	than	

an	evaluator,	is	addressed	by	offering	best	practices	and	encouraging	collaboration	

among	peers	and	departments	of	the	college.	Finally,	the	component	of	internalization,	

where	scaffolding	is	gradually	withdrawn	so	that	internalization	can	occur,	is	addressed	

by	allowing	faculty	to	grow,	continually	reevaluate,	and	reflect	with	repeated	usage	of	

the	guide.	

SUMMARY	

	 This	Chapter	gave	an	overview	of	the	creation	of	the	product	(guide)	that	follows	

in	Chapter	Four.	By	using	the	self-identification	tool	of	technology	knowledge	levels,	

faculty	can	better	understand	the	technology	integration	models.	The	matching	of	the	

levels	and	the	models	creates	a	conceptual	framework	and	allows	the	best	practices	to	

be	closely	tied	to	the	levels	and	models.	



	

	

	

	

CHAPTER	FOUR:	THE	GUIDE—	QUALITY	TECHNOLOGY	INTEGRATION	IN	THE	
COLLEGE	CLASSROOM	

	

	(the	Guide	follows	this	page)	



	

37	



	

38	



	

39	



	

40	



	

41	



	

42	



	

43	



	

44	



	

45	



	

46	



	

47	



	

48	



	

49	



	

50	



	

51	



	

52	



	

53	



	

54	



	

55	



	

56	



	

57	



	

58	



	

59	



	

60	



	

61	



	

62	



	

63	



	

64	



	

	

	

	

CHAPTER	FIVE:	IMPLICATIONS	AND	SUGGESTIONS	FOR	FUTURE	
DEVELOPMENT	

INTRODUCTION	

	 Technology	is	not	going	away.	If	anything,	we	should	expect	technology	to	

become	increasingly	infused	in	our	daily	lives.	Things	that	we	never	imagined	would	be	

done	by	anything	other	than	a	human	are	slowing	being	done	through	technology.	

However,	technology	advances	faster	than	the	general	population	can	consume	it	and	

learn	how	to	use	it.	In	some	cases,	the	technology	is	considered	out-of-date	as	soon	as	

someone	feels	comfortable	with	the	operation	of	the	technology.	

	 Does	this	mean	that	we	should	stop	using	technology	in	the	college	classroom?	

Are	we	wasting	time	by	expecting	faculty	and	students	to	learn	and	use	technology?	The	

researcher’s	immediate	response	to	these	questions	is	overwhelmingly	no.	While	it	is	

frustrating	to	master	one	technology	only	to	find	out	that	another	version	has	replaced	

it,	there	is	no	reason	to	consider	not	using	technology	in	the	classroom.	

LIMITATIONS	AND	ASSUMPTIONS	

	 The	guide	was	created	for	faculty	at	small	colleges	with	no	formal	Center	for	

Teaching	and	Learning	(or	similar)	and	is	not	a	complete	document	that	covers	every	

aspect	of	integrating	technology	in	the	college	classroom.	The	researcher	assumes	that	

most	faculty	will	not	read	a	textbook	on	integrating	technology	in	the	classroom,	but	do	
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want	some	sort	of	resource	to	refer	to	either	as	a	new	faculty	member	with	no	teaching	

experience	or	formal	teacher	training,	or	as	a	current	faculty	member	seeking	to	begin	

or	enhance	technology	integration.	

	 There	is	a	plethora	of	literature	that	covers	why	technology	integration	is	

important,	but	limited	literature	that	suggests	how	to	integrate	technology	in	the	

classroom.	The	researcher	has	anecdotal	information	that	suggests	faculty	need	

something	to	push-start	them.	Additionally,	the	researcher	assumes	that	many	faculty	

want	to	know	where	they	fit	in	the	overall	spectrum	of	faculty	technology	knowledge.	

Often,	it	seems,	faculty	compare	themselves	to	others	and	believe	their	technology	

knowledge	is	inferior	to	the	majority	of	their	colleagues.	A	self-identification	tool,	some	

suggested	models	of	technology	integration,	and	a	collection	of	immediate	ways	to	

consider	integrating	technology	have	been	repeatedly	requested,	in	some	format,	by	

faculty	the	researcher	has	worked	with	in	recent	years.	

	 The	researcher	acknowledges	that	the	guide	is	limited	to	only	a	few	suggestions.	

The	priority	areas	were	assumed	to	be	in	engaging	students	through	group	work,	

assessment	in	both	formative	and	summative	means,	and	using	Learning	Management	

Systems	with	a	particular	emphasis	on	the	online	discussion	function.	

	 Finally,	this	dissertation	is	limited	to	the	experiences	shared	with	the	researcher	

in	a	small	independent	college	where	the	researcher	is	employed,	as	well	as	colleagues	

from	community	colleges	in	several	states.	The	college	where	the	researcher	is	

employed	does	not	have	a	formal	Center	for	Teaching	and	Learning	(or	similar).	It	is	

assumed	that	most	medium	to	large	community	colleges	have	a	Center	for	Teaching	and	



	

67	

Learning	(or	similar).	This	guide	may	or	may	not	be	useful	for	faculty	of	such	community	

colleges,	or	for	large	universities.	

SUGGESTIONS	FOR	FUTURE	DEVELOPMENT	

	 Sharing	the	guide	with	other	college	campuses	is	considered	to	be	a	significant	

means	of	collecting	reactions	and	suggestions	for	improvement	and	updates	to	the	

original	published	version.	Because	the	guide	is	limited	to	the	experiences	of	the	

researcher	and	interactions	with	the	researcher’s	colleagues,	universally	shared	

experiences	across	higher	education	institutions	is	unknown.		

	 Should	the	guide	prove	to	be	useful	to	colleges	of	varying	size	and	resources	of	

support,	a	continual	update	of	the	guide	would	be	worthwhile.	There	is	no	one-size-fits-

all	or	encompassing	solution	to	the	growing	need	to	develop	faculty	in	the	area	of	

technology	integration	in	the	classroom.	As	technology	changes	and	faculty	populations	

flux,	the	guide	will	probably	contain	obsolete	information	within	the	next	decade.	

However,	the	researcher	believes	that	the	guide	will	be	useful	immediately,	and	that	the	

technology	integration	models	described	in	the	guide	are	not	limited	to	any	specific	

technology	time	period.	

This	guide	could	be	used	as	an	intervention	for	faculty	who	either	express	

concerns	over	integrating	technology	in	the	college	classroom	or	are	not	integrating	

technology	at	all.	By	offering	the	guide	to	faculty,	the	learner-centered	philosophy	is	

reinforced;	the	guide	simply	guides	faculty	and	offers	a	few	suggestions,	but	does	not	
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replace	any	lessons	or	content.	Additionally,	each	technology	integration	model	has	a	

planning	template	that	requires	faculty	to	learn	the	model	and	plan	accordingly.	

	 Further	research	could	be	done	to	help	update	and	improve	the	guide.	A	pre	and	

post	study	of	a	select	group	of	faculty,	a	department,	or	other	population	segment	could	

be	conducted.	The	study	could	have	a	pre-study	survey,	offer	the	guide	for	a	selected	

time	period	(i.e.	term	or	academic	year),	and	follow	with	a	post-study	survey.	This	

format	would	provide	the	researcher	data	on	the	measureable	impact	of	the	guide	on	

faculty	by	comparing	pre-survey	and	post-survey	results	in	both	quantitative	and	

qualitative	results.	

	 Finally,	the	guide	can	serve	as	a	means	of	professional	development	for	faculty:	

one-on-one,	small	groups,	with	mentors,	large	groups,	term	or	academic	year	theme.	

Offering	the	guide	to	faculty	before,	during,	or	after	faculty	observations	or	evaluations	

might	prove	to	be	beneficial	to	faculty,	students,	and	academic	leaders	in	situations	

where	faculty	members	need	to	improve	or	enhance	teaching	methods	by	integrating	

technology	effectively.	

CONCLUSION	

	 It	is	the	responsibility	of	academic	leaders	and	the	institution	to	support	the	shift	

of	mindset	of	faculty	from	looking	at	technology	integration	as	“something	we	have	to	

do”	to	“something	we	always	do”	so	that	faculty,	as	a	whole,	have	a	more	positive	

attitude	towards	technology.	Education	requires	taking	something	that	seems	complex	
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and	making	it	simpler	for	all	learners.	Those	learners	include	faculty,	who	should	always	

be	considered	learners	despite	their	title	in	the	classroom.	
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