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Abstract

The purposes of this research were to identify basic Information and Communication Technology
(ICT) competency areas that school educators require in order to develop their teachers, and to
explore basic ICT competency that schools need in their preparation for ASEAN (Association of
Southeast Asian Nations) commencement in 2015. A mixed method of quantitative and
gualitative research was used in this study. Surveys and focus group interviews were conducted.
The first group using a simple sampling method, 143 school educators completed the
questionnaires. The second focus group selected by using purposive sampling method, ten school
administrators in the central, northern, and southern provinces of Thailand were interviewed. The
data collected from the survey-questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were analyzed and
interpreted by using rating scales and content analyses. The descriptive analysis described mean,
standard deviation, and simple frequency distribution values. The findings from school educators
reveal four ICT competency areas for teachers at high to highest level of requirement, and the ICT
competency that the focus group in four areas are related to the first group. The findings on basic
ICT competency in preparation for ASEAN commencement in 2015, the focus group
informatively express positive opinions and useful suggestions in five main points. The results of
this study suggested further studies to explore in broader dimensions of ICT competency
standards for teachers. The research outcomes have implications for schools that wish to embark
on human resource development planning.

Keywords: Information and Communication Technology, ICT competency, school educators,
school administrators, teachers’ professional development

1. Introduction

Educational Technology has been integrating Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) within all subject areas whilst real world technology evolves
continuously. Most basic education schools in the world were encouraged long ago to
adopt ICT in teaching and learning (UNESCO, 2002). In order to cultivate high-quality
teaching, support for ongoing professional development in schools is essential. Teaching
quality has been defined as instruction that enables a wide range of students to learn.
Additionally, teaching quality is in part a function of teacher quality (Darling-Hammond,
Wei, Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2012; Gallimore,
Ermeling, Saunders, and Goldenberg, 2009; Hanushek, 2011; Yoon, Duncan, Lee,
Scarloss, and Shapley, 2007). According to National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) survey data, they also confirmed an unfortunate reality that teachers were
typically not using ICT in the most effective ways (Wenglinsky, 2006), and could not
keep pace with the rapid changes of technology (Greene & Crespi, 2012).

2. Background of the Study

The education sectors have strongly emphasized that basic ICT literacy is important
to teacher development (Wildova, 2010) and high quality teachers are the most important
asset of schools, but no appropriate policies ensure that schools have good quality of
teachers on hand (Hanushek, 2011; The Wallace Foundation, 2012). A particularly
noteworthy finding is the empirical link between schools and improved student
achievement (Webster-Wright, 2009). Therefore, school administrators who are key
persons will be able to gear their schools toward modern digital teaching and improved
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learning environments, and they require appropriate ICT preparation in order to support
and strengthen their teachers (Namfa, 2012), especially for ASEAN preparation by 2015.

Within ASEAN, the Networked Readiness Index 2013 in Global Information
Technology Report 2013 (WEF, 2013a) indicates that Thailand ranks 74th out of 144
countries and trails by more than 70 and 40 places behind Singapore and Malaysia,
respectively. Thailand exhibits a number of weaknesses across the board. Looking back
at the history of the reports, Thailand ranked 34th in 2006, 77th in 2012 and 74th in 2013;
its ICT competitiveness has clearly deteriorated. In addition, the Global Competitiveness
Report 2012-2013 (WEF, 2013b) ranks Thai education bottom out of eight ASEAN
countries surveyed. Among the ten ASEAN countries, Singapore, Malaysia and Brunei
Darussalam take the top three spots, respectively, while Cambodia comes in sixth and
Vietnam seventh, followed by Thailand. Myanmar and Laos were excluded in the survey.
The report also states that money is not the most important factor in guaranteeing a good
education, and that high-income teachers often do not possess adequate teaching
capabilities. However, the ASEAN ICT Master plan of 2015 has been targeted within 10
years of cooperation and yielded to the changes in the ICT landscape and the influential
shift toward new areas such as ICT applications for e-education (ASEAN, 2011). In
Thailand, for instance, One Tablet per Child project (Walker & Pruekchaikul, 2012) in
2012 strongly urges schools to integrate technology which has been granted to more than
800,000 first-grade students, so it is the right time for the concept of ICT competency for
teachers’ to be adopted by school administrators in the twenty-first century and
preparedness for ASEAN commencement.

A number of research projects have shown that teaching quality is the strongest
school-related factor that can improve student learning and achievement (Darling-
Hammond, 2012; Hollins, 2011; Vega, 2013). The school administrators, teachers and
ICT policy makers are the major influences of teachers’ ICT development. Lack of basic
literacy in information and communication technology and computer skills can limit a
teacher’s ability to enhance the quality of classroom learning. Hence, it is important for
teachers to understand how ICT can improve the standards of basic education in Thailand
and to see how ICT can be used as a tool for more effective instruction. The education
sectors have reiterated that basic ICT literacy is important to teacher development
(Alharbi & Drew, 2014; Rambousek, Stipek, & Wildov4, 2012; Trucano, 2005) and
according to Almalki and Williams (2012), Azer (2005) and Yeap (2010), the major focus
in education is strengthening the quality and effectiveness of the teacher workforce by
raising teacher quality around the world. In addition, Stewart (2010) confirms that a high-
quality teacher workforce is not the simple result of some traditional cultural respect for
teachers only; it requires deliberate policy support as well.

Since the school administrators and teachers are significant school-related factors
of the ultimate goal of student achievement, and ICT competency for teachers is needed
as a tool for teaching and professional development (Lertlit, 2012; Waitayangkoon,
2008). Lack of basic ICT competency can limit a teacher’s ability to enhance the quality
of classroom learning. This research, therefore, rationally focuses on ICT competency
areas for teachers that school administrators need and prepare for ASEAN
commencement in 2015.
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3. Objectives

The objectives of this research were to identify basic ICT competency areas that are
required in order to develop the teachers, and to investigate ICT competency for teachers
that schools need in preparation for 2015.

4. Research Questions

The findings of this study were expected to answer two research questions as
follows:

4.1 What basic ICT competency areas did school educators require in developing
their teachers?

4.2 What basic ICT competency for teachers did the schools need in their
preparation for 2015?

5. Methods and Instruments

The mixed-method research designs: a quantitative and qualitative inquiry was
employed in order to gain the in-depth understanding and corroboration. The researcher
aimed to validate the results obtained from a large sample of school professionals by
using quantitative research and generalize findings from school administrators via a
qualitative research method. The mixed method of quantitative and qualitative research
including two different groups of samples in the collection procedure was explained as
follows:

5.1 Quantitative research: The school educators were the first group of participants
who completed the opinion survey questionnaires

In this first group of the opinion survey, the 200 seminar participants who attended
the 2012 annual academic conference held by the Faculty of Education at Rangsit
University were the population consisting of school educators and administrators,
teachers, instructors, and education-related personnel from varied provinces such as
Bangkok, Pathum Thani, Nonthaburi, and Prachinburi. These selected respondents
by a simple random sampling method were asked questions relating basic ICT
competency required for teachers’ professional development. With a 71.50% response
rate, a total of 143 valid questionnaires were collected. Based on Krejcie and Morgan’s
(1970) table for determining sample size toward a given population of 200, a sample size
of 127 would be needed to represent adequate samples of the population. The survey
included five closed-ended Likert (1932) rating scaled questions asking for their
requirement levels according to Vogt (1999) (rating questions of 1 - 5 levels; the rankings
were evaluated as 1 = lowest, 2 = low, 3 = average, 4 = high and 5 = highest), and also
included open-ended questions asking for additional comments. The content validity of
the survey questionnaires was measured by using Index of Item-Objective Congruence
(10C)(Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1977) and scored 1.0. The reliability of the instrument
was determined by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951). Data from survey-
questionnaires were analyzed and tabulated showing mean (M) and standard deviation
(SD) values. The average mean (M) scores range interpretation was indicated as follows:
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Average Mean (M) Scores Range Requirement Level
451 -5.00 Highest
3.51-4.50 High
2.51-3.50 Average
151-250 Low
1.00-1.50 Lowest

5.2 Qualitative research: The focus group, the second group of participants, was
interviewed using a research instrument of semi-structured interviews.

The focus group, the second group of participants, was selected by using a
purposive sampling method according to Kerlinger (1986). Ten school administrators
with doctoral degrees in education comprised of school directors, school licensees, and
school owners in the central, northern, and southern provinces of Thailand. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted in this focus group and were used as a measurement
to endorse data validity and reliability from the first group. The first part of interview
questions was about basic ICT competency required for teachers’ professional
development. The second part of open-ended interview questions was about basic ICT
that schools need in their preparation for 2015. To assure the validity of the instrument,
the content validity was checked by experts and measured by using Rovinelli &
Hambleton’s 10C which scored 0.80. The reliability of the instrument was determined by
Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient. Data from the first part of focus group interviews were
analyzed using the same rating scales analysis as the first group, and data from the second
part of interviews were analyzed by using content analysis and simple frequency
distribution interpreted in descriptive results.

6. Results

The data analyses from the survey of the first group of 143 respondents and the
focus group of ten demonstrated that basic ICT competencies were found in four areas.
The four basic ICT competency areas included (i) Internet Usage, (ii) Using ICT for
Communication, (iii) Basic Software and Hardware Knowledge, and (iv) Teaching Media
Production. The data analyses of both groups were tabulated showing statistical values of
mean (M), standard deviation (SD), and ranking, including data interpretation (DI) in
Table 1 as follows.

Table 1: Basic ICT competency areas from the first group of school educators and the focus group

ICT Competency First Group (N=143) Second Group (N=10)

Area M SD Ranking DI M ) Ranking DI
Internet Usage 456 | 0.59 1 Highest | 4.60 | 0.58 1 Highest
ICT for 453 | 0.61 2 Highest | 4.35 | 0.50 3 High
Communication
Basic Hardware & | 4.26 | 0.73 3 High 433 | 0.69 4 High
Software
Knowledge
Teaching Media 422 | 0.80 4 High 438 | 0.62 2 High
Production
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The results of basic ICT competency areas requirements of two different groups in
Table 1 report as follows:

The first group of school educators requires Internet Usage and ICT for
Communication areas at the highest mean scores of M = 4.56, SD = 0.59, and M = 4.53,
SD = 0.61, respectively, followed by Basic Hardware & Software Knowledge, and
Teaching Media Production areas at the high mean scores of M = 4.26, SD = 0.73, and M
= 4.22, SD = 0.80 respectively. The school educators rank Internet Usage at the first
position, ICT for Communication at the second, Basic Hardware & Software Knowledge
at the third, followed by Teaching Media Production at the fourth. Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated as the instrument reliability which equals 0.80.

According to the second group or focus group, the results of basic ICT competency
areas requirement report that the focus group of school administrators requires Internet
Usage area at the highest mean scores (M = 4.60, SD = 0.58), followed by the high mean
scores of Teaching Media Production (M = 4.38, SD = 0.62), ICT for Communication (M
= 4.35, SD = 0.50), and Basic Hardware & Software Knowledge areas (M = 4.33, SD =
0.69) respectively. The focus group rank Internet Usage at the first position, Teaching
Media Production at the second, ICT for Communication at the third and Basic Hardware
& Software Knowledge at the fourth. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as the instrument
reliability which equals 0.93.

The summary of the first group in comparison with the second group on basic ICT
competency areas requirements for teachers shown in Table 1 is as follows.

6.1 Both participant groups require the same basic ICT competency in four areas
which are (i) Internet Usage, (ii) ICT for Communication, (iii) Basic Hardware &
Software Knowledge, and (iv) Teaching Media Production. The level of requirements of
those four areas indicates at the high and highest levels.

6.2 The first ranking position of the basic ICT competency area for teachers
required most by two different participant groups has similar mean scores (M = 4.56 and
M = 4.60) on Internet Usage area while both have similar standard deviations (0.59 and
0.58 respectively).

6.3 Ranking in order of the basic ICT competency areas for teachers required by
two different participant groups, the ranking positions are in different orders from the
second to fourth place as follows:

e The second ranking position of basic ICT competency required by
the first group is ICT for Communication; the second group is
Teaching Media Production.

e The third ranking position of basic ICT competency required by the
first group is Basic Hardware & Software Knowledge; the second
group is ICT for Communication.

e The fourth ranking position of basic ICT competency required by the
first group is Teaching Media Production ICT for Communication;
the second group is Basic Hardware & Software Knowledge.

The results from the focus group’s interviews show the basic ICT competency for
teachers required in school's preparation for ASEAN commencement in 2015. Especially
of the open ended questions for Issue #1, all ten comments from ten school administrators
are completely positive; the issues (questions) #1 to #5 and the comments (answers) are

10



RJES Vol. 1, No. 2, July — December 2014

presented in descriptive details including simple frequency distribution (f) values as
follows:

Issue #1: Comments on teacher's ICT competency and school's preparation for
ASEAN by 2015

Comment #1: ICT is very important and necessary (f = 10/10) such as, it gives
opportunity to communicate, to search for information, and access to social networks,
especially for provincial schools. Teachers are required to have competencies in ICT (f =
9/10), such as, to develop ICT skills continuously, and to keep up with ASEAN
community educational information. Some teachers do care while others are gradually
realizing importance and necessity of ICT, and they need to be able to practice guidelines
on the use of network etiquette rules.

Issue #2: What strategies, plans or policies does the school have to prepare for
ASEAN?

Comment #2: Staff development policy and strategies are set to support in ICT
knowledge and English language training programs provided to teachers and staff (f =
9/10), such as, basic ICT literacy, social networks communication, and Internet usage. In
addition, teaching evaluation to meet targets is another strategy they prepared for (f =
1/10).

Issue # 3: What governmental or private agencies does the school need in order to
support ICT competency development of teachers, in which areas, and how
to prepare before entering the ASEAN community?

Comment #3:  All responsible agencies, both governmental and private, for example, the
Office of the Basic Education Commission, Educational Service Area Offices, and nearby
universities are needed to support schools in ICT training courses, such as, hardware and
software programs, e-Learning, (f = 9/10) and English for ICT (f = 1/10).

Issue # 4: Does your school have potential in ICT or not compared with similar
schools in ASEAN member countries? If not, which parts need to be
improved?

Comment # 4: Five believe that their schools have enough ICT potential  (f = 5/10)
because of existing policies, turning policies into practices, having enough budget, and
having 90% capable personnel in ICT and sufficient equipment, having ICT staff to
handle ICT issues and will enhance every classroom to be an ICT classroom. Three do
not have enough ICT potential (f = 3/10) because of lack of ICT equipment, the school
itself is not competent, rapid growth of technology, and no funds to upgrade equipment
promptly. The final two gave no answer (f = 2/10).

Issue # 5: Do your teachers have basic ICT competency or not compared with
similar schools in ASEAN member countries? If not, which parts need to
be improved?

Comment # 5:  Three believe that their teachers have enough ICT potential (f = 3/10)
because most of the teachers are young with adequate ICT, schools support teachers to
get trained continuously, and schools have maintenance budgets. Five believe that their
teachers do not have enough ICT potential (f = 5/10) because of lack of ICT knowledge,
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lack of English proficiency, weak educational system, and unskillful personnel. The final
two gave no answer (f = 2/10).

7. Discussion

In the order ranking of requirements of basic ICT competency for teachers in four
areas, the results from both participant groups show the Internet Usage ranks first. This
finding explains that both groups agree that the Internet usage can bring teachers and
schools great benefits such as the Internet provides teachers with minimum cost materials,
motivates the students to have confidence to express themselves, brings schools and
communities closer together, allows expanded opportunities for mentoring, keeping in
contact with societies with no limits of time and place (Luan, Fung, Nawawi & Hong,
2005; Serim & Koch, 1996; Stone & Perumean-Chaney, 2011).

Besides, the results from both groups suggested school stakeholders that the specific
ICT areas should be included in the training programs; it is relevant to conceptual
framework emphasized by UNESCO (2011) and its ICT Teacher Competency
Framework for Teachers created in 2008 and developed in 2011. The framework
addressed three different successive stages of a teacher’s development. The first is
Technology Literacy, enabling students to use ICT in order to learn more efficiently. The
second is Knowledge Deepening, enabling students to acquire in-depth knowledge of
their school subjects and apply it to complex problems. The third is Knowledge Creation,
enabling students to generate new knowledge.

Furthermore, the challenge is how to enable teachers not only to overcome the
technology barriers but also to empower them to integrate the appropriate technology into
teaching and learning processes, known as appropriate technologies for sustainable
development (Kim, 2013; Pearce, 2007). Building the capacity of teachers in the uses of
ICT for education (Bokova, 2012; KFIT, 2013; VVOB, 2012; Waitayangkoon, 2008) also
requires long-term continuous development, sharing of knowledge among teachers, and
collaboration among educators, governmental education offices, public and private
institutions, relevant organizations, and support from school administrators.

Though ICT competency is very important and necessary, looking at it from a
different side, an outstanding example was presented in this study. Some significant
viewpoints from Bumiller (2010), Needle (2010), and Yu (2014) who reviewed and noted
that one of the basic software programs used for presentation tasks (or so-called
PowerPoint) (Microsoft, 2014) was not favored by some presenters in particular parties,
such as research organizations, the military, universities, and training units. They marked
serious concerns that the program stifled discussion, critical thinking and thoughtful
decision-making, it was considered as a big glass barrier between the speaker and the
audience. However, Altman (2014) argued that if such a program was ditched and
presenters did charts and slides in text program (or so-called Word) (Microsoft, 2014), the
audience would be reading articles boringly. Teachers should be aware of these serious
concerns since it was not about how they use ICT as a tool integrated in teaching and
learning in a classroom context only but teachers should know how to select the
appropriate tools and manage them properly as well.

8. Implications

This study gives useful implications to school administrative management that wish
to embark on human resources and professional development strategic planning,
particularly on teacher professional development programs in basic ICT competencies.
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Additionally, the implications of this study should guide, for instance, school
administrators or policy makers in teacher education programs to include basic ICT
competencies in the school policies.

For future studies, researchers who are in educational technology or relevant fields
may be interested in a broader scope and a deeper dimension of standards of ICT
competency to help develop teachers’ professional development in certain school
provincial service areas or specific contexts.

9. Conclusion

Based on the findings, the results of this study answer the research questions of
what basic ICT competency areas that the schools need for their teachers in professional
development planning, and how the school administrators plan their preparedness in ICT
competency for their teachers awaiting the goal of realizing an ASEAN Community by
2015.

The statistical results shown in Table 1 endorsed that the focus group required the
same four ICT areas of Internet Usage, ICT for Communication, Basic Hardware and
Software Knowledge, and Teaching Media Production the same as the 143 school
educators at the high to highest level. Though ranking positions among ICT four areas
found were in different places, Internet Usage ranked first in both results.

The school administrators were positive and all agreed that ICT was very important
and necessary for a teacher's ICT competency and a school's preparation for ASEAN in
2015. They also had plans, strategies, and policies in ICT literacy to support their teachers
and schools. More importantly, the school administrators had strong confidence in their
competent ICT staff and equipment, and were ready for the ASEAN community but they
were not confident in their teachers who lack of ICT and English competency. This led to
their special needs of external supports from government and educational institutes to
provide ICT and English training courses for their teachers.
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