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Analysis on the Teachers’ Utilization Levels of Smart Devices
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ABSTRACT

Smart classrooms have been set up nationwide to utilize smart devices for teaching and learning in the knowl-
edge-based society, As this trend might quickly spread, we have investigated the utilization levels, and issues
around the facilities from the experienced teachers. In order to study the impact of easy access to smart devices,
the teacher sampling groups were divided into two: one teacher group responsible for smart classrooms and the
other group teaching in ordinary classrooms. Survey questions dealt with teacher needs analyses, their expectation
of their students’ attitude changes, their satisfaction and utilization levels of smart devices currently built in
classrooms. The results showed us that teachers have vague expectation about the smart devices and want more
highly applicable devices for instruction, improvement of their compatibility with other multimedia devices or ap-
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plications as well as to improve the resolution of electronic boards. and basic functions of information search and

videos that they use everyday.
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<Table 1> Summary of Survey
Category Contents
objects ele. and middle school teachers in Jeju
No. of samples 127

sample error 95% confid. +3.4%p

survey method On-line Survey, paper test

Quota Sampling

sampling_ technique (ele. 80%, middle 20%)

sampling period 2014.6.2.~8.15

analysis tool SPSS 18.0
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<Table 2> Descriptive statistics of the respondents’
general characteristics

Category freq. Pr.(%)
career of education
~5 yrs. 24 18.9
5~10 yrs. 38 29.9
11~15 yrs. 25 19.7
16 yrs.~ 40 315
school scale
~6 classes 18 14.2
6~12 classes 22 17.3
13~24 classes 25 19.7
24 classes~ 62 48.8
school class
1~2 grade 25 20.2
elementary 3~4 grade 25 20.2
school 5~6 grade 22 17.7
exclusive charge 13 10.5
1 grade 14 11.3
middle 2 grade 16 12.9
school 3 grade 6 4.8
exclusive charge 3 2.4
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task in smart class
duty on 31 24.4
duty off 95 75.6
training on smart edu.
teacher edu. inst. 1 0.8
education office 69 54.8
in school 47 37.3
the others 9 7.1
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<Table 3> Descriptive statistics of teacher’s tendency

Category freq.  Pr.(%)

High equipment utilization
electronic board 46 36.2
smart pad 59 46.5
mirroring 16 126
daum TV 5 3.9

Smart classrooms improvements

container 27 15.3
Compatibility 79 44.6
Lack of content 57 32.2
Lack of Accessories 14 79

Size of the electronic board
55~65 inch 4 3.2
66~75 inch 39 31.2

76~84 inch 82 65.6
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Resolution of the electronic board

more than UHD 50 39.7

Full HD 64 50.8

HD 12 95

Main uses of smart devices

search 72 30.1

SNS 14 59

digital textbook 19 79

application 44 18.4

video 73 305

Outdoor classroom 4 1.7

real time broadcasting 6 25

the others 7 2.9
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<Table 4> t-test of ASL on smart classroom teachers

N

vs. general teachers

el

Levene’s Test for

Mean
Difference

Pr>F

Sig.
Frequency at smart classroom

Equality of Variance DF
Equal variances

Source

N

2vkET]7] Abge o)

.00

.70

123

18

1.81

assumed
Equal variances

.00

.70

524

not assumed

Frequency at smart devices

Equal variances

123 71 .01

.02

Lo

assumed
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<Table 5> t-test of ASL on equipments
(electronic board .vs. smart pad)

Levene’s Test for
% Mean

Equality of Variance DF . Pr>F
- Difference
F Sig.

Level of smart devices satisfaction

Equal variances 86 36 102 - 38 03%
assumed

Source

Equal variances
not assumed
Level of contents avalability
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

98.3 -.38 .03

64 43 102 -.46 02%

98.3 -46 02

Level of student satisfaction

Equal variances 14 71 102 63 02
assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 923 63 00

Level of academic achievement
Equal variances 6 43 102 57 00+
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

975 -.57 .00

Mean of ASL

Equal variances 8 o) 102 4 00+
assumed

Equal variances

97.97  -41 .00
not assumed

*p<.05
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<Table 6> ANOVA of ASL on electronic board resolution

Source Sum of Mean Pr>F
Squares Square
Frequency at smart classroom
Model 9.38 2 4.69 03
Error 15763 122 1.29
Corrected Total 167.01 124
Frequency at smart devices
Model 11.33 2 5.67 02+
Error 177.28 122 1.45
Corrected Total 188.61 124
Academic achievement
Model 4.86 2 243 05%
Error 94.34 122 17
Corrected Total 99.20 124
*p<.0b
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