
echnological innovation has become a common-
place phenomenon and is frequently taken for
granted by contemporary society. In everyday life,

technology plays an ever-increasing role; innovations, such
as cellular telephones, hand-held computers, automatic
teller machines, and digital videodisks, quickly become
incorporated into daily use and are added to society’s
vocabulary. Information is available in far greater quanti-
ties than ever before, and the means to access and share it
with others is unprecedented. Because the pace of sophisti-
cated technological change is so rapid, however, little is
known about its effect on the society that it pervades. 

The classroom is a microcosm of society, and technology
is having an increasing impact in schools throughout the
country. In the same way that little is known about how
technology affects communities in general, little is yet
known about the effects that increased use of technology is
having on school communities, in particular, on the sense
of community of classroom learners. 

Sense of Community 

The concept of community has received considerable
interest in recent years in the United Sates, and related
research has increased. Despite concerns of some community
psychologists over the erosion of the sense of community, and

its description by Sarason (as cited in Lounsbury & DeNeui,
1996) as the “overarching value” of community psychology,
it was not until the mid-1980s that McMillan and Chavis
(1986) proposed an operational definition of community.
Their definition describes community as (a) a feeling that
members have of belonging, (b) a feeling that members mat-
ter to one another and to the group, and (c) a shared faith
that members’ needs will be met through their commitment
to be together. Hill (1996) concluded that psychological
sense of community refers to variables beyond individual rela-
tionships, that it appears to be setting specific, and that
aspects of the concept differ from setting to setting. One such
setting is the classroom.

The sense of community among the students within a
classroom is important. The construct is related closely to
research by Glynn (1981) and Royal and Rossi (1997), who
argued that common goals and values are essential ele-
ments of community, and by Strike (2004), who theorized
that normation (i.e., the willingness of students to internal-
ize group-shared expectations), is an important aspect of a
learning community. 

Learning is assisted if students believe that they belong
to the community or group that makes up a class and if they
contribute to, and benefit from, that classroom community.
Interpersonal relationships also are enormously important
in a community of learners. The less a person understands
the feelings and behaviors of others, the more likely he or
she will act inappropriately or insecurely and fail to gain
acceptance within the community (Gardner, 1983). Coop-
erative learning is an important component of the sense of
classroom community. Johnson and Johnson (1992), Kagan
(1994), and Slavin (1991, 1995) contributed to a consider-
able body of research that supports the benefits of coopera-
tive learning. In addition, Sharan and Sharan (1992)
reported that cooperative learning is an important aspect of
the constructivist psychology of how students acquire
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knowledge. Constructivist cognitive psychology maintains
that children actively construct their own notions of reali-
ty from their experiences. Wilson and Lowry (2000) main-
tained that learners need to develop individual compe-
tence, but in a context of effective participation within
groups and learning communities. 

Computer Use in Secondary Education 

The literature is not definitive concerning the effects of
computer technology on student achievement, but there
are indications that using technology may have a positive
effect. In a meta-analysis, Waxman, Lin, and Michko
(2003) studied the effects of teaching and learning with
technology on student outcomes with statistical data from
42 research studies. The results suggest that technology has
a small, positive significant effect on student outcomes
when compared with traditional instruction. Findings gath-
ered from 26 studies on the implementation of K–12 class-
room networks with handheld devices connected to the
teacher’s laptop computer and integrated with a shared
screen (Roschelle, Penuel, & Abrahamson, 2004) showed
(a) greater student engagement, (b) increased student
understanding of complex subject matter, and (c) increased
student interest and enjoyment. Much of the literature,
however, documents specific aspects or types of technology;
the research base has not provided an assessment of how to
integrate and use technology in schools and classrooms.
The tremendous pace of change in computer technology
hinders such assessment as software and hardware develop-
ments are introduced in rapid succession before their effec-
tiveness has been evaluated (Allen, 2001). 

Effects of Technology on Classroom Community

Relatively few researchers report on the effects of tech-
nology on classroom community. Maddux, Johnson, and
Willis (1997) argued strongly for the introduction of con-
structivist learning theories into classrooms through the use
of technology but were unable to cite empirical findings
from research to support their case. In a meta-analysis across
23 studies, Susman (1998), who reported on cooperative
learning by students working together, found a significant
difference favoring cooperative learning with technology.

Although some empirical research supports the use of
technology, an opposing school of thought contends that
using technology in the classroom may have a negative
effect on the sense of classroom community. Healy (1998)
cautioned that children’s spending too much time in front
of a computer could lead to long-term psychological or
physical problems. Hiltz (1998) added that one of the
potential negative effects of using technology in the class-
room is a loss of social relationships and a loss of the sense
of community. She also argued that collaborative-learning
strategies are as important for computer-based teaching as
they are for traditional classroom courses. 

Roblyer and Edwards (2000) noted that research results
to date have not made a strong case for the impact of tech-
nology on the sense of community in the classroom. The
researchers offered a wealth of ideas and suggestions for
ways in which they believed that technology can benefit
teaching and recommended that more research is needed in
newer technology uses, particularly those linked to con-
structivist theory or reflected in instructional practice. 

Purpose

Researchers have examined the sense of classroom com-
munity among undergraduate student populations (Rovai
& Lucking, 2000). The authors provided evidence that
supports the theoretical basis of classroom community and
found that it could be reliably measured. In subsequent
studies (e.g., Rovai & Grooms, 2004; Rovai & Lucking,
2003), researchers have explored the sense of classroom
community among members of graduate-level distance
learning and face-to-face courses. The literature does not
address sense of classroom community among K–12 stu-
dents or whether their sense of learning in a classroom
community is affected by the use of technology in instruc-
tion. I attempted to add to that body of knowledge by
addressing the following research questions:

1. How do high school students describe classroom com-
munity and its importance for their learning, and what
factors do students perceive to be important for develop-
ing a sense of classroom community? 

2. How does the use of technology in their classrooms affect
students’ sense of learning in a classroom community?

Method

Participants

A nonrandom sample of 181 students from intact classes
volunteered to participate in the present study. Ninety-one
students were in Grade 9, and 90 students were in Grade
11; 89 students were boys, and 92 students were girls. Nine-
ty-nine percent of the participants were volunteers. The
participants were enrolled in a variety of subject classes
within the school curriculum; average class size was 16 stu-
dents. The principal selected 12 teachers to participate,
some of whom used computers frequently in their teaching,
and others who did not. The principal determined teachers’
high- or low-technology use by means of information com-
piled from professional evaluations, discussions with
department chairs, and personal classroom observations. I
determined equivalency of the groups regarding students’
achievement prior to the study, and I considered equiva-
lency in terms of student ethnicity.

Setting

The participants comprised students from an urban inde-
pendent high school in Virginia. Students who attended
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the school were assessed on entry as being of average or
above-average ability; part of the school’s mission was to
prepare them for admission to college. Students were drawn
from a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds. Some stu-
dents came from wealthy families; other students attended
the school through a scholarship program. The majority of
the students lived in urban neighborhoods; approximately
70% of them lived in the same urban area as the school.
The student population was diverse and included interna-
tional students, as well as representatives from various
American cultures and backgrounds.

Instrument

The participants responded to a prestudy measurement
of their attitude toward computers. The Computer Atti-
tude Questionnaire developed by Todman and File (1990)
was the standardized instrument used for high school stu-
dents. The scale shows an acceptable level of reliability.
The authors reported that the internal consistency index
(coefficient alpha) for the 20-item scale was .82, according
to the responses from 364 participants. Todman and File
reported that the instrument’s concurrent validity was
considered in a small-scale study in which it was adminis-
tered to a group of 33 undergraduates immediately follow-
ing completion of a questionnaire designed specifically for
college students. The correlation between scores on the
two scales was .85. 

I used the Sense of Classroom Community Index
(SCCI) developed by Rovai, Lucking, and Cristol (2001)
to evaluate the sense of classroom community and its com-
ponent dimensions of spirit, trust, interaction and learning.
The questionnaire contains 40 items, with 10 questions for
each of the four subscales. Participants are asked to rate the
extent to which they agree with each item on a 5-point,
Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5
(strongly disagree). Rovai and colleagues designed the
instrument for use by a wide population, ranging from mid-
dle school students to college undergraduates. 

In describing the SCCI’s reliability, Rovai and col-
leagues (2001) reported Cronbach’s coefficient alpha as
.96 for the overall SCCI score, .90 for the spirit subscore,
.84 for the trust subscore, .84 for the interaction subscore,
and .88 for the learning subscore. In the present study (N
= 181), coefficients of internal consistency were .95 for
the overall SCCI score, .86 for the spirit subscore, .80 for
the trust subscore, .82 for the interaction subscore, and .87
for the learning subscore. Those findings provide evidence
that classroom community and each of its dimensions have
high internal consistencies and can be reliably measured
with the SCCI. Rovai and colleagues also reported that
the instrument possesses high face validity. The survey
items are worded suitably for use with the target popula-
tion, having a Flesch (1994) Reading Ease score of 81.1 on
a 100-point scale (the higher the score, the easier to
understand). 

To collect qualitative data, I used semistructured inter-
views with follow-up questions to probe for additional
information. I assessed the reliability of each interview
question initially by conducting a pilot study in advance of
the actual interviews with a sample of students from Grade
8 (n = 20) and Grade 10 (n = 21). I conducted the pilot
study to determine whether the questions were explicit
and to show whether the questions were easily and fully
understood by a sample of students who were similar to the
participants. I determined content validity by ensuring
that the interview questions were constructed around the
content domain of the SCCI and the use of technology in
the classroom. 

Procedures

I selected the intact classes of participants with criteria
that related to their use of technology. I measured equiva-
lency among the classes with school achievement records.
I also determined the equivalency of the participants in
terms of age and ethnicity. I distributed the Computer Atti-
tude Questionnaire (Todman & File, 1990) as a further
determinant of equivalency and supervised the SCCI to
measure the sense of classroom community. 

Following the quantitative data analysis, I selected par-
ticipants for the qualitative phase of the study. I made the
selection equitably from within Grades 9 and 11 by pur-
poseful sampling, and specifically, by maximum variation
sampling. I chose that particular sampling technique
because any common patterns that emerged from a large
variation would be of particular interest and value for one
to capture the core experiences and central shared
aspects. 

Design and Data Analysis

I used a mixed-method design in this study. I analyzed the
data that had been collected to determine equivalency
among classes with analyses of variance (ANOVAs). I con-
ducted discriminant analyses on the data by using the SCCI
to investigate the relationship of the instrument’s subscales
with the criterion variable of high- or low-computer use in
teaching. I performed a content analysis on the qualitative
data by examining topics, categories of topics, and patterns
across questions. The analysis was iterative to ensure that
possible differences in the interpretation of responses were
explored. I provided samples of the analyzed responses to an
independent third party to assess them for reliability of scor-
ing. In addition, a peer review provided an external check
of the research process. Finally, participants received the
data, analyses, interpretations, and conclusions so that they
could comment on the accuracy and credibility of the
account. Further details on quantitative and qualitative
analysis procedures are reported in the Results section.
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Results

Quantitative Analysis

In Tables 1–3, the class designation indicates grade level
(i.e., 9 or 11), followed by an identification letter relating
to computer use in teaching. In both grade levels, classes
with suffixes A–C are those with high levels of computer
use in their instruction; suffixes X–Z denote those classes
experiencing little or no technology in their teaching. I
used an alpha level of .05 for all statistical tests. 

I used standardized test scores to determine whether aca-
demic achievement equivalency existed among the groups
of students. I used the Selection Index scores of the Pre-
liminary Scholastic Achievement Test (PSAT), a national
standardized test administered annually in the majority of
high schools. The Selection Index is the composite score of
the two principal sections of the PSAT, mathematics and
English, and has a maximum value of 240. Table 1 shows
the descriptive statistics relating to level of achievement
for all participating classes.

I used inferential statistics to determine whether any sig-
nificant differences existed among the achievement scores
of classes in Grade 9. Levene’s test showed that the assump-
tion of homogeneity of variance was tenable, and the Kol-
mogorov-Smirnov test showed that normality was tenable.
ANOVA showed no significant differences among the
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TABLE 1. Mean Standardized Achievement Test
Scores 

Grade M SD Minimum Maximum n

9(A) 145.72 15.71 119 181 18
9(B) 156.51 23.33 110 190 12
9(C) 146.47 17.64 119 180 15

Total 148.84 18.77 110 190 45

9(X) 141.53 21.77 113 193 15
9(Y) 133.41 15.87 110 170 15
9(Z) 145.51 18.58 114 190 16

Total 140.26 19.16 110 193 46

11(A) 145.53 19.73 115 193 15
11(B) 156.06 21.57 115 190 16
11(C) 161.85 22.61 115 211 20

Total 155.24 21.67 115 211 51

11(X) 163.69 13.64 137 187 16
11(Y) 150.46 23.26 110 189 13
11(Z) 162.81 24.36 128 203 10

Total 158.54 20.48 110 203 39

Note. A, B, and C indicate high levels of computer use; X, Y, and
Z indicate little or no computer use. Maximum possible score for
the Selection Index of the Preliminary Scholastic Achievement
Test is 240.

TABLE 2. Mean Standardized Computer Attitude
Scores 

Grade M SD Minimum Maximum n

9(A) 56.44 11.56 23 72 18
9(B) 56.25 6.97 43 69 12
9(C) 53.81 16.52 13 74 15

Total 55.51 12.33 13 74 45

9(X) 57.13 11.98 40 76 15
9(Y) 57.93 8.88 46 78 15
9(Z) 56.73 8.33 44 71 16

Total 57.17 9.62 40 78 46

11(A) 50.73 9.58 28 62 15
11(B) 56.88 7.74 43 68 16
11(C) 52.11 8.69 36 64 20

Total 53.19 8.89 28 68 51

11(X) 50.94 8.53 36 69 16
11(Y) 58.15 6.47 49 70 13
11(Z) 53.31 9.23 37 63 10

Total 53.95 8.49 36 70 39

Note. A, B, and C indicate high levels of computer use; X, Y, and
Z indicate little or no computer use. Maximum possible score on
the instrument is 80.

TABLE 3. Mean Classroom Community Index (SCCI)
Scores 

Grade M SD Minimum Maximum n

9(A) 110.28 19.75 77 148 18
9(B) 98.67 17.15 78 137 12
9(C) 101.81 18.51 73 143 15

Total 104.36 18.93 73 148 45

9(X) 106.93 20.55 55 142 15
9(Y) 95.01 19.59 63 129 15
9(Z) 75.88 23.82 34 118 16

Total 92.24 24.69 34 142 46

11(A) 112.07 16.96 92 151 15
11(B) 83.75 22.25 36 128 16
11(C) 114.55 19.06 73 154 20

Total 104.16 23.71 36 154 51

11(X) 99.75 20.95 57 135 16
11(Y) 96.54 20.95 57 135 13
11(Z) 121.71 20.27 85 147 10

Total 104.31 21.81 57 147 39

Note. A, B, and C indicate high levels of computer use; X, Y, and
Z indicate little or no computer use. Maximum possible score
obtainable on the SCCI is 160.
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classes in terms of their achievement scores, F(5, 85) =
2.18, p = .06. I applied the same statistical process to the
achievement scores of classes in Grade 11 and found no sig-
nificant difference among the classes, F(5, 84) = 2.04, p =
.19. The results indicate that the students in the various
classes did not differ significantly in terms of their academ-
ic achievement level.

I also analyzed the data to determine whether any signif-
icant differences existed among the ages of students in
either grade. ANOVA showed no significant differences
among the classes from Grade 9, F(5, 85) = 1.40, p = .23,
nor among participants in Grade 11, F(5, 84) = .87, p = .53. 

Participants also were similar with respect to diversity. I
selected all the intact classes from within Grades 9 and 11,
and no class differed significantly from another in terms of
diversity among its students. 

I used standardized survey scores to determine equiva-
lency among the groups of participants in terms of their
attitude toward the use of computers. I obtained the scores
from the Computer Attitude Questionnaire (Todman &
File, 1990). Cronbach’s alpha applied to the attitude scores
provided a coefficient of internal consistency of .86 for the
overall score, indicating a satisfactory level of reliability. 

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics relating to par-
ticipants’ attitudes toward computers and the data
obtained from all students. I analyzed the attitude scores to
determine whether there were any significant differences
among the classes in both grades. One-way ANOVAs
showed that no significant differences existed among the
classes in Grade 9, F(5, 85) = .29, p = .95, nor in Grade 11,
F(5, 84) = 2.19, p = .06. 

I conducted descriptive analyses on the scores obtained
on the SCCI and presented them in Table 3. The table
shows that classes designated 9X–Z (low technology) had
the lowest mean total score on the SCCI and that the
mean totals for the other classes were similar to one anoth-
er. The standard deviations show that the classes had simi-
lar levels of variability. Box plots revealed that the distrib-
utions were approximately normal. 

I conducted discriminant analyses on the data by using the
stepwise procedure. The first two-group discriminant analy-
sis considered the predictor variables of the subscales of the
SCCI and their relationship with the criterion variable of
computer use in teaching (high or low). The stepwise analy-
sis terminated at Step 1 and yielded an index of discrimina-
tion (R = .18), Wilks’s lambda (1, 1,179) = .97, F(1, 179) =
5.99, p = .015. I removed the subscales spirit, trust, and inter-
action from the analysis; the learning subscale remained.
The analysis showed that 56.4% of original grouped cases
were classified correctly. An independent samples t test
examined the independent variable of high- and low-tech-
nology use in teaching and its effect on the learning subscale
of the SCCI. Levene’s test for equality of variances revealed
that the variances were significantly different. 

Students who used computers often in their classes scored
higher on the learning subscale (M = 28.30, SD = 5.84)
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than did students who used computers less often in their
classes (M = 25.93, SD = 7.18; effect size: d = .36). The
independent samples t test result was t(162) = 2.42, p = .02.
Analysis of the individual subscales of the SCCI, therefore,
revealed that a significant difference existed between high-
and low-computer use in teaching, as measured by the
learning subscale. 

To investigate student reactions to the subscale showing
significant differences identified by inferential statistics, I
examined responses to individual items within the learning
domain of the SCCI. I conducted a descriptive analysis of
the mean scores of the subscale and identified items that
revealed a mean difference of > 0.3. I also identified four
items with mean differences of > 0.3 from within the learn-
ing subscale and categorized them according to technology
level: 

24. I feel that this course provides valuable skills.
28. I feel that there is no need to think critically in this 

course.
32. I feel that this course does not meet my educational 

needs.
36. I feel that I learn a lot in this course.

The responses to questions from the learning domain
suggest that students from the high-technology classes rec-
ognized that they were learning valuable new skills and
that they were being encouraged to think critically. Those
students also responded positively to the item asking
whether their educational needs were being met. Exami-
nation of the differences in means also indicated that a
greater number of students from the high-technology
classes, rather than those from low-technology classes,
considered that they were acquiring much knowledge from
their particular class. 

Qualitative Analysis 

Table 4 shows the format of the semistructured inter-
views. Table 5 shows responses to questions based princi-
pally on use of technology in teaching, with responses by
classes X–Z (low technology) in parentheses. Students
(37%) responded that computers helped them with project
work. One student commented that

They are very helpful. I’ve used a computer for every sin-
gle project I’ve done in this class. Doing a package of work
for one topic was so easy when I used the computer. All
the information was right there, and it was very easy to
understand.

Other responses indicated that students (31%) enjoyed
using technology in their work at school. A ninth-grade
student observed that technology was helpful and fun,
relating that 

We did a research project on exotic pets like monkeys and
tigers, and had to find out what their needs were if they were
kept as a pet. I found a great web site and got lots of stuff
from it. I enjoyed doing it that way.
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Some students (54%) believed that computers did not
affect the way that they worked with their teacher; others
(33%) indicated that they felt computers helped them
work with a teacher. One student commented that “Using

computers is cool because it allows the student to find out
things the teacher didn’t know. The technology allows me
to share new ideas with the teacher, so it’s good for both of
us.” Commenting on the use of technology in a social stud-
ies class, a student in a Grade 11 class revealed that

It’s pretty neat. We did the Spanish-American war just from
computers—nothing came from a book. I went to a lot of
Internet sites, and it stuck with me much better than if I had
learned from a textbook. It’s easier really than having to go
through the books to find out information. It’s a different way
of learning. Our teacher gave us some good information off
the web too that she had found and wanted to share with us.

Table 6 shows responses to the questions related to the
learning subscale of the SCCI, with classes X–Z shown in
parentheses. Students (35%) believed that there was a bal-
ance between the amount of help that they gave to their
peers and that they received from others. I recorded the
importance of questions raised by other students (34%) in
class on several occasions. One example was

We all sort of feed off one another. There are lots of ques-
tions asked. It’s a very open class. I think the questions that
I ask sometimes help other students to learn more vocabu-
lary and to understand more of what we are learning.

Another reply described a class where the sense of belong-
ing to a community of learners was not present: 

I don’t think other students help me much. Questions are
rare; there just isn’t any opportunity. The slides just go up on
the overhead and we have to take it all down. We don’t
learn too much. I don’t think I have learned anything much
in the last month.

Other responses (24%) pertained to the value of class dis-
cussions. A student answered: “We have a lot of class dis-
cussions—they help a lot. We are encouraged to argue and
to say different points of view.” 

Responses varied regarding the amount that students
believed they were learning in any particular class. Some stu-
dents (42%) believed that they learned the most from a par-
ticular class. One student commented that “I learn a lot
more in this class. I feel we are constantly learning a lot of
new things. It’s a good learning environment.” Another stu-
dent responded, “This is one I really learn a lot in. You just
sort of retain the knowledge.” Other students (38%) indi-
cated a particular class in which they learned the least. One
student replied, “I learn more in most other classes. I find this
more difficult, and most of the time I just don’t get it. It
seems to go right over my head, and my teacher doesn’t seem
to know that.”

The responses show that a principal factor identified by
students concerning classroom community and its impor-
tance for learning was use of computers. In addition to
reporting that computers were important to their learning,
students indicated that they enjoyed using them. Another
major factor for students was the sense of belonging to a
class and experiencing a spirit of connectedness with their
peers. Also important was students’ trust among their peers
and trust toward and from their teachers. 
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TABLE 4. Student Interview Questions

Item no. Question

1. Please describe your classroom interactions with 
other students in your ___ class.

2. Please explain how groups work together in this 
class.

3. Describe your sense of belonging to this class.
4. In what ways do you think you help other students 

learn in this class?
5. In what ways do you think other students help you to 

learn in this class?
6. How does trust play a role in the learning that takes 

place in this class?
7. Describe what it is like using computers to learn in 

this subject.
8. How does using computers in this class affect the 

way you work with other students?
9. How does using computers in this class affect the 

way you work with the teacher?
10. How much do you think you learn in this class 

compared with other classes?
11. How does the use of computers affect your sense of 

belonging? 
12. How does using computers affect your sense of trust 

in this class?

TABLE 5. Students’ Most Frequent Responses to
Interview Questions (Technology)

Item/category n %

1. Describe using computers to learn.
They help me do project work. 8(2) 37
I enjoy using them. 6(2) 31
We only use them as word processors. 3(2) 14

2. How do computers affect the way you 
work with other students?

Makes little difference. 9(6) 51   
We share information and web sites. 3(1) 24

3. How do computers affect the way you 
work with the teacher?

Makes little difference. 8(5) 54
They help me work with the teacher. 4(1) 33
We share information and web sites. 3(1) 24

3. How do computers affect the way you 
work with the teacher?

Makes little difference. 8(5) 54
They help me work with the teacher. 4(1) 33

Note. n in parentheses denotes the number of students from low-
technology classes.
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Discussion

The results indicate that a sense of classroom community
was present among the participants and suggest that some
students were aware of a feeling of community and may have
benefited from it. The data contained in this study build on
previous research (e.g., Rovai & Grooms, 2004; Rovai &
Lucking, 2003) on the sense of community using the SCCI
to measure students’ beliefs. Many of the participants indi-
cated that community was important to them and helped
them in the learning process. That finding upholds the the-
ory that social support and a sense of belonging are distinct
aspects of the concept of community held by adolescents
(Pretty, Conroy, Dugay, Fowler, & Williams, 1996). The pos-
itive response to the concept of community identified among
the adolescents in this study is not in accord with those who
have expressed the opinion that a sense of community may
be declining in this country (Newborough & Chavis, 1986;
Schuler, 1996). 

The first research question asked how students describe
classroom community, and its importance for their learn-
ing. My analyses revealed that students identified three
main factors that were important to them concerning sense
of community and its importance for their learning. The
first factor was technology and the use of computers. Stu-
dents who were interviewed revealed that not only did they
find computers helpful for assignments such as research
projects but also they enjoyed using them for that purpose.
The evidence, derived from qualitative analysis, supports
the quantitative data suggesting that students experiencing
high computer use in class responded more favorably than

did students with low computer use to questions contained
in the spirit and learning domains of the SCCI. That find-
ing adds support to previous studies that have reported stu-
dents’ favorable reactions to using technology in the class-
room (e.g., Siegle & Foster, 2000; Combs, 2000; Waxman,
Lin, & Michko, 2003), and has clear practical implications
for classroom practices. If students enjoy using computers
in their lessons, as well as recognize their value, motivation
for learning may increase. Technology should not be
viewed as an end in itself but as a tool to augment the sense
of classroom community. Teachers should be encouraged to
use computers to simplify, facilitate, and enhance individu-
alized and social-learning processes.

The second factor that was important to students was a
sense of belonging to the class, a feeling of being wanted
and liked by their peers. The evidence adds to earlier work
on the importance of classroom cohesiveness to students
(Chin, Salisbury, & Gopal, 1996). Students indicated that
they valued an atmosphere of teamwork in the classroom
and could appreciate the concept of sharing elements of a
task to complete a project collaboratively. Those responses
indicate that the students experienced and commented on
the value of collaborative learning in the context of
describing the importance of classroom community. 

The third factor that was important to students’ sense of
community and to their learning was the amount of trust
that they experienced in the classroom. The qualitative
findings are supported by descriptive quantitative results, as
shown in the mean subscale scores for interaction and trust
for students in Grades 9 and 11. Students viewed equally
the level of trust among their peers and between them-
selves and their teacher. That finding provides evidence
supporting McMillan’s (1996) decision to include the
dimension of trust in place of influence in studies of com-
munity. My finding also supports Goleman’s (1995)
research, which stated that trust is necessary for true accep-
tance and complete membership of a community. In addi-
tion, my finding adds to those of Rovai and Lucking
(2003), who studied sense of community in a higher edu-
cation, television-based distance education program, and
found that distance students (a) felt less trust in their com-
munity of learners, (b) scored lower on the SCCI, and (c)
expressed less certainty about the value of the course than
did students in a conventional face-to-face class. Results of
the present study suggest that students recognize the value
of a sense of community and its inherent spirit of coopera-
tion within a classroom. 

The second research question asked how the use of tech-
nology in the classroom affects students’ sense of learning
in a classroom community. The learning subscale of the
SCCI showed a significant increase among students who
were being taught with a high amount of technology. Stu-
dents from high-technology classes answered every item
within the learning subscale of the instrument more posi-
tively than did students who experienced little or no com-
puter use in their classes. That supporting evidence could
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TABLE 6. Students’ Most Frequent Responses to
Interview Questions (Learning Subscale)

Item/category n %

1. How do you help other students learn?
The questions I ask help others. 5(3) 35
I help others from home by phone or 
e-mail. 5(2) 35
The teacher asks me to explain. 2(1) 12
I do not help others much. 2(2) 12

2. How do other students help you learn?
The questions they ask help me. 8(3) 34
Discussions generate different ideas. 6(2) 24
They help me from their home by 
phone or e-mail. 3(2) 18
They do not help me much. 2(1) 12

3. How much do you learn compared with 
other classes?

This is the one I learn most in. 5(4) 42
Far less. 4(2) 38
A lot more. 3(1) 14

Note. n in parentheses denotes the number of students from low-
technology classes.
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have important ramifications. Use of technology in schools
is continuing to increase, yet, little is known about its effect
on students’ sense of classroom community.

Maddux and colleagues (1997) and Yaverbaum and
Ocker (1998) argued for the introduction of constructivist
approaches to learning through the use of computers by
noting the paucity of research in this area. My findings sug-
gest that the learning subscale of the sense of classroom
community may be influenced favorably if teachers use
computers more frequently, thereby adding to the body of
knowledge concerning the effects of technology on chil-
dren’s knowledge acquisition. 

The findings support the views of Morrison, Lowther,
and DeMeulle (1999) that technology use in the classroom
and a constructivist approach to education are very com-
patible. The results also support the theory that students
favor an element of learner control (Relan, 1992), which
they can achieve through the use of technology. The
responses by some students to interview questions indicate
that they favored being allowed to explore the Internet to
research a project. Students explained that they believed
that they had more control over their learning with a com-
puter than they did through the use of books. The results
suggest that students considered that they were learning
together in a community and building on information that
they acquired either individually or as a class. 

Limitations

I had no control over teacher selection or amount or
type of computer use in the intact classes during the study.
Consequently, it was difficult to define accurately the inde-
pendent variable of high- or low-computer use. Also, indi-
vidual teaching style, as well as the personality of each
teacher, might have had an effect on the sense of students’
classroom community. Teacher effect could have influ-
enced any or all of the subscales of the SCCI, and this
might be considered a confounding variable. 

The self-report nature of the questionnaires and interviews
that I used in this study add another possible limitation. Par-
ticipants in research studies involving self-report instruments
are often reluctant to report negative experiences. 

The results of this research can be generalized only to a
similar population of students. The participants attended
an urban independent school, and the results may not
apply fully to students from other high schools or in schools
located in different environments. 

Conclusions

Researchers can build on the present study by monitor-
ing more closely the amount of, and type of, computer use.
Further study into the effects of technology on students’
sense of classroom community should use intact groups in a
mixed design but employ ethnographic techniques to sup-
plement the data collection methods used in this study. 

Researchers could investigate whether a high sense of
classroom community is related to academic achievement
and whether an interaction occurs with the use of technolo-
gy. I showed that the learning subscale of classroom commu-
nity can be affected by the amount of technology that teach-
ers use for classroom instruction. I also provided evidence
that students enjoy using computers in a learning situation. 

The implications of this study for administrators and
teachers are twofold. First, the use of computers may add to
students’ motivation and enjoyment of working within a
community of learners. High school administrators should
encourage all teachers to use computers as an integral part
of their instruction. Second, classroom community is
important and could be linked to academic success. High
school teachers may determine that sense of community
data add to their knowledge of individual students and to
the manner in which these students work collaboratively. 
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