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Introduction

In Turkey the use of technology in education has gained importance since 1998. The Ministry of Education started a project with support of World Bank. The purpose of this project is to improve efficiency of use of computer and other technologies in educational setting. One of the scopes of this project is to set up pilot IT rooms in the basic education schools throughout Turkey. In-service training has been given to the basic education teachers, employed in pilot IT schools, by different educational institutions. However in the preparation of these training programs teachers’ subject areas and teachers’ prior knowledge of computer are not taken into consideration. The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of teachers’ subject areas in the use of computer in instruction. The result will then be used to prepare more effective and useful in-service program.

Method

Procedure 

The data from the subject were collected in following manner. At the beginning of the training the participants were asked to participate in the study voluntarily and were given time to complete the test. Participants were also informed that all responses would be kept completely confidential. By returning the survey, they were giving their informed consent to allow the researchers to use their data as part of the project.

Participants

This study examined in-service teachers working on their professional and enrolled in technology training at Süleyman Demirel University in Burdur. The survey was designed to determine demographic information about the participant, their level of computer use in instruction, and level of computer competency. A survey was distributed to all 550 teachers (65.5 % female, 34.5% male) and 226 (41.1%) participants responded to the survey. Thus the sample of this study was nonrandom and the participation was voluntarily.

Instruments

The study was conducted using survey of “Teachers’ Technology competency” (TTC, Yildirim, 1998). This TTC was quantitative survey composed of three parts. Part 1 is attempted to explore such issues as how teachers use computers for teaching, what variables are correlated with computer use in the classroom, and whether a relationship exist between certain demographic information and computer use. Thus, a number of demographic categorical variables were used in the study: gender, age, and teachers‘ subject area and opportunities of teachers’ access to computer. 

In Part 2 teachers were asked to rate to the extend of their computer use in the following areas: general computer use, word processing, spreadsheet application, presentation software, web browsing, search engines, graphical application and educational software. This scale rated nine items on a 5-point Likert-type scale. Reliability for the Part2 was high  ((= .94)

In Part 3 teachers were asked to rate their competency in nine categories of computer applications commonly used by teachers namely; general computer use, word processing, spreadsheet application, presentation software, web browsing, search engines, graphical application and educational software. This scale rated nine items on a 3-point Likert-type scale, with 1 equaling not competent, and 3 equaling competent. Reliability for the Part3 was also high  ((= .93)

Analysis

After collecting data, descriptive statistics used to summarize data. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate using computer in instruction among five different subject areas of teachers.

Results

Descriptive profile

The participants in this study were predominantly female (65.5%, n = 148) and nearly half of the participants have training before (45.6%, n = 103). Distribution of teachers’ subject areas varied with Turkish language teacher (28.3%, n= 64), basic education teacher (19.9, n = 45), mathematics teacher (19.0%, n = 43), science teacher (18.1%, n = 41), social science teacher (14.6, n = 33). Most of the teachers had more than 15 years teaching experience (43.4%, n = 98). Table 1 represents a descriptive summary of the respondents

Teachers’ Computer Use
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate using computer in instruction among five different subject areas of teachers. The independent variable was types of teachers’ subject-matter (social science, basic education, Turkish, science, mathematics). The dependent variable was the teachers’ scores of the computer use. The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant difference among five different subject areas in computer use in instruction, F(4, 197) = 8.05, p = .001. The η2 was fairly large, .14, and indicated that 14% of the variance in the points of computer use could be explained by differences in the types of teachers’ subject-matter.

To assess further differences among groups follow-up tests were conducted. Because Levene’s test had indicated that the variances among the groups differed significantly, F (4, 197) = 7.432, p < .001. Dunnett’s C procedure was chosen for multiple comparisons, since this procedure does not require equal variances. Based on the results of Dunnett’s C procedure, mathematics teachers used computer in instruction significantly much more than basic education, social science and Turkish teachers. Science teachers’ use of computer did not differ significantly from the other subject area teachers. The results of these tests, as well as the means and the standard deviation for the five subject area teachers, are reported in Table 2.

Discussion

The primary objective of this research was to investigate the effects of teachers’ subject areas and their competency in the use of computer in instruction. This research discovered that Mathematics teachers use computer much more than the other subject area teachers who were participated in this study. The outcomes of this study provide valuable information for the implementers of this training program to realize the difference of use of computer between the subject area teachers although they were given the same program. In addition, the data is useful for developing future planning, training, and teacher development related to teachers’ subject areas. The data indicated that the subject area of the teachers was one of the components that change computer use in instruction.

The results of the study indicate that there is a need to account for the subject areas for developing the future training programs that aim to increase the use of computer in instruction. 

To further researches, the reasons (curriculum, administration, etc.) why Mathematics teachers use computers much more than other subject area teachers can be investigated. And by the help of the results of this research, different methods can be implemented to increase the computer use of the other subject area teachers at least Mathematics teachers’.
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Table 1

	Description of Sample (N=226)
	
	

	Variables
	N
	%

	Gender

Male

Female
	78

148
	34.5

65.5

	Had Training

Yes

No
	103

123
	54.4

45.6

	Subject-Matters

Classroom Teacher

Social Science

Turkish

Science

Math
	45

33

64

41

43
	19.9

14.6

28.3

18.1

19.0

	Teaching Experience

Less than 5 years

5 to 10 years

10 to 15 years

More than 15 years
	45

56

27

98
	19.9

24.8

11.9

43.4


Table 2

	Differences among Teachers’ Subject Areas on Computer Use in Instruction

	Teachers’ Subject Area
M
SD
    Basic         Social        Turkish        Science 

	Basic Education (N=45) 
1,56
0.76            

Social Science (N=33)
1,58
0.83           NS 

Turkish (N=64)

1,45
0.84            NS             NS

Science (N=41)

1,76
1.17            NS             NS              NS

Math (N=43)     

2,44
1.14             *                 *                 *                NS


Note: NS= nonsignificant differences between pairs of means, while an asterisk (*) =significance using the Dunnett’s C procedure

