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Abstract: The study employed a content analysis to analyzepeoatively doctoral
dissertations of America and Mainland China in fileé&d of educational technology from
2002 to 2011. Number of doctoral dissertationsdnoational technology field in America
was much more than that in Mainland China. Eduoatidechnology research field was
divided into six categories: “design”, “developmgntutilization”, “management”,
“evaluation”, and “educational technology subjédwdry”. Among six research categories
in America, “evaluation” category had an overwhelgrole. However, no Ph.D. students
focused on the “educational technology subjectryiefor the past ten years in America.
Among six research categories in China, the mastieti category was “development”,
and the least studied category was “management?. fbbuses on “evaluation” were
significantly different among the students in Angariand China, and both Chinese and
American doctoral students paid little attentiorirtmnagement”.
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Introduction

Ph.D. dissertation in educational technology betwdainland China and America in the
field of educational technology was compared ingaper. The findings of the study show
that the decisions about which research areasctesfand provide relevant information for
Ph.D. students and their advisors in these 2 casnftbout trends in the 6 research
categories. Ph.D. dissertation in educational teldgy emerged in the US were earlier
than those in China. Therefore, researchers andestsi especially from China, a
developing country, could learn from the study d¢reof educational technology in
America. And also the claims of the work informipms that may see a need for research
in a particular research topic area and develogathnal policies to move Ph.D. research
into areas which are understudied in China or Acaeri

1. Statement of purpose

The purpose of this research was to review doctdiséertations to understand the
research category change and the differences amidusiies between Mainland China and

America in the field of educational technology fr@®02 to 2011. The concrete research
guestions addressed were:

1. What is the status of the doctoral dissertatgs@arch categories in Mainland China?
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2. What is the status of the doctoral dissertatesearch categories in America?
3. What are the differences and similarities okegsh categories of doctoral dissertations
in Mainland China and America?

2. Research category of educational technology

There are two main definitions of educational texdbgy (instructional technology) from
Association for Educational Communications and hedtbgy (AECT). “Instructional
technology is the theory and practice of desigrvebigment, utilization, management,
and evaluation of processes and resources foritgp(Seels and Richey 1994:129).”
“Educational technology is the study and ethicadcfice of facilitating learning and
improving performance by creating, using, and marmagppropriate technological
processes and resources (AECT, 2008).” The resezatdgory of 1994 definition is
“design”, “development”, “utilization”, “manageméntnd “evaluation”, and that of 2008
definition is “creating”, “using”, and “managingThe 1994 definition is more complete,
accurate and clear to summarize educational tecgpaksearch category than the 2008
definition (HE, 2010).

As a research field, educational technology thegystem includes not only “design”,
“development”, “utilization”, “management”, and “alation” of processes and resources
but also “educational technology subject theoryhefiefore, educational technology
research field was divided into six categories:sigr”, “development”, “utilization”,
“‘management”, “evaluation”, and “educational tedogy subject theory”. “Design” is
about design of different levels in the instructisgstem, including the design of
instruction process, instruction software, instiactenvironment, and instruction model.
“Development” is to integrate theory and technolégydeveloping the instruction system
and other systems. “Utilization” is the usage dbrmation technology. “Management” is
management of instruction system, instruction resgunstruction equipment, instruction
research, and etc. “Evaluation” is to formulate lexaon standard and measure
educational technology field, judge and responEdutational technology subject theory”
is the theory about subject significance which he basic values and philosophical
position of the subject, and that is why study d¢decational technology subject. In this
study, the six categories were used to classifylteoral dissertations of Mainland China
and America in educational technology field over plast ten years.

LV (2006) did a similar, but different, contentadysis study of literature sources in
the field. Her study was limited to American doetadissertations from 1995 to 2004. In
her study, research category was divided into ¢&gories: “design and development”,
“utilization”, “management”, “evaluation”, and “edational technology subject theory”,
and the reason of “design and development” as agoef was that “design” and
“development” was close. Although the relationsbfg‘design” and “development” was
close, there were the dissertations which contemé&e about “design” without
“development”. So in this study there were six gatees to be used to classify not only
American but also China doctoral dissertations f&(82 to 2011.

3. Methodology
The methodology used in this research was a condm@iysis. Content analysis
(Krippendorff, 2004) is a research technique foikimg replicable and valid inferences

from texts (or other meaningful matter) to the eotts of their use. Content analysis is to
analyze the presence, meanings and relationshigertdin words and concepts within
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texts or sets of texts, and then make inferencesitalhe messages. In this study, we
analyzed the presence, meanings and relationshipsrimin words and concepts within
the titles, abstracts, and whole passages of diamsertations to infer research category.

3.1 The dissertation resources
311 Dissertation resource of America

The dissertations from America were identified frahe ProQuest database of Ph.D.
dissertation. The total Ph.D. dissertations in atioa discipline and the technology sub-
discipline from 2002 through 2011 was 818, exclgdime dissertations of other countries
except America, and the total number of Ph.D. diaiens was 789.

Table 1. Number of Ph.D. Dissertations of Americ&kom 2002 through 2011
Year 2002| 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008| 2009 | 2010| 2011 | Total
Number | 65 71 51 86 95 104 84 75 81 77 789

3.1.2 Dissertation resource of Mainland China

The doctoral dissertations of China majoring inadional technology from 2002 to 2011
came from CNKI database, WANFANG database, andoNaltiDigital Library of China.
The total number was 224, but there were 16 daisents only with paper title without
abstract, which can not be rated. There were 288&dd papers included in this study.

Table 2. Number of Doctoral Dissertations of Mairdind China
from 2002 through 2011
Year 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005| 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010| 2011 | Total
Number 2 15 11 20 31 26 22 31 29 21 208

3.2 Validity

The six categories, as the criteria, had conteriditsa to be used to classify the

dissertation research category. Two reasons toosupipis: the one was that those six
categories represented the entire range of poss$éntes in educational technology field.
Those categories were developed mainly from thel RCT definition which has been

accepted widely; the other was that each categuorycover a broad range of topics.

3.3 Reliability

There were two research sections to guaranteditaiia

1) Pre-classification. The purpose of this sectvas to ensure the consistency of three
authors’ classification opinions. The three indegmrt authors rated 40 dissertations
separately. The 40 dissertations included 20 Chirzgsl 20 English dissertations. Two
Chinese dissertations and two English dissertatwese randomly selected from 2002
through 2011 each year. The three authors discuseedlifferent judges until all the
people reached an agreement to have classificatitarion consistency. The two judge
standards: one is that the content about managemsaitiation and subject theory were
classified “management”, “evaluation” and “educa#ib technology subject theory”
respectively; the other is to judge the contentuallesign, development, and utilization at
the same time. A paper about the design and dewelopof processes and resources, and
then use those in the education practice, which marclassified “utilization”; content

152



about the design of processes and resources, @&mddévelop that in the education
practice, which can be classified “developmenttdh be classified according to the title
and abstract. If it can not be classified frometahd abstract, the whole paper will be seen.
2) Classification. Two authors rated dissertatiaeparately, and then discussed the
different judges until the same results. In casdisdgreement occurring between the two
authors, the third author rated the dissertations| the three authors agreed the results.

4. Findings
4.1 Dissertation number comparison

The total number of Ph.D. dissertations of Amefroan 2002 to 2011 was 789; while the
total number of doctoral dissertations of China \®24. The American dissertation total
number was more than three times than Chinese. niimber of professionals in
educational technology field in America was muchrentan that of number in China.

4.2 Educational technology subject theory categmnyparison

As shown in Figure 1, no dissertation from Ameribat research category was about
“educational technology subject theory” over thetgan years, which indicated that few
American Ph.D. students focused on this categohe Tate change of the doctoral
dissertations on “subject theory” from China inefiyears was irregular, and the highest
rate was 15.38% in 2007. As we can see from tha, dahinese doctoral students
conducted the research on “subject theory” more thase of American Ph.D. students.
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4.3 Design category comparison

Among the rates of “design” of America over thetpgas years shown in Figure 2 below,
there were 5.81% in 2005 as the maximum obtain&82% in 2004 as the next, 0% in
2009 and in 2011 as the lowest, and “design” diggen had small portion for each year.
While among the rates of Chinese “design”, thereewg0% in 2002 as the maximum,
45.45% in 2004 as the next, and 10.34% in 201hadowest, and the rate reduced as
wave from 2002 to 2011. All rates of Chinese “deSiop each year from 2002 to 2011
were much higher than those of America. The higltk§erence of rate was 46.92
percentage points in 2002, and the lowest differesfaate was 9.11 percentage points in
2010, which showed the Chinese dissertation abdasign” got larger share in total
Chinese dissertations than that of America in tAtakrican dissertations.
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4.4 Development category comparison

As shown in Figure 3, among the rates of “develapihef the dissertations from

America, the maximum rate was 4.76% in 2008, the B&67% in 2009, the lowest 0% in
2002 and 2004, and the development dissertatiorsiveadl portion for each year. While
among the rates of Chinese “development”, the marinwas 60% in 2005, the next 50%
in 2002, and the lowest 22.73% in 2008. All rate€binese “development” in each year
from 2002 to 2011 were much higher than those o&éAra. The highest difference of rate
was 57.67 percentage points in 2005, and the lowd&trence of rate was 17.97
percentage points in 2008. The situation of difiemate of “development” was similar to
the situation of different rate of “design” betwemerica and China.
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Development Category Comparison Utilization Category Comparison
4.5 Utilization category comparison

The highest rate of “utilization” of America, asostn in Figure 4, was 12.31% in 2002,
next 10.39% in 2011, and the lowest 1.23% in 201hile the highest rate of “utilization”
of China was 19.05% in 2011, next 13.79% in 2008,lowest 0% in 2002 and in 2009,
and the rate rose as wave from 2002 to 2011. Thleebt difference of rate was 12.56
percentage points in 2010, and the lowest differeosfaate was 2.24 percentage points in
2006. The rate difference of “utilization” for eagkar between America and China did
not have any predictable patterns.

4.6 Management category comparison

The highest percentage of “management” of Ameriaa ®.33% in 2009, and the lowest
was 0% in 2004 and in 2010 (see Figure 5). Whitertdties of “management” of China
showed only in two years, and the portions werellsfB85% in 2007, and 3.23% in

2006. We can see from the data that Chinese dbctudents paid less attention to
conduct “management” research in educational tdolggdield than those of America.
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4.7 Evaluation category comparison

All rates of “evaluation” of America, shown in Figu6, were over 80%, and among them
the rates of four years were over 90%, 96.30% 10292.16% in 2004, 90.38% in 2007,
and 90.14% in 2003. And all Chinese rates of “eataun” in the ten years were below

30%, 0% in three years. All rates of American “exion” in each year were much higher
than those of China. The data showed that “evaloativas main research category for
American Ph.D. students, and Ph.D. students in A&aoncentrated on “evaluation”

more than Chinese doctoral students.

4.8 The six categories comparison

As shown in Figure 7, the American six researctegates, “educational technology
subject theory”, “design”, “development”, “utilizah”, “management”, and “evaluation”,
the rate was 0%, 2.15%, 1.77%, 4.69%, 2.28 %, &8 respectively from 2002 to
2011. The data indicated that the rate of “evatuéitivas overwhelming, and “design”,
“development”, “utilization”, “management” made agsmall proportion respectively over
the ten years, and no Ph.D. dissertation was akabject theory”, and the main research
category in educational technology field of Amenwkas “evaluation”. While the Chinese
six categories, the rate was 4.81%, 26.44%, 39.48%5%, 0.96%, and 19.71%
respectively over the ten years. “Development” kael largest rate among all research
categories, and “management” had the smallest rate.

Comparing of Chinese and American research cage@sr shown in Figure 7, the
rates of four categories of China, “educationalhtedogy subject theory”, “design”,
“‘development”, and “utilization”, were higher thathose of America. The result
demonstrated that doctoral students in China paterattention to the above 4 research
category research than Ph.D. students in America.

On the other hand, the rates of “management” awllation” of America were
higher than those of China. Especially the raté&ewéluation” of America was much more
than the other research categories of America #nesearch categories of China. The
highest difference of rate was 69.39 percentagatpoin “evaluation”; the lowest
difference of rate was 1.32 percentage points iafagement”. The most difference on
research category was “evaluation” between Ameaaitwé China, and the students of two
counties concentrated little on “management”.
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5. Summary & Discussion

There are the following findings, reasons and sstjges:
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1. Number of doctoral dissertations in educationahtetogy field in America was
much more than that in Mainland China. The reseamategory of educational
technology field is reflected in the research ottdeal students. Cultivating more
Ph.D. students in China would be one method tangtheeducational technology
research and promote integrating information tetdgyinto education.

2. No Ph.D. students in the US focused on “educatideethnology subject theory”
from 2002 to 2011. The subject theory in the Prsiddents’ research would be
reinforced.

3.  Among six research categories of America, “evatudthad an overwhelming role.
The focuses on *“evaluation” were significantly drént among the students in
America and China. Among six research categorhes,ntost studied category was
“development” in China. Two reasons may supportfithéings: one is the American
students inclined to explain, analyze and judgeetkisting educational technology
phenomena; while the Chinese students were inclinestart the new educational
technology field. The other is that developmeneaddicational technology in America
was more comprehensively than that in China. Teldgyaused in the education field
and Ph.D. dissertation in educational technologgreged in the US were earlier than
those in China. Educational technology developethfthe 1920s in the US and the
first Ph.D. dissertation was in 1977; while teclugyl into education developed from
the 1970s and the first doctoral dissertation wa4997 in China. New things in
educational technology were needed to build aetherging stage in China.

4. Both Chinese and American doctoral students ptid kttention to “management”.
The reason is that the study of management doned:professional management
knowledge and experiences which few Ph.D. studeads
There would be the other reasons to explain thdirfgs, such as different thinking

and culture between western people and easterriepabfferent research habit between

Chinese and American Ph.D. students, differentpdietween China and America, etc.
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