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ABSTRACT

This paper describes the effects of parents perception about internet on students’ ability tollise fnterioh, There are two research
question in this study. First, is there evidence indicating that parents’ perception of internet Will effect thei Hecision fo use internet
connection on their personal computer (PC) at home? Second, is there any evidence indicatingisindents abi%to use internet are
enhanced by availability of internet connection on their home compuiter? To answer thaSe pesedsch quisiion, conducted a Focus
Group Discussion (FGD) with 50 parents of students from F aculty of Business and Munagemen! e Widyat niversity in February
2010. Research finding reveal that parents who have negative attitude in term of Port eived usefuliess nd perceived ease of use
(PEU) have no internet connection on their PC at home which in turn hamperdd siidenls use of ey extensively at their home. In
contrast, parents who have positive attitude in term of PU and PEU hayt Wilernet connection\oX Meir PC which will offer great

opportunity for their children fo learn internet operation extensively. Q

Introduction

In 2001 Marc Prensky published cgfipanion papers oit a
new generation of students : the ‘Digitil Matives’ [1]. The
basic argument of Prensky was that (8 Hew odoup
students coming into universities was fndiacnt
different from any stu educators had seen

computers, video
cell phones and

2].

Current studies indi denfs Use various modern
technologies such as computer h@nidheld devices, software
application and laptop [3a]{#4]. Jones [3b] found that the
majority of college students own computers and wireless
devices and believe that internet use has enhanced their
learning experience. Modern technologies have replaced
most traditional pedagogical technologies [5a]. Harris and
Koehler (2007 : 61) points out that most traditional
pedagogical technologies are characterized by specificity (a
pencil is for writing, while a microscope is for viewing
small objects); stability (pencils, pendulums, and
chalkboards have not changed a great deal over time); and
transparency of function (the inner working of pencil or
the pendulum are simple and directly related to their
function). Overtime, these technologies achicve a
transparency of perception. They become commonplace,
and in most cases, are not even considered to be
technologies. Digital technologies — such as computers,
handheld devices and software applications — by contrast,
are protean (usable in many different ways), unstable
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Q.?pidly changing), and opaque (the inner workings are
Q} idden from users).

By their very nature, the newer digital technologies, which
are protean, unstable and opaque, present new challenges
to teachers who are struggling to use more technology in
their teaching [5b]. The same challenge is also faced by
students who are struggling to learn digital technology in
order to enhance their learning performance. Use of
technology, for students, sometimes has unpleasant side
effects, which

may include strong, negative emotional states that arise not
only during interaction but even before when the idea of
having to interact with the computer begins. Evidently,
factors such as the context in which an individual was first
introduced to the computer, past failure and successes with
hardware or software, and the cwrrent tasks being
attempted arc considered as many factors that effect
computer anxiety [6a] .

There are strong relationship between computer or laptop
ownership and computers literacy. Simonson et., al., [7]
define computer literacy as “an understanding of computer
characteristics, capabilities, and applications, as well as an
ability to implement this knowledge in the skillful,
productive use of computer applications suitable to
individual roles in society”. In order to enhance computer
literacy, students need to learn extensively about
computers and they will be able to do that if they own
computer or wireless devices. In recent years, educational
organizations have been taking courageous steps in the



way they aim to apply computers as part of the educational
technology in the teaching and learning processes. One
example of such an initiative is that taken at the University
of Lapland, Finland, where all entering students have been
given an opportunity to acquire a laptop through the
university [4b].

How students intend to use computers for their own
purpose have been revealed by many researchers. For
example, study by Tunku Ahmad et., al., [8a] show the
relationship between self efficacy, perceived usefulness,
perceived ease of use and computer usage. A Study by
Saade and Kira [6b] show how computer self efficacy
mediates the relationship between computer anxiety and
perceived ease of use. But there are no studies which try to
reveal the role of parent perception about internet that can
affect students ability to use internet.

Research Question

1. Is there evidence indicating that parents’ perception of
internet will effect their decision to use internet connection
(either hardwired connection or wireless connection) on
their personal computer (PC) at home.?

2. Is there evidence indicating students’ ability to use
internet are enhanced by availability of internet connection
on their personal computer (PC) at home.?

Methods

To answer the above questions, a Focus Grodp Discussion
(FGD) was conducted with 50 parents of students, from
Faculty of Business and Management at Widyatama
University on February 2010. The Satiiple of parents aine
from students who were considered a8 having compiiter
and internet illiteracy based on observationnduriug thei

and internet literacy sg

attendance in the classroom. Students who have compg@

w SOvare 15 stude
1 illitérate.
ho have computers with

internet connecti igiternet literacy score of

the two groups of students in other to make it possible for
comparing each group of students in term of their
computer literacy score and parents’ perception about
internet usage.

Research Findings

This section present the result of FGD and its interpretation
to answer research questions.

Parent Perception about Internet

Buying a computer and internet for home usage is all the
matters of buying process decision. Kotler and Keller [8b]
have identified at least six roles that can be played by the
members of an organization in the buying decision process
and relevant for this studys

1. Initiators — Usels or other m the organization who
request that something bé purchased

2. Users — Thasemyvho will use (lie pr tor service

3. InfluencéfS=PEoplCWHO inﬂ e buying decision
4. Deciders — People Wwho d product requirements
or ondSuppliers

5. Approvers - People thorlze the proposed action
dBiEciders oF buyer

6. Blyers — Peo pl ave authority to buy the product

' Parents us% ay an important role in the buymg
]

dec1810n especially when they are involved in the
Lty as buying computer and internet. In such a
cas(eg%&nts usually play as decider and buyer as well.

veloped by Davis et., al. [9], the decision to use a certain
technology (i.e. computer or internet) depends upon
intention to use technology, perceived usefulness (PU) and
perceived ease of use (PEU) . TAM is one of frameworks
frequently used in studies to predict and explain the use of
computer. While PU indicates the extent to which the use
of the technology is promising to advance one’s work,
PEU represents the degree to which the technology seems
easy to use. The relationship between PU, PEU, intention
and use are shown in Figure 1

& rding to Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

Figure 1. Technology Acceptance Model (Tunku Ahmad, et., al., 2010 : 270)

The Focus Group of Discussion (FGD) with 50 parents of
students from Faculty of Business and Management at
Widyatama University that held on February 2010,
revealed PEU and PU are as follows :

1. There are 21 parents who perceived that internet is hard
to learn (PEU)

2. There are 17 parents who are can’t operate internet
properly (e.g., they cannot sent email or download
data from internet) (PEU)

3. There are 32 parents who perceived that internet usage



by their children has nothing to do with students’
performance (PU)

4. There are 38 parents who perceived that internet usage
by their children, potentially give them negative impact
(e.g., parents are worried that their children will be the
victim of kidnapping or that their children are looking

for sites that contain pornographic materials) (PU)

Students’ Ability to Use Internet

Students who have computers or laptops with internet
connection in their home, show higher computer literacy
score compared with students who have no computer or
laptop with internet connection. Table 1 show computer
and internet literacy score between those two groups. As

Table 1. Computer and Internet Literacy S¢ore

Parents who have negative attitude in term of PU and PEU
have use no internet connection on their PC at home which
in turn hampered students to use internet extensively at
their home. In contrast, parents who have positive attitude
in term of PU and PEU have use internet connection
(either hard-wired connections or wireless connections) on
their PC at home which in turn will offer great opportunity
for their children to learn internet operation extensively.

Table 1 show, students who have computer or laptop with
internet connection (n=35) have better average literacy
score (71,5) compare with students who own computer
without internet connection (n=12, literacy score mean
48.8) as well as students who have no computer (n=3,
literacy score mean = 42.1)

Number of Students

Litesacy Score

.
S

Computer literacy was measured using Microsoft: Waork
Tasks Assessment (SAM 2003) [11]Wwhieh is fall into thiee

categories: 2

. Microsoft Word Tasks

1

Own computer with internet | 718

connection (n=35) ) *v

Ly A
b 4

Own computer without a8, 3 Q
N

0=3)

Have no computér 421

internet connectiond =12

<

ch as openmg a aoeuien x

bolding text, 1tahcl
ing font, cuttmg
ting documents etc.).

&‘Z’

d add effect on presentation slide).

& Microsoft Excel Tasks (such as merging cells, copying

cells, centering across selection, inserting worksheet
into a workbook, locating and open existing work,
creating formula using the Sum function, use filling
handle to copy a cell etc). See Table 3

Internet literacy is measured by internet task assessment
such as using the web for instant messaging, using the web
to download articles and using the web for web

See Table 2
2. Microsoft Pow@r Poin ag creating from a
blank presentat s froni a presentation

conferencing. See Table 4

Table 2. Microsoft Word Tasks Assessment

Basic Moderate
Opening a document Countingwords
Bolding text Adding bullets
Italicing text Highlighting text
Underlining a word Finding and replacing text
Check the spelling Using the Thesaurus
Inserting text Inserting a date
Changing font Justifying a paragraph
Cutting text E ntering data in a Word table
Using Undo and Redo buttons Inserting rows in a table
Printing documents Creating a document header
Changing page orientation




Table 3. Microsoft Excel Tasks Assessment

Basic Moderate
Merging cells Creating formulas using the Sum function
Copying cells Use filling handle to copy a cell

Centering across selection

Inserting worksheet into a workbook

Locate and open existing work

Table 4. Internet Tasks Assessment

Using internet to access a school portal

Using internet to look up reference information for study purposes

Using internet to send or receive email

Using internet to read other people’s blog

Using internet to share photographs or other digital material

Using internet for instant messaging/chatting

Conclusion and Discussion

Research finding reveal that students who have no internet
connection in their home tend to have less computer and
internet literacy score compare to students who hafe a .
computer with internet connection. This findinfs are
supported by Martin and Gay’s study [10] which@s reveals
that students spend more time at home fili browsing
compared to time spend for browsing during elass or i
campus. The study also reveals that students speiid more
time to learn about computer at home . The study by
Martin and Gay, also, indirectly explainiedawvhy the absence

of computer with internet connection af home will effect‘ E

students’ computer/internet literacy. This. problen arid
because computer/inte part of digital tcCh
d

product characterize chabge (unstable
time to learn coMputer

opaque, so the stu
and task in order
, Pedagogical, Content
we will realize that the
students” compute racy will make teaching
learning process usin catioffal technology - more
difficult., unless studentsawhgPosses computer/internet

If we go further
Knowledge (TPA

Further Research Direction

This study has many limitations because it is using a small
number of sample. To further the study we need a large
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