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Introduction 
 
The Intel® Education Initiative intends to help young people acquire the 21st century skills by 
establishing partnerships with ministries of education over 30 countries. The Initiative consists 
of a list of professional development programs for educators.  The Intel® Teach program is the 
one mainly focusing on training teachers on integrating information and communication 
technologies (ICT) and problem-based learning into their teaching practices. So that, it targets to 
help learners become active learners. The Essentials Course is the most widely known and 
implemented one in the Intel® Teach Curriculum. 
 
The Intel® Teach Essentials Course was brought to Turkey in 2003. To date (December 2007) 
more than 95,000 public school teachers have been participated the trainings conducted by 283 
active master teachers (total number of MTs is 441) in 81 provinces of the country. The Ministry 
of National Education (MoNE) considers the program as one of the most crucial projects. Until 
the summer 2006, an End of Training Survey has been used to collect quantitative data 
regarding how well the training prepared participant teachers. No specific method or tools were 
employed to collect qualitative data but the RTA Representative and the Intel Country Manager 
gathered some feedback via informal personal interviews with participant teachers, master 
teachers and MoNE representatives.  
 
In summer 2006, we as the evaluation team had an agreement on conducting the impact analysis 
of the Intel® Teach Essentials Course in Turkey for 2007. We do this job under the VERI TR, a 
for-profit company experienced on project management, public relations, evaluation, etc. We are 
a group of university professors in the field of educational communications and technology, and 
received some part of our degrees in the States. We have been offering courses on learning 
theories, collaborative learning, e-learning, open and distance learning, technology-enhanced 
learning, instructional design, evaluation of distance learning, and so forth. 
 
This report covers the impact analysis of the older version of the Intel® Teach Program Essential 
Course. Currently there are three versions of the program running in Turkey: Intel® Teach 
Program Essential Course version 3.2, Intel® Teach Program Essential Course V10 and Intel® 
Teach Program Online Essential Course. Since later two are in the piloting phases they were 
excluded from this report. 
 
The report on the evaluation of the Essentials Course was drawn on data, gathered via the 
impact survey data, site visits and interviews with participant teachers (PT), master teachers 
(MT) and Province Coordinators (PC). The quantitative data collected using the impact survey 
has revealed that the Essentials Course helps teachers acquire knowledge and skills on how to 
use ICT in the classroom effectively with a student-centered approach. It also indicated that 
increasing number of teachers use technology with their students. On the other hand, the 
qualitative data collected by means of observations and interviews have shown that even 
though PTs appreciate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, they hesitate to integrate ICT 
and problem-based approach mainly because of shortage of basic ICT skills, heavy work load, 
crowded classrooms, and lack of motivation especially among senior teachers. We also 
concluded that a few of the MTs definitely need re-training because their PT trainings were 
nothing but just teaching how to prepare PowerPoint slides that can be used during lecturing.  
 
Reporting of the results is organized into three sections: the first section introduces the methods 
employed to collect data while the second section summarized analyses of the quantitative data 
and the third consists of analyses of qualitative data.  
 
 
 



Method 
 
Impact analysis is a multifaceted and complex. One method alone may not yield satisfactory 
answers. We used a mixed model design that combined quantitative and qualitative approaches. 
We selected to administer the global impact survey, and interviews and observations as our data 
collection methods. The global impact survey enabled us to collect data from a wider number of 
PTs while interviews and observations provided a more in-depth understanding concerning 
trends, issues and problems in implementation of the Essentials Course in Turkey. 
   
After localization, we along with the country manager and program manager decided to 
administer the survey online to be able to reach large numbers. The Intel® Teach Turkey web 
site (http://www.gelecekicinegitim.net) was used to host the online survey same as the End of 
the Training Survey. Total 11.445 PTs completed the survey until December 31st, 2007.  
 
We and the country manager agreed on conducting 6-8 site visits and at least 16 interviews for 
during the evaluation period. As a result, 14 sites (schools) in 11 different provinces were 
visited, and 35 face-to-face interviews and 7 phone interviews were conducted. The provinces 
visited are Aksaray, Balikesir, Burdur, Cankiri, Corum, Denizli, Eskisehir*, Isparta, Istanbul*, 
Kocaeli, Konya. We had chance to observe 18 PT trainings and 5 end of course showcases during 
these visits.  
 
In addition, we interacted face-to-face with the country manager, RTA representative, Senior 
MTs (SMT), MoNE officials and students during our site visits and other occasions. These 
interactions helped us get an insight about the program. 
 
On the other hand, the survey method in nature has several limitations and it might mislead 
especially in countries where social ties are stronger. In fact, our observations and interviews 
have revealed that in some provinces PTs tried to be careful about not to cause any problem to 
MTs who trained them, while answering the survey questions. In order to overcome this 
problem we have decided to ask only PTs’ IDs but not their names and their MTs’ names. We 
need the IDs just because control the unauthorized entrance to the survey.  
 
 
 
 
Quantitative (Survey) Results 
 
In order to provide concise data, we have decided to summarize survey results into eight 
sections: (1) descriptive statistics that might help readers have an idea concerning access to 
technology situation in Turkey and (2) implementations of unit plans and technology-enhanced 
courses among PTs; (3) PTs’ familiarity with and relevance of the project-based learning 
approaches (4) barriers for not integrating technology into courses; (5) importance of 
implementation; (6) impact on students; (7) challenges PTs come across during the 
implementations; (8) impact of the Essential Course training on PTs’ teaching practices.     
 
1. Descriptive statistics concerning access to technology 
Survey results have shown that access to computers and Internet is a problem in the majority of 
the classrooms. Approximately, only one forth (27,2%) of the classrooms contains computers 
and quite a number of these (39.4%) do not have any Internet connection. It seems almost all the 
PTs (91.8%) work in schools that have computer labs with Internet connection (92.8% of labs). 
However, PTs do not use these labs often. Only 5.9% of PTs uses the labs daily while one forth 
of them (26.5%) never uses, the majority (40.8%) uses weekly and all the others use once a month 
with their students. Among these PTs a big number of them (64%) pointed out the difficulty of 



scheduling a lab time. Along with all these, the majority of PTs stated that they encourage their 
students to use computers at home (92.1%) and at cyber café kind of other access points (67.2%).  
 
2. Implementation of the Unit Plan Designed during the Essentials Course and Integration of 
Technology Activities with Students 
In order to learn whether or not PTs have followed up on the training, the survey included a 
question (# 5) regarding the implementation of all or part of the unit plan designed during the 
PT training. Almost half (49.7%) of the surveyed teachers responded having implemented all or 
part of their unit plan at least once. Of 26.4% indicated that they implemented the Unit Plan 
several times. On the other hand, 36.5% of the other half stated that they never used their plans. 
This data can be inferred as that some teachers do not hesitate to try the skills and concepts they 
learned by implementing all or part of their unit plans in their classrooms (Figure 1). 
 

Figure 1 
Teachers’ Implementation of All or Part of Their Unit Plan 

 
Furthermore in the survey, PTs were asked to indicate whether they had used technology with 
their students in new ways since they participated in the Essential Course training. Half of the 
PTs (49.6%) have their students engage in technology-integrated lessons. Of 27.5% did it once a 
week. However, more than one fourth (27.3%) of the PTs never engage their students in 
technology-integrated lessons. Frequencies can be observed in Figure 2.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Figure 2 

Frequency of Engaging Students Technology-Integrated Lessons 
 

 
 

3. Familiarity with and relevance of the project-based learning approaches 
Most (88.4%) teachers report some degree of familiarity with the teaching strategies presented in 
the Essentials Course (Figure 3). Within this group 71.4% of teachers reported being somewhat 
familiar with the teaching strategies presented in the training and 17% PTs expressed that they 
felt very familiar. Only 11.6% of teachers reported that they were not familiar with the teaching 
strategies. 
 
A similar result was observed concerning relevance of the teaching strategies to PTs teaching 
goals. The majority of teachers emphasized some degree of relevance of the teaching strategies 
presented in the Course (Figure 4).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 3 
Familiarity with the Teaching Strategies 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4 
Relevance of the Teaching Strategies 

 
 
 
 



 
4. Barriers for Technology Integrating 
In the survey, PTs were provided a list of reasons that could influence their decision not to use 
technology. Although no significant difference was observed, overall the reasons related to 
access to technology (items a, b, c) had higher mean scores than others. For instance, the mean 
score for the reason b, “The necessary software was not available” was the second highest score 
(M=3.15). The highest mean score was also related to technology but not with the access. Reason 
about having inadequate technical support got the highest mean score (M=3.19). The mean score 
for the reason regarding teachers’ doubt about their own technology skills was the lowest. This 
can be inferred as that the Essentials Course training helps teachers acquire technology skills or 
at least improves their self-confidence about using technology in the classroom.             
 
5. Importance of the Implementation 
Those PTs who implemented technology-integrated lessons were also asked to indicate the most 
relevant or important goal of their lessons. Among the given list of goals “Students express their 
ideas/opinions by creating multimedia products”, “Students conduct research”, and “Students 
improve their computer skills” were the ones shared by higher number of PTs.    
 
 
 

Figure 5 
Importance or Relevance of Implementations 

 
 
 
6. Impact on Students 
The answers of the question #11 in the survey were used to interpret the impact of the Essential 
Course on students. This question involved the Likert type 5 statements related to the students’ 
performances during the implementations. PTs were asked to indicate their level of agreement 



with the statements.  As can be observed in Figure 6, PTs stated high level of agreement with all 
the items. Although no significant difference was observed between mean scores, the mean 
scores of the statements #1, “Students were motivated and actively involved in the lesson” and 
#3, “Technology-integrated lessons addressed students’ different learning styles” were a little 
bit higher than others. These results can be inferred as that PTs believe in the positive impact of 
the Intel® Teach Program on students learning and implementations of the Intel® Teach 
approaches help them acquire the 21st Century skills.  
 

Figure 6 
Impact on Students 
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7. Challenges PTs Come Across during the Implementations 
In the survey, PTs were also provided a list of statements about challenges they may have faced 
while implementing the technology-integrated lesson or activity and were asked to indicate the 
extent to which they agree or disagree with each statement. PTs indicated lower extent of 
agreement for almost all the challenges except the lack of students’ enough level of technology 
skills, and too short class and lab times. As can be seen in Figures 7 and Figure 8, around two 
third (66.2%) of PTs agreed on facing students with lower level of technology skills and a similar 
number (61.3%) agreed on having too short class and lab time for the implementation.  

 
 

Figure 7 
Results for the Statement “Many students did not have strong enough computer skills.” 

 
 

 
Figure 8 



Results for the Statement “The class time or lab time that was available was too short.” 

 
 
8. Impact of the Essential Course Training on PTs’ Teaching Practices 
In order to assess the impact of the Essential Course training on PTs we used the responds to the 
question #14. This question consisted of a list of teaching activities that there has been a change 
in how frequently PTs do after having completed their training. The results revealed that there 
has been a big improvement in every teaching activity. Especially the changes in assessment of 
students (using rubrics to evaluate students’ works -Figure 9- and having students review and 
revise their own work -Figure 10) are quite impressive.     

 
Figure 9 

Change in using rubrics to evaluate students’ works 

 



 
 

Figure 10 
Change in having students review and revise their own work 

 
 

Moreover, the results showed that PTs used essential questions to design their courses more 
frequently after the training (Figure 11).      
 

Figure 11 
Change in Using Essential Questions to Structure Course  

 
 



Furthermore, the majority (42.4%) of PTs indicated that they use a textbook as a primary guide 
for instruction. Also, considerably high number of PTs expressed a significant change in having 
students present their work to the class (33.8%), in presenting information to students using 
computers (32.3%), in having students choose their own topics for research projects (30.8%). 
These numbers (percentages) are quite high comparing the number of PTs indicated “no 
chance” or “do this less”. One can easily infer these results that the program does not only 
improving teachers’ technology skills but also other teaching skills, such as assessment and 
designing, too.    
 
Qualitative (Interviews and Observations) Results 
 
EDC/Center for Children and Technology used the four indicators of program success in the 
Essentials Impact Report 2006. We used the same indicators to organize the quantitative data: (1) 
implementation of teachers’ unit plans, (2) use of technology for lesson planning and 
preparation, (3) use of project-based approaches, and (4) integration of new technology activities 
with students. Additionally there was couple more results we found out that did not fit into 
these indicators. So we summarized these results under (5) “Others” heading. 
 
1. Implementation of teachers’ unit plans 
Although quantitative data showed that PTs have used the unit plans they prepared during 
their trainings, we found out both opposite and supporting results during our interviews with 
participant teachers (PT), master teachers (MT) and Province Coordinators (PC). For instance, in 
a town we visited PC told us that less than 10% of PTs implemented the unit plans after they 
completed the trainings and those were the ones MTs provided close guidance. Later all the MTs 
and PTs who completed the training before as well as who were in the training during our visit 
also verified this claim. Here are some of the anecdotes of teachers we interviewed: 
 
Ok! It was a good training and I really enjoyed it. During the training I even thought that every teacher 
should follow this approach, I meant the project-based, technology-integrated teaching, in her/his 
classroom. I prepared a very good unit plan and still keep it. I was planning to implement but as soon as I 
came back to my school I faced the reality: too many works, too many students, too short time and too 
many other responsibilities out side the school. So I did nothing…Who knows maybe someday.  

A math teacher completed the training six months ago. 
 
This is a very beneficial course. At the beginning, we though that we will be bored. But it is nice to learn 
new things and also to remember things that you forgot… I will use PowerPoint in my classes but not 
sure about all things we are learning here. Some of things require having enough time to prepare. And 
time is something we do not have.  

A social sciences teacher during the training. 
 
I do not think they used the Unit Plans. May be the PowerPoint presentations but nothing else… 

A MT  
 
 
On the other hand, those PTs who take guidance from their MTs stated that all most all went 
back to their original unit plans and tried to use them in their classes. For instance, a Turkish 
Language teacher mentioned that: 
 
I had had no idea about how good a unit plan I created during the training until I started to work on it to 
be able to implement in my class. After only couple changes I was able to use it in my class and it was fun. 
 
 
 



Another PT, 
 
I am glad my MT asked me to go back to my unit plan during the guidance period. I did some changes and 
used it in my class project…   
 
2. Use of technology for lesson planning and preparation 
Question #14 in the survey contains items concerning PTs use of technology for lesson planning 
and preparation. PTs stated that they have started to use technology more frequently for lesson 
planning and preparation. Our interviews also supported this trend. An ESL teacher noted that: 
 
Before [the training] I was afraid of doing something harmful to computers but now I have self-
confidence. I have prepared set of PowerPoint slides last summer when I had time and now I am spending 
lesser time for lesson preparation than before. Plus my students love my slides. Also, although I have not 
done I know that I can prepare brochures for my classes.  
 
In addition another teacher who was offering science lessons pointed out that: 
 
Before [the training] some of the experiments that we do in the science lab were ending up with failure or 
unexpected results and I was having horrible time to explain the correct results that were supposed to get. 
PowerPoint made my life easier…  
 
PTs who were taking the training during our visits also indicated their enthusiasm and plan to 
use technology for planning their lessons. A music teacher responded as that: 
 
I did not know there were so many resources that I can use for my classes on the Internet. I know myself. I 
will definitely be using the Internet to get ready for my students. I am sorry that I did not use it before.   
 
On the other hand, some of those PTs who took the course before as well as those who were 
taking the training stressed on their belief about leisure time requirement for use of technology 
for lesson preparation. They did not think that they would find enough time to use technology. 
An experienced (18 years of teaching) history teacher mentioned that: 
 
It is not I don’t like computer or I cannot use it. The truth is we cannot find time to use it for planning 
our lessons. The ministry [of National Education] should establish a centre for this job. They can 
prepare PowerPoint slides, brochures, Web sites and so forth to be used by teachers…   
   
Those PTs who indicated not to be able to use technology for lesson planning were actually 
among the minority. Also almost all indicated that they believe in the importance of using 
technology. Also, a quite number of interviewee did expressed the importance of having 
someone [a technology teacher, educational technologist or media center specialist] more 
experienced near to get support when and where they need.  
 
3. Use of project-based approaches 
Similar to technology use, all PTs interviewed agreed on effectiveness of integrating project-
based learning and they were aware that they are expected to implement project-based 
approaches according to the new curriculum employed two years ago by the Ministry. 
However, the majority of PTs expressed that if they want to integrate the approach offered in 
the Intel® Teach Essentials Course for their entire course, they cannot cover all the content they 
are supposed to in a year. The new curriculum focuses on activities rather than projects. This 
makes it easier to implement. The following statement made by a female science teacher 
summarizes the majority of PTs perceptions about project-based approach: 
 



We were familiar with the project-based approaches before the training. But still the training provided us 
a good example of integrating it into our courses. The new curriculum requires us to implement projects, 
activities and so forth without elaborating how to it. So, the training was very beneficial. Anyway, we all 
appreciate how much this approach promotes deep learning. However, we cannot apply this approach for 
an entire course because of time limitation and crowded classrooms. The content of our courses are heavy 
and we have to cover all. Planning, preparation and implementation procedures of a project take quite a 
time and we cannot afford it. Also, some of us have to manage 40, 50 students in a class. Even though we 
have students work in groups, it takes too much time and effort to guide groups while they are working on 
their projects. And hear the worst; the inspectors do not assess how well we implement the project-based 
approach. They only care about content coverage. I think they should also take this training.  
 
Also some PTs mentioned the inappropriateness of this approach in some content areas such as 
music, social sciences, etc. But we thought that those who defended this idea were the ones less 
motivated and less informed about project-based approaches.       
 
4. Integration of new technology activities with students 
The majority of PTs we interviewed expressed the value of the program. They especially 
mentioned the appropriateness of its timing since they have been trying to get used to the new 
curriculum which requires activity-based learning and since they have been feeling the need for 
technology integration more than before. A female social sciences teacher mentioned that: 
 
Students now are very different than the ones in the past. They are more comfortable with the technology 
… I along with many other colleagues feel that we have to improve our skills at least at a level enough to 
help kids find their ways.   
 
However, some of other PTs stated that it is too difficult to integrate the new technology 
activities with their students in the class mainly due to students’ lack of enough technology 
skills, too short class and lab times, shortage of hardware and software, and crowded classes. 
They especially stressed on students’ ICT skills and access to technology opportunities at their 
homes. They were complaining about the ineffectiveness of Computer Literacy courses in 
schools. A teacher pointed out that: 
 
A great deal of my students does not know how to use the software required for project-based approach. If I 
decide to implement technology activities, I know, I will be ending up showing students how to use 
PowerPoint and others. Actually this is not we are expected to do. So, before implementing these 
approaches we should help kids acquire basic computer literacy skills. 
 
Another teacher underlined the need for improving home-computer ownership ratio. She 
suggested that: 
 
In order to see the real impact of these [the Intel® Teach] kind of programs, it is important to help kids 
own computers at home. This is something definitely should be worked on.  
  
On the other hand, all MTs and PCs also expressed that “the number of PTs implemented technology 
activities with students is not at expected level although it is emphasized in the agreement between the 
Ministry and Intel that PTs should implement [the skills and approach that they learnt during the 
training] at least once in their courses”. When we asked the reasons, along with the ones 
mentioned above they highlighted the mistakes done during selection of PTs such as including 
teachers about the retirement, not differentiating motivated teachers from unmotivated ones, 
and choosing schools with not enough technology. A MT also works as PC in the province told 
us that: 
 



Schools that have computer labs are usually located in the downtown. Thus, we have to choose these 
schools. In order to work in these schools, you, as a teacher, should have a certain years of experience and 
once you are in you can stay there forever. That is why we often face teachers about to retire during our 
trainings and working with them is the worst! 
 
According to MTs, the younger the better but not always true. Some more experienced teachers 
do a better job than younger ones regarding integrating technology into their teaching practices. 
All MTs agreed on the significance of internal motivation. They mentioned that “if a teacher is 
motivated and open to explorations, s/he can easily grab the soul of the Essentials Course and engage their 
students with technology and project-based group learning activities.”  
 
Finally we also observed that PTs who included into the Intel® Teach Guidance Initiative have 
performed very well in implementing use of technology and project-based approaches with 
their students. These implementations became examples of best practices and help PTs 
overcome initial hesitation to implement. The Guidance Initiative has started during Q4 of 2006 
and required each MT work closely with 4-5 PTs to help them complete their first 
implementations. We observed that ones PTs implement it they like it and try to go further. So 
we think that the Guidance Initiative is a very effective and advantageous implementation.      
 
5. Others 
Along with above findings we also noticed several other results mainly regarding the trainings. 
One of the common complains was about the length and time of the training. PTs often 
indicated that after 6 hours of teaching it becomes very difficult to attend the trainings with high 
motivation. They usually feel tried. Also they have responsibilities at home and during trainings 
they are having hard time to cope with everything. Especially during winter times, it is 
becoming harder to keep teacher attend every training sessions. However, it seems there is not 
any practical solution for this problem. We thought that online version might help.     
 
Another issue was about the technological infrastructure of the schools. The Ministry issued two 
tenders to provide technology to schools. It seems the second tender included better and more 
up-to-date requirements. So, schools covered at the second tender have better infrastructure but 
it is difficult to make the same statement for the schools covered at the first tender. As a 
consequence, PTs are having hard time engaging their students with the technology-based 
learning activities. Also PT trainings in these schools are problematic. 
 
Only complain regarding the content of the Program was about plans and scenarios that 
teachers should prepare before the actual implementation of technology. PTs do not like to 
prepare that many plans for ever action they make. They think that the curriculum provided by 
the Ministry is already providing them enough plans and they do not need to do more. 
According to us, this is related to the MTs’ inadequate explanations about the program. If the 
MT can explain well the rational for detailed plans, PTs will not complain and perform better in 
planning.     
 
Finally, there have been two initiatives organized by the local ministry agents and PTs that 
seemed working well to motivate PTs implement the program: (1) establishing a web site to 
share PTs’ and students’ works and experiences, and (2) organizing a province-wide showcase 
to present students’ works with the community. A great deal of PTs expressed need and 
effectiveness of a virtual meeting space to share their experiences and to benefit others’ 
experiences. Currently some PTs have established informal sites that help limited number of PTs 
communicate each other and share their works. We think establishing an online community of 
practice environment among PTs might be very beneficial for effectiveness, efficiency, appeal 
and sustainability of the program.   
 



Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
In the light of quantitative and qualitative data collected during October1, 2006 – March 30, 
2007, we found out that: 
 
• All teachers indicate importance of integrating technology and project-based approaches on 

students’ learning. They also find the timing of the program very appropriate because of the 
new curriculum.  

 
• They find the trainings very well organized and beneficial. It helps them not only learn or 

remember technology skills but also see a good example of implementing project-based 
approach. 

 
• However, the ratio of integration of new technology activities with students is way behind 

the expected level. Some of the main reasons for this situation are: hesitation to start, 
shortage of ICT skills of the teachers and students, heavy work loads of PTs, crowded 
classrooms, lack of motivation especially among senior teachers, and technological 
infrastructure problems. But, once they implement a single unit with the strategy offered in 
the program, they get rid of hesitation to start and want to do more often.     

 
• On the other hand, PTs perform better in use of technology, especially Internet, for planning 

and preparing their lessons.  
 

• Furthermore, the Course does not only help teachers acquire technology skills but also 
supports them in developing their other teaching skills such as assessment and design. 

 
• Some MTs definitely need re-training or exclusion from the program. They have to refresh 

their knowledge, skills, and attitudes concerning the implementation of the Intel® Teach 
Essential Course. MT trainings must also be conducted more carefully with well-equipped 
STs.  

 
• During the selection of new MTs and PTs, it would be helpful to include first (if possible) 

teachers who are among the early majority for adopting innovations. In order to determine 
these teachers, some preliminary analyses can be conducted easily. 

 
• Other duties and responsibilities of the PTs cause problems during the trainings. Online 

version will be helpful overcoming these problems. However, PTs are very doubtful about 
an online training because of past experiences.    

 
• The Ministry should warn PTs about implementation of the program after the trainings. It is 

clearly written in the agreement that PTs must implement as least one unit of their lessons 
with the approaches offered during trainings. Each local PC might ask PTs to submit their 
portfolios after the implementation and those portfolios can be archived at the Ministry to 
be used in future trainings. 

 
• The Guidance Initiative help PTs overcome hesitation and create exemplary materials for 

other teachers. The initiative must be supported and extended.    
 
• In terms of impact analysis, we are thinking of ; 

o differentiating MT and PT impact surveys  
o revising some of the items in the survey 
o writing several success stories, and  
o visiting geographically more diverse sites. 



  
Finally, we would like to mention that although there are several problems about 
implementation of the program, we felt that those teachers who look for something new to help 
their students learning, those who are open to changes, those who need a trigger to start the 
change process, and those who are eager to learn get benefited from the Intel® Teach Essentials 
Course. We have come across quite a number success stories that we would like to report 
separately soon.    
 


