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Abstract

The purpose of this mixed methods study was tosagbe perceptions of
classroom teachers, administrators and professsupgdort staff in one Midwest school
district regarding the usefulness and effectivernésise iPad device as an instructional
and support tool within the classroom. The neeaddress classroom teacher,
administrator and professional support staff peroap was crucial as the researched
school district approved the move to one-to-ondesttiiPad implementation.
Quantitative and qualitative data were collectedrfthree role-specific online surveys
containing Likert scale and open-ended questiéhsalitative data were collected during
face-to-face interviews.

The quantitative data suggested classroom teaditerot perceive the positive
effects of the iPad on classroom instruction whilefessional support staff did perceive
the positive effects of the iPad to support classranstruction. Overlapping themes
emerged from the qualitative data sources and thst prominent themes noted: iPad as
a job specific tool; iPad as a student tool; arafgesional development in learning how
to utilize the iPad in an educational setting. #ddal outlier theme responses included:
time, specifically the lack of time in general ahéd need for time to use the device, and
21st century skills, specifically the absence spnses connecting the iPad to 21st
century skills. The researcher presented results the iPad pilot exit survey secondary
data from the study school district. Due to thadavolution of technology the need to
assess perceptions in an educational setting @nllicue. The results of this study add to
the growing amount of research on mobile technobogy educators’ perceptions

regarding technology implementation.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Educating students to be successful necessitategldéaige of 21st century skills.
Trilling (2010) stated that students in the 21sttaey should be educated for the future;
“it helps to first picture what the world might lbdike 20 years from now” (p. 10).
According to Trilling, “Technology is more a paftachildren’s lives each day, so why
should they have to check their technology at taescoom door and compete for limited
school computer time?” (p. 13).

Technology skills are a component of 21st centliyss “No one sees more
clearly than educators how the technologies werusar daily lives influence how
students learn. Students have changed, educaeeschanged, and learning itself has
changed. And learning tools have evolved accotdir{§tevens, 2011, p. 59). Mobile
devices are some of the learning tools found idst 2entury classroom (Stevens, 2011).
Apple Corporation (2010) issued a press releasadédunching its iPad device
describing it as “a revolutionary device for bromgthe web, reading and sending email,
enjoying photos, watching videos, listening to mupiaying games, reading e-books and
much more” (para. 1). Since the release of thgiral iPad device three years ago,
Apple has introduced the iPad 2, iPad 3, iPad 4iRad Mini (Apple, 2012b).

The technology facilitators working within the rasehed school district
identified the iPad device as a concrete symbehoérging technology. The district’s
technology facilitator described the district’'s egfations of the iPad device as:

It is our belief that students and teachers needsacto emerging

technology demonstrating sizeable shifts in acbdggiwith relevant

meaningful learning experiences that offer enhamcez/en new ways for
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learning to take place. Technology implementatiomtegration should

always begin with the learning goal in mind. Tealogy is the tool(s) to

accomplish learning goals in a more meaningful wél transformative
learning always the aim. (District Content Faatiitr, personal

communication, February 10, 2012)

Background of the Study

The study school district’s technology facilitatergated the Technology
Leadership Group (TLG) during the 2009-2010 sclyealr with the intent to recruit
teachers and other certified staff interested inguechnology in the classroom to
represent their buildings and thus help lead tb@ieagues in its use to improve
instruction. The mission of the TLG provided fo¢aglistrict staff in decisions on
acquiring and learning how to employ classroommetdgy. Personnel in the study
school district viewed the iPad as a technologimal that could provide new
opportunities and bridge existing gaps remainiognfthe use of previous technological
tools and devices.

The study school district piloted iPads with theGln spring, 2011. During the
2010-2011 school year the district’'s technologylitators purchased iPads from the
facilitator technology budget and district techrgyidoudget. The 48 TLG members
throughout the district rotated the 30 iPads fragimately a semester, with each
member having an iPad for approximately one quaftee 2010-2011 TLG group was
asked to participate in a pilot program with thalgaf determining how effectively the
device could function as a teaching and learniogwathin classrooms. Budgetary

requests across the district were examined aga@atgpport ongoing interest in using the
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iPad for instruction leading to the district priaring the future purchase of iPads.
During the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school years eknentary, middle schools, and
the high school purchased one iPad cart, with 28sPwith building technology funds,
Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) funds, or thraughant. The 2011-2012 TLG
proposed the replacement of old laptops with ngtolas and purchased iPad devices for
teachers for the district technology refresh. him summer of 2012, all teachers received
iPad devices to be utilized in their daily professil responsibilities. During December
2012, district personnel visited schools with ooethe iPad implementation and during
February 2013 TLG members received one set of Miaddevices to utilize with one
section of students. The researched district pteddindings to the study school Board
of Education during the May 2013 meeting, in whicty approved the distribution of
iPads throughout the district. Prior to the cosidua of the iPad pilot training program in
2011, the iPad 2 device became available and desgtra@ols within the district used
discretionary technology funds to purchase ancesm® their numbers of iPads.
Increased availability of the iPad 2 resulted irghtened interest from staff members in
the opportunity to become involved with the emeggitassroom technology represented
by the iPad 2 device. In May 2013, the Board afi¢&dion within the study school
district approved a one-to-one model to roll outides in four phases, with the first
phase implemented fall of 2013 and the final pleageected in January, 2015.
Purpose of the Dissertation-Problem Statement

The purpose of this study was to ascertain thegpgioms of K-12 educators in
one Midwestern school district as to the usefulregseffectiveness of the iPad device

as an effective classroom instructional tool atterschool district’s technology
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facilitator oversaw a pilot program involving theeuof the iPad device as an instructional
classroom tool. It became evident during the ploigram that the iPad device was more
than a tool for teachers to use; it was also a piolviool for student learning (District
Content Facilitator, personal communication, A@riR011). Initiation of a pilot program
within the study school district by the TLG focusmtteacher use of the iPad device in a
classroom setting. The TLG concentrated its edfort providing school district staff
members with training opportunities to maximizeithse of the tool as an instructional
device. Prensky’s research pointed to a natuvadelin the use of technology between
digital natives, individuals who have spent theimole like surrounded by technology
(2001), and digital immigrants; individuals who weTot born into technology but have
adopted it at some point (Prensky, 2001), resuitirggdisconnection in the use of
technology within the classroom (Prensky, 2008Ryensky (2008a) advocated that
technology be employed by teachers in the classrasran aid for students, as they learn
to teach themselves with teacher guidance.

The researcher determined that a formal assessiheducators’ perceptions of
the usefulness and effectiveness of the iPad asstmctional device would allow
technology facilitators, administrators, classraeachers, and professional support staff
to realize the value and practicality that the iBadice holds as an instructional tool
within the school district.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Hypotheses:
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Hi: Classroom teachers who employ the iPad devieecksssroom-learning tool will
perceive positive effects on their classroom sgjiateand methods as measured
by their ratings on a survey containing a Likepeyscale.

H,: Administrators in schools with teachers who emgghe iPad device as a classroom-
learning tool will perceive positive effects on ttlassroom strategies and
methods of teachers as measured by their ratingssonvey containing a Likert-
type scale.

Hs: Professional support staff who employ the iPadak, as a learning tool will
perceive positive effects on the strategies andhaust they use to support
classroom instruction as measured by their ratomga survey containing a
Likert-type scale.

Research Questions:

RQ1: How do classroom teachers in the study satlistiict perceive the
usefulness of the iPad device as a classroom-tegataol?

RQ2: How do administrators in the study schoolridisperceive the usefulness of
the iPad as a classroom-learning tool?

RQ3: How do professional support staff in the stadyool district perceive the
usefulness of the iPad as a classroom-learning tool

RQ4: How do classroom teachers perceive the usefslof professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@sa@ classroom-learning tool in the

study school district?
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RQ5: How do administrators perceive the usefulioégsofessional development
to the successful use of the iPad device as arot@sslearning tool in the study school
district?

RQ6: How do professional support staff perceiveusefulness of professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@sa@ classroom-learning tool in the
study school district?

The researcher conducted a survey with teachesegsiag district-issued iPad
devices to determine their perceptions of the usefs and effectiveness of this
technology as a classroom instructional tool. 8yswsent to building administrators
determined their perceptions of the effectivenessusefulness of teacher iPad
utilization within their buildings. Professionalgport staff were surveyed to determine
their perceptions of the usefulness and effectisemd the iPad device in improving the
functions of their role and the device as a classranstructional support. The researcher
conducted an interview with the district technoldggilitator to determine his
perceptions of the effectiveness and usefulnetiseaPad device to improve classroom
instruction; and progress towards meeting distiozls for implementation of iPad
technology in the district’s classrooms. Intervéesonducted with the researched
district’s content facilitators were designed tingheir perceptions of the iPad device as
a classroom-learning tool. The researcher utilzzbndary data from the district’s
2010-2011 iPad Pilot Exit Survey in the areas atker experiences with the iPad and
their perceived usefulness of the iPad device assdructional tool. The iPad Pilot Exit
Survey was an online survey administered via SuMegkey. The online survey

invited Technology Leadership Group (TLG) particifsato share their experiences
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through a series of Likert, open ended and chao®adt questions. The researcher also
considered district data collected through Moodtepnline learning environment, to
review secondary forum data. “Moodle is an Opeuar&® Course Management System
(CMS)....It has become very popular among educatawsna the world as a tool for
creating online dynamic web sites for their studéfi¥oodle, 2013, para 1). TLG
participants were invited to the Moodle forum t& gsiestions, share information and
experience with other TLG participants. This fordata was not used in the study for
lack of relevance to answering the research guestio

The researcher believes the present study is waoirguing in the study school
district to determine the perceptions of persomaseio the effectiveness and usefulness of
iPad technology as a classroom-teaching device.
Limitations-Delimitations of the Study

The researcher acknowledged the existence of himntsand delimitations of the
study. The validity of the results in this stuadyutd be negatively affected by the various
levels of technology experience represented irséimeple composed of classroom
teachers, administrators, and professional sugbafftwithin the researched school. The
results could be affected by the experience oi@pants with the iPad device as the
rollout for classroom teachers, administrators, jgrodessional support staff occurred
over a two-year period. Many teachers lacked itngim using technology in a
classroom setting and further professional develmygracked uniformity in delivery
across the three groups. The administration wigaich school of participating in this
study may not have shared the same philosophycbht#ogy in relationship to the

curriculum. Teaching styles exhibited by the mapants possibly affected the results of
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this study and not all teachers utilizing iPaddipigrated in this study. Not all

participants were part of the TLG iPad pilot, ard all participants were part of the TLG
iPad scout. The instrumentation, created by theaiecher, was based on the researcher’s
own experiences. “Choosing an instrument thatar@ady been developed takes far less
time than it does to develop a new instrument tasuee the same thing” (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006, p. 115). The researcher administédredurvey online. Surveys
administered online tend to have a lower respoaige(Nulty, 2008). The data collection
period was limited from March 2013-July 2013. Rgsants began to receive iPad
devices in the 2010-2011 school year with all sta¢keiving iPad devices by the 2012-
2013 school year and this study was limited to sofeol district in a Midwest setting.

The rate of technological change within the stuchyosl district was rapid. The primary
investigator is a colleague to the majority of plmtential participants in the study school
district, with the potential for participants to ®&periors to the primary investigator. The
primary investigator is not a superior to any patdparticipants.

Definition of Terms

21st Century SkillsThe National Research Council (2010) stated:

these skills include being able to solve complebfems, to think critically about
tasks, to effectively communicate with people framariety of different cultures
and using a variety of different techniques, tokvarcollaboration with others,
to adapt to rapidly changing environments and dandh for performing tasks, to
effectively manage one’s work, and to acquire nkNlssand information on

one’s own. (p. 1)
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Administrator defined by the researcher as principals or assigirincipals in
elementary, middle, or high school buildings. fua purpose of this study,
administrator was referred to as principal or aastsprincipal.

Classroom Teachedefined by the researcher as grade specific egachuch as

elementary classroom teachers; special area teaduoertent specific teachers;
instructional specialists; teachers of gifted stugespecial school district
teachers; and certified teachers in the regularmewf teaching students or a
classroom of students. For the purpose of thidysttilassroom teacher was
referred to as teacher.

Constructivism “A view of learning suggesting that learners depeheir own

understanding of the topics they study insteadawiriy it delivered to them by
others” (Eggen & Kauchak, 2001, p.115). “The ¢nrdivist theory of learning
states that each person constructs a unique réaliyganize emerging
knowledge of the world” (Brooks, 1984, p. 24). Bks (1984) provided an
example of the constructivist theory, as “A youmgais likely to learn more
about marine ecology by actually seeing than bglirepa book about fish” (p.
24). “Constructivists believe that knowledge is tlsult of individual
constructions of reality” (Brooks, 1990, p. 68).

Digital Immigrants “Those who were not born into the digital worldtlhave, at some

later point in their lives, become fascinated bg adopted many or most aspects
of the new technology” (Prensky, 2001, para. 6).

Digital Natives “Represent the first generations to grow up wliils new technology.

They have spent their entire lives surrounded lulyweing computers,
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videogames, digital music players, video cams,g&tines, and all the other toys
and tools of the digital age” (Prensky, 2001, p8ja.

Emerging Technologies

arise from new knowledge, or the innovative appioraof existing knowledge;
lead to the rapid development of new capabilitées;projected to have
significant systemic and long-lasting economic,alcand political impacts;
create new opportunities for and challenges toesdiing global issues; and have

the potential to disrupt or create entire industr{élarper, 2010, para. 5)

A revolutionary device for browsing the web, reapand sending email,
enjoying photos, watching videos, listening to mupiaying games, reading e-
books and much more. iPad’s responsive high-rasoliulti-Touch™ display
lets users physically interact with applicationd aontent. (Apple, 2010, para. 1)

Moodle “Moodle is an Open Source Course Management BygIMS)....It has
become very popular among educators around thelasra tool for creating
online dynamic web sites for their students” (Mad013, para. 1).

Professional Support Staffiefined by the researcher as certified stafims¢the regular

routine of teaching children, but work with childreProfessional support staff
include Library Media Specialists, counselors, additional certified staff that
do not have a classroom of students. For the gerpbthis study, professional
support staff was referred to as instructional suppersonnel or instructional

support staff.
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Scout defined by the study school district as sendib@ Tout in advance" to gather
information, explore possibilities and experieneehhology with their classes, as
well as survey parents and students, to best inftgarsion-making, moving
forward, adjust course if need be and plan to megas smoothly as possible.

Summary
Educator perceptions of the iPad device and ithilreess in the classroom are a

crucial component to implementing iPad deviceslandhing the gap between digital

natives and digital immigrants. This study soughtentify the perceptions of
classroom teachers, administrators and professsupgdort staff utilizing technology,
specifically iPads, in education. Chapter Two eord a review of the current literature
on technology and implementation within an educationtext. Chapter Three describes
the methodology and procedures with data collea&sults noted in Chapter Four.

Chapter Five includes a discussion of the resulis mplications, and ideas for future

studies.
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

Technology is a bridge to close a gap betweenrdassinstruction and creating
relevant life skills (Spires, Wiebe, Young, Hollahds, & Lee, 2012). “There is
evidence that man is learning to use technolodys@dvantage rather than to his
disadvantage. The scholar, who saves innumeralbiies ivhen a library computer
researches his topic, has more time to think” (8gph972, p. 231) and with relevant
technologies constantly changing; teachers andéstadeed to attain skills in order to
handle new technology (Scobey, 1972; Lesgold, 1B8&énsky, 2008b). Dible (1970)
stated, “For teachers, change is not new. Teadhkjy its nature, an evolving
profession dedicated to guiding the learning otessive generations of students
growing up in a changing environment” (p. 123).h&als continue to make investments
in technology (Li, 2007; Carroll, 2000) and manfaals are moving to one-to-one
mobile learning environments (Bouterse, Corn, &dttlzdd, 2009; Spires et al., 2012).

Significant and rapid technology developments h@sairred in a short period,
ushering a change in education. This change resjainew set of skills for teachers and
students. “The students of tomorrow should be etgokto understand each of the
technologies conceptually, appreciate their intati@ns, know their applications, and,
eventually, be able to use each effectively” (Quikinkman, & Schultz, 1983, p. 38). A
review of literature regarding the history of teology, technology in education, our
changing students, 21st century skills, applicatibtechnology in education, and
technology implementation provide a framework fog evolving usage of mobile

devices, specifically the iPad, in education.
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History of Technology

Over the last 50 years in the United States, diggzhnology has drastically
changed everyday life with devices and concepssnplify tasks or make life easier.
“Drums, torches, signal fires, flags, pictographspapyrus, and writing on clay and
stone tablets were among the earliest technoldgissankind used in its efforts to reduce
the impact of distance, time, and location on comications” (Papp, Alberts, &
Tuyahov, 1997, p. 13). Technology has evolved mtech more than devices or
machines (Davis, 1968; Komoski, 1968; Peck & Danttic1994). Davis (1968) stated,
“A technology is not a machine; it is a social systin which machines and
technological processes are related to peopleredactions and other features of a
society” (p. 67). Komoski (1968) stated, “To thee€ks, ‘technology’ was used to
describe the process whereby an accomplishmentroéh artistry (whether action or
artifact) was systematically organized so that kgtimeight use it to achieve the same ends
more efficiently” (p. 735). While Moersch (1993lleved, “Our fascination with
technology stems, in large degree, from its ambyguithin existing paradigms.
[Today’s] technology represents things, like congpsitmodems, pencils, microscopes,
and televisions; words or ideas, like ‘progressi athange (p. 40).

1970’s —The Information Age. The Information Age began in the early 1970’s
characterized by new technological advancements.

The combination of new developments in electrorcosputer technology,

information storage, communications, and displapmégues thoroughly

permeated all aspects of society. Progress in mgnohformation also became a
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driving factor in the enormous expansion of tecbggland science (Bunch &

Hellemans, 2004, p. 625)

The technological advances of the Information Agee transformed personal and
professional lives (Dmytrenko, 1992). The early@8 provided two inventions that
both older and young adults used on a daily basmil and the cellphone. In 1971 Ray
Tomlinson invented email though it would be mangrgdater, in 1988, when e-mail
surfaced commercially (The Big Idea, 2011). Ptwits first commercial use,
universities and research groups used early emasbages (The Big Idea, 2011).
“Since the middle of the 1990s, the widespreadofigemail has had a truly radical
impact on our daily lives” (Burrows, 2007, p. 42).

Computer. With a common denominator in the fields of elecicen
communications and information storage, Bunch aelliekhans (1993) found that the
Information Age and personal computers were noweoted. In the 1960’s and 1970’s
a market for smaller and lower priced computersvgesulting in the minicomputer
quickly followed the microcomputer also known gseasonal computer (Carr, 2008).
The Altair 8800 microcomputer, labeled a kit comgoutebuted in 1975Popular
Electronicspresented the microcomputer as “a full-blown corapthat [could] hold its
own against sophisticated minicomputers now omiheket. And it doesn’t cost several
thousand dollars. In fact, it's in a color TV-reosi's price class—under $400 for a
complete kit” (Roberts & Yates, 1975, p. 33). Tdebut of the Altair 8800 personal
computer was a major event in 1975 and this deshemged the world (Bunch &
Hellemans, 1993). Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniakdgrs of Apple, announced the

Apple Il personal computer in 1977 (Brown, 2002nBln & Hellemans, 1993) as the
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first fully assembled personal computer (Bunch &8létaans, 1993). Along with the
computer brought the promise of “the paperlesseffior the business environment
(Dmytrenko, 1992). The personal computer “charfgad people communicate[d], and
irrevocably altered their work and personal liv€Bhe Big Idea, 2011, p. 23).

IBM introduced a personal computer (PC) in 1981n@u& Hellemans, 1993;
Friedman, 2005), as did Osborne, followed by arfeloof the IBM PC by Compagq in
1982 (Bunch & Hellemans, 1993, p. 430)meMagazine bestowed the personal
computer the honor of “Machine of the Year” in 1988ne 1983), the same year the
term “computer virus,” was coined by Fred Cohen wghwe birth to computer security
(Bunch & Hellemans, 2004). IBM and Apple contindedmprove and introduce
various personal computer versions. IBM releaspéraonal computer with a built-in
hard disk drive in 1983, while the Macintosh, adurct of Apple released in 1984
utilized “icons, a mouse, and an intuitive useeifdce” (Bunch & Hellemans, 1993, p.
434).

Each year new versions appear, faster and witle wegpabilities than those of
the year before. The new personal computers aa#esnand lighter each year,
and more and more workers find that the laptopobelmook computer that they
carry with them from place to place is most usé&ukheir purposes. Such small
computers have become so advanced in design timat pe@ple prefer to use
them instead of similarly equipped desktop compuésen when working in the
same place each day. (Bunch & Hellemans, 200433). 6
In 1985 Toshiba created the first laptop compuk@d,00 (Bunch & Hellemans,

2004). Consumer Reports (2005) buying guide daptbps outselling desktops for the
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first time with features such as a larger disphagye usable keyboards, faster processors
as well as CD and DVD drives, and larger hard divAnd a growing interest in
wireless computing play[ed] to the laptop’s mamesgth: its portability. A laptop is the
only way to take full advantage of the growing #aility of high-speed wireless

Internet access” (Consumer Reports, 2005, pp. B2)-1'Desktop PCs are more
ergonomic than laptops, further exemplifying treedoff between portability and
ergonomics. Similarly there’s a tradeoff econorty¢qdGoldsborough, 2013, p. 12).

Collins and Halverson (2009) stated, “Computergapkatly extend the power of
the ordinary mind in the same way that the powaelstof the Industrial Revolution
extended the power of the ordinary body” (p. 1Tlurkle (1984) stated, “The computer is
a particularly rich and varied tool for servingwie a range of purposes” (p. 165).
Alberts, Papp, and Kemp (1997) noted, “computer® harrified many people because
of the complexity of their ‘man-machine interfac&kecently, however, the widespread
availability of easily understandable and usableraiing systems and software such as
Macintosh and Windows has reduced the level of fgar45). Turkle (1984) believed,
“The computer is evocative not only because dfidisling power, but because holding
power creates the condition for other things topes (p. 14).

Mobile, portable, and wireless technologies. In 1971 the first pocket calculator,
termed the Pocketronic, was developed by Texasumsints, and weighed 2.5 pounds
(Levy, 2002). In 1979, Sony founder Masura Ibukeated the personal stereo, which
was termed as the Walkman; this model was imprewetititled the Walkman Il in 1981
(Levy, 2002) followed by Apple’s iPod, an MP3 playkat debuted in October 2001

(Apple, 2001). Subsequent generations of the iker@ created with the most recent
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versions being the iPod touch and iPod Nano. thtiad to 40 hours of music playback,
a few iPod touch capabilities included a 5 megdpaeera with panorama feature,
AirPlay® mirroring, and Siri the intelligent assist (Apple, 2012a). Apple (2012a)
guoted Senior Vice President of Worldwide MarketiRgilip Schiller, “With over 350
million sold, iPod is the world’s most popular dmeloved music player” (para. 2).
Martin Cooper invented the cellphone in 1973 winléhe role of director of
research and development at Motorola (The Big 18641). Operation of commercial
cellular systems began in 1983 throughout the driates “by 1991, approximately 7.5
million Americans subscribed to cellular servicegddy 1995, the number had grown to
25 million, with cellular coverage available in hide country” (Alberts et al., 1997, p.
40). Apple released the iPhone in June 2007 aatdried a multi-touch display and
combined “three products into one small and lighdgwehandheld device—a
revolutionary mobile phone, a widescreen iPod®, thiednternet in your pocket with
best-ever applications on a mobile phone for emagh browsing and maps” (Apple,
2007, para. 3). “Mobile phones, too, [were] tugninto powerful handheld computers—
Apple’s multipurpose iPhone [was] a much-discussaimple” (Carr, 2008, p. 123).
Internet. Planning for what would become the Internet begat®67 at the
Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA). The gbtile project was to connect
computers; many individuals also viewed this aseating people (Carr, 2008). Tim
Berners-Lee would invent the World Wide Web in gagly 1990s, which organized
information (Brown, 2002; Burrows, 2007; Carr, 2068edman, 2005; Funk, 2009).
Berners-Lee created the first website in 1991 éardists to share research (Burrows,

2007; Friedman, 2005). *“Although the terms WoNdle Web and Internet are often
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used interchangeably, they are not the same thinig.possible to have the Internet
without the Web, but the Web cannot exist withtwt internet” (The Big ldea, 2011, p.
19). “By 1991, approximately 4,000 networks watiached. By 1995, approximately
40,000 networks were connected, two-thirds in theédd States. Globally, a new
network joined the Internet in 1995 approximatelgry half hour” (Alberts et al., 1997,
p. 43).

Web 2.0 tools.Web 2.0 refers to how the Web is being used, naipaiated
version (Burrows, 2007). “Web 2.0 can describdipalar websites, cultural trends like
social networking, blogging or podcasting, or tinelerlying technology and rich,
streaming media that makes today’s coolest welicgtigins possible” (Funk, 2009, p.
xi). Development of the Web 2.0 concept was attaduo Tim O’Reilly with the term
coined by O’Reilly and his colleagues in 2003 (Bws, 2007). O’Reilly and his
colleagues compared the old Web with the 2.0 Weth,caeated themes. “The three
most important were the Web as a platform, thedssing of collective knowledge, and
the creation of a ‘rich’ user experience” (Burro®807, p. 17). Harnessing of collective
knowledge encompassed social media. Burrows (20&€d, “mash-ups,” which utilize
various Web 2.0 technologies as, “One genuinelgvative area that seems to have
evolved out of the Web 2.0 debate and how datdbeasombined from different
sources—even those over which the user has nootb(@urrows, 2007, p. 19).
Burrows (2007) gave an example using a galleryhot@s with user comments from
Flickr and combining both components with Googleplla

iPad-tablet computers. The first generation iPad device, a tablet comployer

Apple, was released in April 2010. Since the rsteaf the original iPad device, Apple
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has introduced the iPad 2, iPad 3, iPad 4 and Miad(Apple, 2012b). “Tablet
computers, of course, are nothing new. Tech compdrave tried the concept since the
1990s. But those flat slabs never caught on fareety of reasons” (Biersdorfer, 2010,
p. xv). Waters (2010) noted Apple claimed sale’360,000 iPads by midnight on that
first day, and that more than a million apps and,@80 e-books were downloaded to
those devices. Apple says it delivered more tf@n@O0 iPads before the end of the first
week” (para. 1). According to the Pew ResearcherefA third (34%) of American
adults ages 18 and older own a tablet computealik#’ad, Samsung Galaxy Tab,
Google Nexus, or Kindle Fire—almost twice as masiyiee 18% who owned a tablet a
year ago” (Zickuhr, 2013, p. 2). The size, weiglmig lower cost, compared to laptops,
were cited as advantages of the tablet and notedPtd as one of the top-rated tablets
(Goldsborough, 2013). “Tablets are projected tpass laptops in U.S. sales for 2013—
240 million tablets versus 207 million laptops—aring to market research firm NPD
Display Search” (Goldsborough, 2013, p. 12).
History of Technology in Education

Huebner (1974) stated, “If we remember that teabgis a tool—an
instrument—then it is impossible for us to thinkaofy time period in educational history
when our educational hopes were not tied closefntemerging technology” (pp. 394-
395). Peck and Dorricott (1994) noted technol@gya tool, is only part of the meaning
of technology. “The definition includes two componts: goroduct—the tool that
embodies the technology—angm@cess—the information base of the technology. Both
technological products and their systematic praeehave a great deal to offer schools”

(para. 4). “By recognizing that technology is stimreg that has been thought of and
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used in various ways in the past, educators cacetem and invent—they can control—
new uses of technology in the future” (Huebner,41%7 393). Dible (1970) described
past media such as textbooks, chalkboards andteaehers, evolving over time to
become better products in schools “however, theictions for learners have not
changed fundamentally over a period of years” B8)1 Dible further acknowledged that
multi-media could be defined in many ways and ‘fipteted as the variety of materials,
processes, and strategies developed, availablenarghsingly used today. Some of
these uses are to learn, to persuade, to computepatore and retrieve information” (p.
124).

Early teaching devices.Throughout the 20th century, there have been many
technology tools to change education. Mehling8®7) noted these tools as radio, film,
overhead projector, television and teaching machiigren (1960) believed the
technological device educators decide to use in theessrooms should be determined by
the purpose it needed to serve and find new usetefoces based on needs instead of
using the device for its original intention. Da{1968) noted the usage of overhead
projectors, and screens, with the teacher sitortg@dch in lieu of chalkboards when the
teacher would stand to teach. Davis (1968) refetweoverhead projectors and television
in classrooms as “a few primitive technologies theate ‘happened™ (p. 67).

Theteaching machine. The teaching machine was developed by S.L. Pressey
1924 when Pressey noticed the lack of devicesctoedse labor for the classroom since
such devices were employed in homes and officekcaunld reduce the time it took
teachers to grade (Lumsdaine, 1961). The purpiide deaching machine was to

provide individual instruction to students. “ltemates on the tutorial system—the best
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and simplest way to teach. The tutorial systemthige basic parts: the student, the
program of instruction and the tutor. In this armste, the machine simply substitutes for
the tutor” by providing feedback in response toghealents selection (Stolurow, 1962, p.
66). The first teaching machine was the size pdrdable typewriter (Lumsdaine, 1961)
and presented a multiple-choice question, of wthehstudent selected a response, and
depending on how the student responded, the maaldokel present the next question or
allow the student to try again (Lumsdaine, 196djiBow, 1962). Pressey’s first
teaching machine provided an extrinsic reward enfdrm of a piece of candy via an
attachment on the side of the device after a certamber of correct responses
(Lumsdaine, 1961). The design of the teaching machllowed students to work
individually and provided the student with immedi&edback (Lumsdaine, 1961;
Stolurow, 1962). “The concept of self- instructias incorporated in the teaching
machine, is first of all, a conceptiofividual instruction. This concept [was] certainly
not a new one” (Lumsdaine, 1961, p. 271).

Educational television. The invention and use of the teaching machine in
education to individualize instruction, contrasteth the purpose of the television
(Komoski, 1968). The invention of the televisioasioriginally not an educational
device (Gold, 1963). Witt (1963) perceived edumai television for instruction as
“spectacular and significant” (p. 424), while Min@©63), noted many challenges and
problems with educational television. “Instructioihhigh quality by the best qualified
television teacher does not alone insure optimwamiag; the classroom teacher does, in
the final analysis, determine the success or fitdreducational television in the

classroom” (p. 444). Miner further stated, “Thiewgsion teacher’s greatest challenge is



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 22

to construct each lesson so that throughout theegarbduction a maximum learning
opportunity is provided for the pupil” (p. 447).oKoski (1968) saw the use of television
in school as a disappointment for children who rhlghve used the device as an escape
from real life within their home. The view of telsion at home, contradicted television
at school, which provided students with “a teadisually severely restricted in
movement) who communicates, not through the almesimerizing, multi-faceted,
audio-visual medium the child has come to knowaahé, but (in most cases) through the
all-too-familiar medium of the ‘talking face” (Kors&i, 1968, p. 737).

In 1961, the average child spent “one-sixth ofwedking hours watching
television and by the age of 16 had spent more itnfi®nt of a television set than he
ha[d] in the classrooms of his schools” (McCullou$861, p. 447). Kauchak (1978)
reported by the end of high school the number offigpent watching television
exceeded the number of hours spent in a classrdoiO70, Nylin reported on
educational television (ETV) noting “Informal obsgation suggest[s] that many teachers
and school systems [had] completely or almost cetepl ‘dropped out’ of the ETV
scene” (p. 137). One reason for the discontinigedatl television was the lack of
equipment. “Unless a school has multiple chanaetsvideo-tape equipment (and
personnel to operate it) available, the teachkercised into a schedule not of his own
choosing and beyond his control” (Nylin, 1970, 7L Miner (1963) stated students
learning via educational television must be actiggicipants in the lesson, as the
material cannot be repeated. “This call[ed] foraasition from the use of an instrument
which is normally utilized for passive recreationts use for purposes of doing,

interacting, remembering, and thinking through emosive learning sequences” (Miner,
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1963, p. 448). “The fact is profound that childtearn much from viewing television.
They bring to school ideas, questions, suggestmg;epts, attitudes and skills for
which television may be given credit” (Davis, 191285). Wigren (1960) viewed
future schools of 1985 as “using television, teaghmachines, video tape recorders,
instantaneous photography, individual viewing astkhing equipment as resources for
learning which [would] free both teacher and leafoe unlimited learning horizons” (p.
498). Wigren’s 1960 prediction for the future afr@schools missed the role the
computer would play.

Revolution in education The prediction of a technological breakthrough in
education emerged by 1985 and encouraged by temdinal advances. “Education will
feel the impact of technological developments witithing short of explosive force”
(Wigren, 1960, p. 495). Valdez (1986) acknowledtiedprevalent ideas regarding the
positive impact of technology in education whiledeg1989) predicted technological
change between 1989-2009 would affect both lifedamand outside of school.
“Evolving information technologies will transforrhé nature of work, and this
transformation will in turn affect the design arahtent of the school curriculum. As
jobs change, schools must shift in response” (D&889, p. 23).

Ehrmann (2000) indicated “every five or ten yearsen a major new computer
chip, visual medium, or telecommunications chammoeahes along, the trumpet is
sounded: The revolution is about to happen. Bairévolution doesn’'t happen” (para. 3)
and attributed the failure to Moore’s Law. Mooreaw, created by Gordon Moore,
indicated, “the power of microprocessors double=gyear or two” (Carr, 2008 p. 58).

Ehrmann noted “Moore’s Law [had] created waveswgfrovement in the processes on
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which education most relies: how people can anégeétuse information and how they
can communicate with one another” (para. 7).

The Information Age in education. The tools of the information age changed
education (Egendorf, 2004). “Schools can and ghbalrestructured in order to
effectively educate young people to live succedsfolthe information age” (Marzano &
Arredondo, 1986, p. 25). Cheves and Parks (198/B\ed it essential for students to
“use the tools of the information age.... It is theaene students who have developed
attitudes that encourage the search for the basilge solution to problems” (p. 57).
“Newer uses of technology that mirror problem safvand enhance thinking skills are
giving students the skills they need for optimapégability in an information age”
(Valdez, 1986, p. 5). “Tools we now treat as tecalnmarvels will seem primitive in 5
years” (Mehlinger, 1997, p. 139). Mehlinger (198150 acknowledged the future rapid
growth of technology and technology tools and iathd “technology will become faster,
cheaper, more powerful, and easier to use. Walsanpredict that new devices that we
can scarcely imagine today will be on the markébteethe end of this decade” (p. 139).
The impact of the Information Age on education apdcifically the computer, would be
viewed as a creative teaching tool (Dmytrenko, 1992

Students and teachers need to work together ttedesarning (Apple, 2008;
Carroll, 2000; Caverly, Peterson, & Mandeville, T9Richardson, 2012; Spires et al.,
2012). Collaborative learning between teachersandent is essential in the information
age (Carroll, 2000). Sprague and Dede (1999)dthtd the integration of “student
experiences with technology into the curriculumaradpes the role of the teacher. The

teacher no longer has to be in charge every mibutecan give some of the control over
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to the students and the technology” (p. 7). Speaand Dede further noted this as a
concern for teachers who might be viewed as natdithieir job correctly, but indicated
“constructivist teachers work as hard or harden tleachers who rely on presentational
methods” (p. 7). Wiggins and McTighe (1998) steesthe importance of students
making meaning of learning and in order for thi®tour, teachers should change their
teaching style and practice a constructivist apgtodenard (2010) researched
constructivist classroom practices impacted byrleaperceptions of technology, and
noted the creation of learning communities wheea¢hers expanded their capacity to
accept expert student support as a valuable classasset. Through the numerous
connections provided by technology, the teacheveldped new resources and insights
that were subsequently integrated into the cumictll(p. 119).

Carroll (2000) described “invention and knowledgaeration” (para. 17), one
dimension of a “Networked Learning Community” (patd), as older and younger
generations sharing knowledge to create new knaelecarroll noted schools lacking
in this type of collaboration and believed thisliskssential for students. “But our
information age economy demands this intergeneratjeollaborative construction of
knowledge, and our schools will fail to develop ggwpeople who can be productive
citizens in this economy if they do not supporstimode of learning” (Carroll, 2000, para
17). Richardson (2013) supported teachers an@éstsids co-learners with teachers
“expert at asking great, open-ended questions aaehmg the learning process required
to answer those questions. Teachers should benteatners in the classroom” (p. 13).
“Educators must become more than information espérey must also be collaborators

in learning—leveraging the power of students, segkiew knowledge alongside
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students, and modeling positive habits of mind @& ways of thinking and learning”
(Apple, 2008, p. 8).

McCain (2005) believed that students not knowingething, was a component
of learning and the verbal acknowledgement of maiking was okay. “We talk about
the fact that significant discoveries in humandmgthave been made because intelligent
people, realiz[ed] they didn’'t know something, [yetd the courage to set out to learn
what they didn’t know” (McCain, 2005, p. 72). Asseto technology of the Information
Age allowed student knowledge to grow. McCain axpd that students must act on not
knowing and build the skills to increase the knalgle lacked. McCain referenced
students as school-aged children but the idea wasfigial for students of all ages
including teachers. “As educators, we often taihwur students about the importance
of being lifelong learners, and we should moded tbr them” (McCain, 2005, p. 82).

Computers in education. Not since the invention of the printing press and
movable type has there been a technology with ahimpromise and implications for
education as the computer (Bork, 1986; Flynn, 1%G8ik, 1983; Lesgold, 1986). A
significant educational advantage of the comp@ni interactive learning experience
(Bork, 1986). “American education has now enteredtechnological revolution. In the
forefront of this revolution stands the electrooaenputer with all of its potential and
mystique” (Flynn, 1968, p. 24). Sirotnik (1985ed integration of technology as a
major issue. “To prevent computers from meetingstéae fate as educational TV,
teaching machines, and the like, evaluators neeadkoHow has the learning
environment been modified to receive and constraltiexploit the full potential of

computer courseware” (p. 39). Martin (1986) statéde need to analyze the reasons for
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this seeming imperviousness and determine how $slcaa take full advantage of the
extraordinary power of this technology, which inmpavays incorporates all of the
others” (p. 32).

Mobile, portable, and wireless technology in education. Schools across the
country adopted one-to-one technology initiativesher-Shapiro & Hermeling, 2013;
Bouterse et al., 2009; Murray & Olcese, 2011; Spatal., 2012). Bouterse et al. (2009)
stated, “from one-to-one learning initiatives tptlap carts, schools all over the country
are using portable computing models to achieveldlexechnology access” (p. 14).
Mobile technologies allowed learning to occur angveh(Asher-Shapiro & Hermeling,
2013; Greenhill, American Association of Colleges Teacher Education, & Partnership
for 21st Century Skills, 2010; Koszalka & Ntloedikaswani, 2010). “The size, ease of
use, portability, prevalence, and advanced featfresbile technologies (e.g., voice,
display, Internet access, interactivity) have spdrkterest in integrating these
technologies into instructional environments” (Kakka & Ntloedibe-Kuswani, 2010, p.
139). Koszalka and Ntloedibe-Kuswani (2010) refdno mobile learning as “m-
learning” and indicated m-learning involved a mebdarner. “Instructional activities
are not within a set place. Rather learners agaged, often synchronously with others
and learning resources, while outside the bordeasformal classroom” (p. 142). PDA
(personal digital assistant), mobile phones and lIB@ers were perceived as m-learning
devices, while laptops and notebook computers eeckided from the list of mobile
devices as “they [were] not devices that peoplelpocarry and quickly access at any
time due to their size, configuration, and the tiguired to boot up and shut down”

(Caudill, 2007, p. 2). Wangemann, Lewis, and Se{2003) referenced the Palm



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 28

Education Pioneers Program: Final Evaluation Refisam the 2002 study of handheld
computers and indicated “of the teachers who ppdied in this study, about 90% felt
handhelds were effective classroom tools and hagaotential for making a positive
impact on student learning” (p. 26).

Obringer and Coffey (2007) cited cell phone stafsstrom NetDay’s survey
results in 2004 reporting “58 percent of 6th-12tadgrs [had] a cell phone and 68
percent of students regularly [brought] cell photteschool” (p. 41). Obringer and
Coffey further noted the increase in cell phonetheaUnited Stated from 1987 to 2002
being 1.2 million to 145 million respectively. Jaon (2012) acknowledged the rise of
schools allowing students to bring personally owdedces to school. Prior to this, it
was usual for district policy within school distsdo ban the use of technology devices.
“The capabilities of cell phones have been evolgoge quickly...If cell phones mimic
other technologies, these features will only inseeaSchools will be pressed to stay
ahead of this fast-moving technology” (Obringer &ffey, 2007, p. 45). Johnson (2012)
believed successful implementation of studentsgomtheir own devices relied on
established policies; rationale for plan; infrastase requirements; staff training;
informed parents; resources wisely selected; andyeq

The Internet and Web 2.0 in education McCain (2005) stated effective
technology usage in the classroom stemmed frortetieher’s ability to create
simulation tasks and role-playing scenarios. “@ngespecifications for a task that
require students to use a word processor, a spgreetjshe Internet, a digital camera, and
so on is the key to getting students to use tedgncdl tools” (p. 36). Dible (1970)

believed “the environment both within and outside $chool [had] always been multi-
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mediated....the significant increase in knowledgeualime impact of media on the
educative process, [brought a] growing recognitfat education in the traditional sense
[was] no longer enough” (p. 123). Geck (2006) ddtee youth only know the reality of
their Internet-based world “they are likely to hdaeghtened technical expectation,
attitudes, and beliefs. For example, they expkrries and research resources to be
accessible remotely (from home), where they cartitask comfortable and snack and
watch television” (para. 6).

The Web provided continual access to interactiaenieg experiences for
students (Carroll, 2000; Spires et al., 2012). KSoa (2009) stated, “Teachers and
students already use the Web to create lessonsnonitate, and share with others
across the globe. Schools have Web-based cumisland many people already use
Web 2.0 technology to reach thousands, if not ami of learners” (para. 30). Spires et
al. (2012) noted, “In addition to constant and indna&e access to information, with the
new wave of Web 2.0 tools, students have the augpoapacity to create, mash up,
comment on, and edit content, as well as commumiwéh people globally” (p. 236).

The nature of life today is personalized and cusech(Collins & Halverson,
2009; Richardson, 2012). “We personalize our jpdé/kthrough Rhapsody and iTunes,
our reading through Amazon and Twitter, our seaeshilts on Google and Bing. But in
the midst of this culture of customization, whavabeducation?” (Richardson, 2012,
para. 3-4). Spires et al. (2012) believed modeactiers customized learning for student
needs, with students and teachers, sharing theimgeexperience and Richardson (2012)

indicated Web 2.0 tools as the core of personabzat‘By embedding such social web
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tools as blogs and social bookmarks into the learoulture, both students and teachers
can stay organized and focused” (Richardson, 20dra,. 19).

In later publications, Richardson (2013) notedwvled placed learning in a real-
world context, with information quickly available@the ability to connect, talk, and
create with individuals in different locations. Hat's when technological change
becomes ecological, when the classroom walls dreeadied, when students truly drive
their own learning, and when people whom we willegremeet in person become some of
our best teachers” (p. 12). A virtual world preesdstudents and teachers with a new
classroom. According to Zhao (2010) “one of théahchallenges educators face in
preparing students for 21st century lives is urtdaeding what knowledge and skills are
needed to live successfully in the virtual worl@” (5). Children need to be prepared
and taught how to live in a virtual world. “Chitlr must understand the global nature of
the virtual world that it is constantly evolvingcdaaxpanding....Physical distance does
not matter here” (Zhao, 2010, p. 16). Zhao (2@E®&) believed, “educators should use
technology to create more authentic learning eepesgs for children....If they are
interested in exploring other cultures we can gbed on virtual field trips” (p. 17).
Spires et al. (2012) believed one-to-one initiagitaad the potential to create authentic
learning experiences, “enabling students to crieatle semantic and personal
significance with academic concepts in the contéxhe world around them” (p. 237).

Educational technology vs. technology educationTeaching technology and
educational technology differ. Educational teclogglis the usage of technology to
support learning, goals, or objectives (Jones &lRap 1999; Meierhenry, 1974;

Valdez, 1986). Jones and Paloucci (1999) did resttwveducational technology to be
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confused with technology education that “involveadhing the use of technology” (para.
8). Noble (1984) believed “computer literacy [washecessary for consumer, student,
worker, or citizen in the information age” (p. 60Moble equated computer literacy with
driving a car and noted driving skills are “besfjaiced as the need for it arises; similarly,
people can learn whatever they need or want to kadmaut computers without having to
be prepared or ‘literate’ beforehand” (p. 603).s¢eld (1986) differed from Noble
(1984) and believed students must be taught “coenpiteracy” which is less about the
utilization of a computer device and more “a setbi@fad cognitive capabilities that allow
one to think deeply, creatively, and efficientlydaio communicate the results of that
thinking” (p. 8). To a degree, Sprague and De®99) agreed with Noble (1984) on
when students should learn to use technologic#s.tdechnology skills should be taught
alongside content (Sprague & Dede, 1999) and stadgven, “only as much instruction
as they need to complete their project.... It ismetessary to teach students everything
about a particular tool or concept before theyt staus[e] it” (p. 8). Moore (2003)
supported the use of technology to strengthen nbkteowledge.

iPads in education Collaboration and creativity are a few advantageb®iPad
for mobile learning in education. Prensky (2018)dved “The iPad combines all of the
great features of the iPhone and iTouch in a sizielwis likely to be much more
appealing to K-12 teachers —and possibly to stisdesivell” (para. 2). Eisele-Dyrli
(2011) noted the continual development of mobilaks, specifically the iPad, for
educational use and Waters (2010) cited the iPadpasential educational tool but also
noted it does not replace other devices but rash@nother tool to be utilized and chosen

based on the task. Waters presented contentameas an example of one task to be
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Figure 1.21st Century Student Outcomes and Support Sy

Permission to use graphic (see Appendix D) courvé8artnership for zst Century
Skills (www.P21.0rg).

McCain (2005) believed proble-solving skills weranore important tha
technology skills and stressed the importance efritellect controlling the technolog
over the tool.“In the technologically saturated world of thest century, it wwuld be
easy to assume that the answer is to simply equdests with u-to-date technolog

skills. Technology skills are important, but thee not enough®™McCain, 2005p. 15)
Prensky (2013) contrasted with McCain’s view orhtesdogy and educatic by noting,
“In fact, in the 21stentury, technology ithekey to thinking about and knowing abc

the world” (p. 23).Prensk' (2013)believed technology as the “number one skill stisl

need to take from school to succeed” (p. Levin and Schrum2013) studied “eigh
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secondary school districts throughout the UnitexteStthat exemplified the creative use
of technology in k-12 schools” (p. 51) and found goals to be learning-centered and
relevant, not technologically oriented. “In otlvesrds, their goal was to educate students
for work and life in the 21st century, not justadd technology” (Levin & Schrum, 2013,
p. 51).

21st century teachers Teachers will need 21st century skills to teatihead of
traditional core subjects and 21st century knowdeagd skills (Greenbhill et al., 2010).
Teacher preparation programs must change if sclamelgoing to change (Carroll,
2000). “If we want schools to be different, weshstart today to prepare teachers
differently...significantly differently (Carroll, 2000, para. 4)‘New teacher candidates
must be equipped with 21st century knowledge ailt$ slnd learn how to integrate them
into their classroom practice for our nation tdiesaits goal of successfully meeting the
challenges of this century” (Greenhill et al., 20@03). Cookson (2009) stated teachers
would cease being managers of students and “wealth lalongside their students,
creatively adapting curriculum to their studentséds. Like any creative effort, this
collective journey would include errors, lack ofogbinformation, and false starts—a
process of which Socrates would approve” (para. 31)

Ferriter (2011b) believed successful 21st centeaghiers were “digitally
resilient” (para. 1) and when technology faileddeers remained determined. “Digital
resilience [is defined as the] determination inféuee of blocked websites, failing
services, antiquated tools, and technology deadioat aren’t aligned with a new vision
of teaching and learning” (Ferriter, 2011b, papa. ®cCain (2005) noted teachers’

inability to connect school and work may be dugetichers spending “little time in jobs
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outside the school system and thus [lacking] adt@se of working-world experience to
draw upon” (p. 22).

Lesgold (1986) acknowledged the importance of teathiskills but noted
specific knowledge as less important in the futtttee curriculum must teach children to
learn new information and skills efficiently. Warcbe pretty sure that the world of the
future will be dominated by the person who is acgistudy” (p. 8). Palfrey and Gasser
(2008) stated, “In order for schools to adapt ®hhabits of Digital Natives and how they
are processing information, educators need to atlcapthe mode of learning is
changing rapidly in a digital age” (p. 239). F@ari(2011a) believed he could prepare
students for the 21st century without any technplogting the skills of communication,
collaboration and creative problem solving as essefior success. “You don't need
technology to foster higher-level thinking skillsEven in the increasingly high-tech
world of the 21st century, what students need &irgt foremost are effective thinking
skills” (McCain, 2005, p. 84).

Cheves and Parks (1983) noted the teacher wouddndiete what problems to
teach, and the students would form concepts fdslpno solving based on exposure.
“Thus, every activity not only teaches studentdbpegm-solving skills but also teaches
what problem solving is (and is not)” (Cheves &Kk%arl983, p. 55). Saavedra and Opfer
(2012) noted the approach to encourage studeptmttice higher order thinking skills
by switching around what would typically be taughthe classroom. Educators should
consider lower order thinking skills, with what tgally would be homework, and
consider higher order thinking skills within the@s$room, a practice popular with our

international competitors in Finland and Singapd&geenhill et al. (2010) stated, “If we
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commit to a vision of 21st century knowledge anitiskor all students, it is critical that
we support educators in mastering the competetita@®nsure positive learning
outcomes for students” (p. 11).

21st century students The increased need for thinking skills resultedrfra
societal change. The skills important in the paste changed and thinking skills are
now necessary to prepare students for the futuee€P1989; Ferriter, 2011a; Marzano &
Arredondo, 1986; O’Neil, 1992; Saavedra & Opferl20 McCain (2005) stressed the
critical nature of problem-solving skills to enalsleidents to become logical and
independent thinkers “for solving personal and lebiatd problems [similar to] solving
work-related problems. What we are really talkabgut here is providing students with
life skills. It is time for educators to reconsidee relevancy of what we teach” (p. 10).
Prensky (2008b) believed teachers focused on tsiedar a “backup education” (p. 2)
are not preparing students for future jobs butemakiolding students back. O’Neil (1992)
indicated students lacked the necessary skillthiavailable jobs. Due to our fast-
paced culture, the best methods to teach the basaonstantly changing. LaConte
(1983) supported teaching students the basicsedinolg the students handle the future
but “in an era in which five years of technologieald social development can produce as
much change as occurred in half a century, thedutumuch more insistent” (p. 40).

Noble (1984) noted “the ‘higher’ the technologyratuced into a job, the lower
the skills required by that job....checkout scannorgword processing, for example,
most of the competence is built directly into thaeamnes themselves. Smarter machines
require less-skilled workers” (p. 605). O’Neil @2 cited a report developed by the

“U.S. Department of Labor’'s Secretary’'s CommisonAchieving Necessary Skills,
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What Work Requires of Schdofp. 8) as having some answers. “All students, th
commission says, should learn basic reading, writamd math skills, to think critically,
to work in groups, to choose and apply appropteténologies” (O’Neil, 1992, p. 9).
Summary

Technology is not a cure-all for educational pratdgDede, 1989; LeFevre,
2004; Torkelson, 1972). “Computers alone don't entlle difference. Computers have
to be in the right hands and use in the right wglsFevre, 2004, p. 81). Fox (2009)
stated the lasting benefits of technology in edooas “more than just the distribution of
machines, but creates a technology-rich learnimg@mment that is supported by on-
going professional development, technology coadtgh;quality curriculum, sufficient
broadband access, and administrative leadershi26)p Richardson (2013) reminds
those in education that “it's not about the todts not about layering expensive
technology on top of the traditional curriculurmstead, it's about addressing the new
needs of modern learners in entirely new ways1g). Apple Classrooms of Tomorrow-
Today(Apple, 2008) explained students today are diffeeand require different teaching
methods. “Not surprisingly, students today expedearn in an environment that mirrors
their lives and their futures—one that seamlessiggrates today’s digital tools,
accommodates a mobile lifestyle, and encouragésboohtion and teamwork in physical
and virtual spaces” (Apple, 2008, p. 19).

Technology has reduced certain job fields and eceaéw ones; as with fast
pacing changes it is hard to predict what exadtigents should be taught (Dede, 1989;
Marzano & Arredondo, 1986). “Certain technolodiese definitely found niches in

education, but the technology of the last two desdths changed schools far less than it
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has the worlds of work, entertainment, and commatimn” (Means & Olson, 1994, para.
2). Students and teachers will need a combinatia@@achnology awareness and problem
solving skills to handle future technologies not gieated. As educators work towards
educating students for jobs not yet created- ctifitenature supports a future workforce
characterized by competition, innovation and o i technologically enhanced
(Apple, 2008; Greenhill et al., 2010; Li, 2007; &siet al., 2012).

In Chapter Three a review of the methodology wiliby the researcher is
presented along with background information forghely school district, demographics,
participants, data collection procedures and daddyais procedures for quantitative and

gualitative data.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

The study school district viewed the iPad devica gschnological tool that could
provide new opportunities and bridge technologysdeft by other technology tools and
devices (District Content Facilitator, personal conmication, April 7, 2011).
“Technology is rapidly changing how we teach and ke learn. Emergent technologies
offer opportunities to understand concepts in deeyten different, and more
meaningful ways” (Dilworth et al., 2012, p. 11)hdpurpose of this study was to
measure the perceptions of administrators, classteachers, and professional support
staff on the use of the iPad device for instrucaod daily educational activities.

This study utilized a mixed methods approach withligative and quantitative
measures to ascertain the perceptions of K-12 ¢ohscas to the usefulness and
effectiveness of the iPad device as a classrootrugi®nal tool. Johnson and
Onwuegbuzie (2004) cited mixed method researclaagXpansive and creative form of
research, not a limiting form of research. Inislusive, pluralistic, and complementary,
and it suggests that researchers take an eclggroach to method selection and the
thinking about and conduct of research” (p. 17he Thixed method approach utilized by
the researcher was a triangulation design (Te2@ll2). “In a triangulation design, the
researcher simultaneously collects both quantéadivd qualitative data, compares the
results, and then uses those findings to see whittlye validate each other” (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006, p. 443). Maxwell (2005) stated tgalation design “reduces the risk that
your conclusions will reflect only the systematiades or limitations of a specific source
or method, and allows you to gain a broader anceraecure understanding of the issues

you are investigating” (pp. 93-94).



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 64

Chapter Three includes a review of the researchadst description of the
research site, background of the school distesearch instruments and materials,
research procedures, and participants.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Hypotheses:

Hoi: Classroom teachers who employ the iPad devieecdassroom- learning tool will
not perceive positive effects on their classroomatsgies and methods as
measured by their ratings on a survey containihixert-type scale.

Ho2: Administrators in schools with teachers who esgghe iPad device as a classroom-
learning tool will not perceive positive effectstbe classroom strategies and
methods of teachers as measured by their ratingssonvey containing a Likert-
type scale.

Hos: Professional support staff who employ the iPadiak as a learning tool will not
perceive positive effects on the strategies andhaust they use to support
classroom instruction as measured by their ratomga survey containing a
Likert-type scale.

Research Questions:

RQ1: How do classroom teachers in the study saflistiict perceive the
usefulness of the iPad device as a classroom-tegataol?

RQ2: How do administrators in the study schoolridisperceive the usefulness of
the iPad as a classroom-learning tool?

RQ3: How do professional support staff in the stadyool district perceive the

usefulness of the iPad as a classroom-learning tool
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RQ4: How do classroom teachers perceive the usefslof professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@asa@ classroom-learning tool in the
study school district?

RQ5: How do administrators perceive the usefuloégsofessional development
to the successful use of the iPad device as arotasslearning tool in the study school
district?

RQ6: How do professional support staff perceiveusefulness of professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@sa@ classroom-learning tool in the
study school district?

The Research Site

The implementation of this study occurred withimM@awest school district
including five elementary schools, two middle sdspone high school, and one
alternative school. The school district was defias a small suburban district with 5,301
students (Executive Secretary, personal commuoitaiuly 16, 2013), 392 teachers,
318 support staff, 58 Special School District Staffd 26 administrators in 2012-2013
(Key Facts 2012-2013, 2012). The student ethnatityre time of this study was 2.2%
Asian, 14% Black, 2.7% Hispanic, 3.4% Multi-Raci@% Native American, .05%
Pacific Islander, and 77% White and 16.3% qualif@dFree and Reduced Lunch
(Executive Secretary, personal communication, I6ly2013) compared to
approximately 46% within the researched state ([@tdDemographic Data, 2013).
Approximately, 12.83% of students were identifiedhvan educational disability

(Executive Secretary, personal communication, 16[y2013).
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The researcher obtained permission from distrifttiafs to conduct research in
the form of an online survey in nine schools artdriniew district content facilitators
located at the district office. The study schastrect purchased iPad devices in the
2010-2011 school year for approximately $15,006{{it Content Facilitator, personal
communication, July 8, 2013) with funds from thetdct technology and the technology
facilitator budgets. The Technology LeadershipupréTLG) consisted of teachers
interested in technology implementation throughadudlistrict buildings and assisted in
making technology purchasing decisions for theridisand assist colleagues in the
implementation of technology used in the classrodimroughout the year, TLG
members were encouraged to utilize the Moodlessite way to pose questions, offer
support and communicate with other TLG membersroegg the iPad. The iPad pilot
concluded with an exit survey administered onlind ereated by the district technology
facilitator for the pilot study. Part of a presaidn to the study school district board of
education, presented a district wide technologyespiconducted in 2011, separate from
the iPad pilot exit survey; results discoverednaf 189 respondents 60% marked “very
willing” and 35% marked “open” to adjusting to g@lap and/or iPad for instruction
(Board of Education, 2012, p. 8).

Interest in the iPad grew throughout the distrigtienced by an increase in
purchase requests of the device the following 22A12 school year (District Content
Facilitator, personal communication, April 7, 201Following the numerous requests,
various district groups received individual iPadides: Library Media Specialists,

Instructional Specialists, Teachers of Gifted Stusieand Building Administrators. In
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addition to the purchased iPads for individualseseschools within the researched
district received iPad carts to for instructionwstudents.

The district operated a three-year cycle technotefyesh in the past and moved
to an annual needs-based assessment structur€0The€012 TLG analyzed potential
scenarios for purchases in preparation for the mnog district technology purchase. A
variety of scenarios were analyzed regarding thacibllesktop computer, MacBook Pro
laptop computer, Mac Mini desktop computer, andliP&he TLG supported the
ongoing use of existing desktop computers, andeaigi@ purchase new 13inch MacBook
Pro Laptops and iPad devices in an effort to mowatds mobile technology integration
(Board of Education, 2013b). A group of teachprsjcipals, and district administrators
met to review the proposal by the TLG and to dgvelo instructional technology vision
for the district. The school board approved tten@upported by the TLG in May 2012
(Board of Education, 2012b, p. 8).

The rollout of iPad devices to teachers begamdwsummer break, 2012, with all
participating teachers receiving iPad devices Byl 2. Each individual received a
required initial training session and optional &ddial training during the 2012-2013
school year. The TLG structure changed in the 2023 school year limiting
participating teachers to two representatives feaich elementary, three representatives
from each middle school, and eight representaftiags the high school. December
2012, after the participants had an opportunitywook with the technology, district
administrators, facilitators, technology staff andmbers from the school board visited
public schools in Springfield, lllinois to obserthee implementation of classroom use of

iPads with a one-to-one student-to-device raticaf@mf Education, 2013b).
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The school board approved the purchase of iPad déivices for TLG members
to utilize with approximately 625 students (Boafdducation, 2013a, p. 9). The TLG
members participated in a “scout” instead of adfjiprogram implementing the iPad
Mini. TLG teachers, students and parents partiegb&n online surveys while building
administrators and technology facilitators conddabservations. Survey results, not a
part of this study, were presented at the May Zxl®ol board meeting with results
supportive of one-to-one iPad implementation. Bseypl rollout of iPad Mini devices
(see Table 1) to selected students were discussbthy 20, 2013 (Board of Education,
2013b, p. 8). The school board approved the rotddiPad devices to all students in the
district beginning August 2013 (Board of Educatia@13b, p. 8).

Table 1.

Student iPad Mini Rollout

2013-2014 2014-2015

Grade Semester 1 Semester 2 Semester 1 Semester 2

K X

1 X

2 X

3 X X

4 X

5 X

6 X

7 X

8 X

9 X

10

11 X

12 X

Note.After a student has received a personal portablieel¢he student will continue to have that specifi
device from year to year and school to school.

The study school district defined a scout programending TLG members out

prior to a larger-scale implementation to gathésnmation, explore possibilities, and
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experience the technology. The collected dataes @io inform decision-making, help
move forward, adjust course if needed, and to @ssgyas smoothly as possible. This
concept is similar to a pilot. The intention behanscout, which differs from a pilot, is to
figure out the best plan of action to move forwaith the technology where a pilot may
or may not implement based on collected data (BoaEHucation, 2013a, p. 9).
Participants

The researcher obtained permission from distffatials to invite participants
from nine schools in the district to complete ahr@survey containing a Likert scale
and open-ended questions, along with the reseasddality to interview district content
facilitators, in February 2012. The researchentified 86 individuals as having an iPad
device or regular access to a cart of iPads. Btadter receiving approval from the
university’'s Institutional Review Board (IRB) foesearch involving human subjects, the
study school district school board coincidentajppived the purchase of iPad devices
for all certified staff. The researcher decidedpen the study to all certified staff and
administrators who met the criteria of having aad®levice.

All teachers, building administrators, and professi staff in possession of a
district iPad device or who regularly accessedraafdPads for classroom use were
contacted by email to participate in an onlineipgrant survey, each role-specific (see
Appendices A, B, and C). All surveys were onlinel @accessed by Survey Monkey,
estimated to take less than 30 minutes to compkliedistrict content facilitators were
contacted and invited to participate in a one-oa-oiterview (see Appendix E) with the
researcher that lasted approximately one hour.p@diicipants received and signed an

informed consent letter. The informed consenetdattdicated no foreseeable risks or



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 70

benefits to participants; noted participation akiatary with the option to withdraw from
the research or choose not to answer any statenagatsll individuals would remain
anonymous in the reporting of results.
Sample Selection

Participants in this study included administratefassroom teachers, professional
support staff, and content facilitators workinghe researched Midwest public school
district at the time of the study. All participanwere in either year one or year two of
iPad device utilization. The research populationsisted of 488 individuals. The
convenience sample consisted of 58 total parti¢gpame administrator, 41 classroom
teachers, 13 professional support staff, and ttiitect content facilitators. The
researcher utilized a convenience sample. Conrneaisampling occurs when
individuals are studied based on availability (fhiked &Wallen, 2006). “In general,
convenience samples cannot be considered repragerdbany population and should
be avoided if at all possible. Unfortunately, stimes they are the only option a
researcher has” (Frankel & Wallen, 2006, p. 100).
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures-Instrument®/aterials Used

Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) noted it is preferredtilize a pre-existing
instrument. The researcher, with the assistantieeafesearcher’s advisor, created the
survey instruments to address the research qusstimhhypothesis statements of the
study. The instruments used to collect primarpdetre all written-response
instruments: Likert-scaled surveys and face-to-fat&views. The researcher utilized a
cross-sectional survey to assess perceptions liagdiee iPad device. Fraenkel and

Wallen noted for a cross-sectional survey “inforiorais collected at just one point in
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time, although the time it takes to collect altioé data may take anywhere from a day to
a few weeks or more” (p. 398).

The researcher created three online role-spestificeys to address three separate
populations: administrators, classroom teacheis panfessional support staff. The
surveys were online and the study school distriotided use of the district professional
Survey Monkey account to the researcher. The tionemitment to complete the survey,
for a specific group, was approximated at 20-30ut@s for a range of 17-27 questions.
Participants were informed, prior to accessingstin&ey link, of their right to not answer
any questions and to withdraw their consent instinely at any time. “Advances in
computer technology in the past 30 years have roaaputer-assisted survey methods
possible” (Bergman, 2008, p. 139). Each onlinesypaired a statement with a Likert
rating scale and an additional open-ended stateamelior question. A Likert scale is an
attitude rating scale and defined by Fraenkel amdléfl (2006) as “similar to rating
scales in form, with words and numbers placed cordinuum. Subjects circle the word
or number that best represents how they feel aheubpics included in the questions or
statements in the scale” (p. 127).

Each survey consisted of no more than 10 setsatédraents with rating scales and
open-ended statements. Participants were restiictehoose only one response for each
Likert scale portion of the survey. Participanerevalso able to skip any Likert-scale,
open-ended statements, and questions.

The researcher utilized an attitude scale fronofsgity agree” to “strongly
disagree” to determine the participant’s percepti@garding the iPad device in relation

to each provided statement. The open-ended pddlmwing each statement allowed
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participants to provide the researcher with furtthetail regarding the participant’s
selection or provide evidence to support a selecti®pen-ended questions allow for
more individualized responses, but they are sonestidifficult to interpret” (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006, p. 403).

The researcher created the questions for facectHderviews with district
content facilitators. Advantages of an interview ‘dhe interviewer can clarify any
guestions that are obscure and also can ask therm#snt to expand on answers that are
particularly important or revealing” (Fraenkel & W, 2006, p. 120). The time
requirement of an interview is a disadvantage (fkak& Wallen, 2006). The researcher
limited the number of questions to reduce the lemgthe interview. Recorded
interviews ranged in time from 11 minutes and 1¢bses to 18 minutes and 14 seconds,
well below the researcher’s 60-minute approximatidhe district content facilitators
were interviewed using questions based on thedtigials for iPad instructional
implementation within the classroom and his/heception(s) of the usage of iPads and
their usefulness in improving instruction; the tygre extent of professional development
provided around the device; and the district ptartéchnology. Each face-to-face
interview was anticipated to take approximatelyn@iutes using a pre-determined list of
interview questions that were recorded and lagarsicribed. Conducting a personal
interview, “is probably the most effective survegtimod for enlisting the cooperation of
the respondents. Rapport can be established,iopesan be clarified, unclear or
incomplete answers can be followed up, and so Brédghkel & Wallen, 2006, pp. 401-

402).
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Instrumentation

The survey prompts, open-ended questions, andzieteiquestions (see
Appendices A, B, C, and E) were created by theareber with the intent to address
hypotheses and research questions or to gatheraj@mfermation or perceptions
regarding the use of the iPad device. RQ1, RQZ,RQd RQ7 addressed the perceived
usefulness of the iPad device as a classroom feataol by classroom teachers,
administrators, professional support staff, antridiscontent facilitators, respectively.
RQ4, RQ5, RQ6, and RQ8 addressed the perceivedlnes$ of professional
development by classroom teachers, administrgtoo$gssional support staff, and
district content facilitators, respectively.oiHo2, andHgzaddressed the effects of the
iPad on classroom strategies measured by survegsdiy classroom teachers,
administrators, and professional support staff.

Table 2 represents the alignment with each questigmompt with the

appropriate study Research Question or Hypothesis.
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Table 2.
Alignment for Survey Prompts, Open-Ended Questeama Interview Questions
Instrument Question Alignment
Classroom Teacher Survey 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,10 o1 H
Classroom Teacher Survey la. 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 4&4bBb, 6a, RQ1

6b, 10a, 10b
Classroom Teacher Survey 7a, 7b, 8a RQ4
Classroom Teacher Survey 8,9, 9a, General
Administrator Survey 1,2,3,45,7 oH
Administrator Survey la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 4a, 4b, 5a, 2RQ
Administrator Survey 6a, 6b, 7a, RQ5
Administrator Survey 6, 8, 8a General
Professional Support Staff Survey 1,2,3,6,7 oz H
Professional Support Staff Survey la, 1b, 2a, Ba68, 7a, 7b RQ3
Professional Support Staff Survey da RQ6
Professional Support Staff Survey 4,5, 5a General
District Content Facilitator Interview 1, 2, 3, 4 QR
District Content Facilitator Interview 5 RQ8
District Content Facilitator Interview 6 General
Technology Facilitator Interview 1,2,3,4 RQ7
Technology Facilitator Interview 5 RQ8
Technology Facilitator Interview 6 General

Tables 3-5 state the survey prompts and opdeequestions for the three role-

specific surveys: Classroom Teacher, Administrand Professional Support Staff.
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Table 3.
Classroom Teacher Survey Prompts and Open-EndesdtiQug
Question Type
= | used iPad devices regularly with my studenthiendlassroom. Prompt
= One way | use the iPad device with my students peled
= | find it easy to use the iPad as an instructialeadice in the Prompt
classroom.
= The iPad is easiest to use when Open-ended
= A problem | have encountered with using the iPachyn Open-ended
classroom
» The iPad is a valuable tool for improving my classn Prompt
instruction.
= One of the most valuable aids to my instructiomfrasing the Open-ended
iPad is
= One way the iPad could be made more valuable agdlan my Open-ended
instruction is
= The iPad replaces other technology in my classroom. Prompt
= One piece of technology which the iPad replaced is Open-ended
= The iPad’s main value as technology in my classr@m Open-ended
= My students are able to use the iPad device withimal or no Prompt
training.
= One way that my students have learned on theirtowase the Open-ended
iPad device is
= My students could have used the following kind@slraning Open-ended
= My students are using the iPad device to guide then Prompt
learning.
= For example, one way they show responsibility feirt own Open-ended
learning is
= One concern | have with the iPad as a self-direletaiching Open-ended
device is
= The training | received in using the iPad devica atassroom- Prompt
learning tool was effective.
= My training in use of the iPad was particularly fusen Open-ended
= | could have used additional training in the areafs Open-ended
= | have sought out information from others on tleaiperiences Prompt
with the iPad.
= My best source of information was Open-ended
= | am aware of the district expectations on usdefiPad in my Prompt
classroom.
= What does the district expect for teacher use ®iad in the Open-ended
classroom?
» The iPad has caused me to change my classroomegitmand Prompt
methods.
= One instructional strategy that is new or | havenged is Open-ended
= The iPad has not affected my classroom methodstaattgies, Open-ended

however | find it most useful for
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Table 4.
Administrator Survey Prompts and Open-Ended Questio
Question Type
= My teachers use the iPad device regularly in thessbom with  Prompt
students to improve learning.
= One example of teachers doing this is Open-ended
= One problem teachers face with using the iPadarcthissroom Open-ended
regularly is
= The iPad device has replaced other available téogpaools in  Prompt
my school.
= One technology tool that the iPad device has replas Open-ended
= Teachers believe that the iPad is an effectivetmake in their Prompt
classrooms.
= Some of the comments from teachers are Open-ended
= Students appear to be using the iPad device Wild dir no Prompt
guidance.
= An example or two of this is Open-ended
= One way to increase student self-directed useeoiRad device Open-ended
would be
= The iPad device allows students to take respoitgikolr Prompt
guiding their own learning.
= What is an example that shows students taking ressipiity for Open-ended
their own learning using an iPad?
= The training my teachers received in using the ikadce as an Prompt
educational tool in the classroom was effective.
= This is evident based upon the following observetio Open-ended
= Training could have been better if it included Omnded
= | have sought out information from other principafsthe use of Prompt
the iPad by their teachers.
= Some of the comments from my colleagues are Opdaeen
= My teachers and | are aware of the school dissriexpectations Prompt
on use of the iPad in our building.
*= One of the expectations for the administrator’'s iiel Open-ended
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Table 5.
Professional Support Staff Survey Prompts and (peared Questions
Question Type
= | use the iPad device regularly to facilitate, endeg and Prompt
improve job functions.
= What is one of the most effective ways that usingRad Open-ended
device facilitates, enhances, and improves youfyabtions?
= The iPad could be more effective if it Open-ended

The iPad device has replaced other available téagpdools in Prompt
my job.

One technology tool that the iPad device has replas Open-ended
The iPad device is easy for me to use in my job. onpit

| find that the iPad device is easiest to use when Open-ended
One difficulty | have experienced with the usetw tPad in my Open-ended
job is

| have sought out information from other sourcesising the  Prompt

iPad in my job.

Where did you find the best source of information? Open-ended

| am aware of the district expectations on usénefiPad for my Prompt

job.

What does the district expect for use of the iPagbuur job? Open-ended
My daily functions have changed since | began uamglad Prompt
device for my job.

How have your daily functions changed? Open-ended
The iPad is useful to me as | assist teachers ppoove their Prompt
classroom instruction.

One example of my use of an iPad to support teachalassro Open-ended
instruction is

One reason why the iPad has not been useful tmmassisting Open-ended
teachers to improve their classroom instruction is

Tables 6-7 present the District Content Facilitdnderview Questions and the

Technology Facilitator Interview Questions.
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Table 6.

Technology Facilitator Interview Questions

Question

* Now that the iPad device has been introduced heactassroom as a learning tool, what
are your perceptions of its usefulness?

= How has the use of the iPad device affected teathkrssroom strategies and methods
within the school district?

= Are there particular iPad functions that you peredb be more effective for classroom
use?

= Have you compared the iPad to other district teldgyotools for classroom use? What
are your findings? Have teachers within the distdommented on their use of
technology within the district?

= Can you describe the type and extent of profeskideelopment provided for teacher
use of the iPad device in the classroom? Has gsimfeal development had an impact on
the use and effectiveness of the iPad as an inistna¢ tool?

= Does the district have a broader plan for use @fiffad as an instructional device in the
classroom? What is the current status of the plan?

Table 7.

District Content Facilitator Interview Questions

Question

= Now that the iPad device has been introduced h#actassroom as a learning tool, what
are your perceptions of its usefulness?

= How has the use of the iPad device affected clagsiteaching strategies and methods
within the district as gathered from the teachers?

= Are there particular iPad functions that you pered¢b be most effective for classroom
use?

= Have you compared the iPad as a classroom tool atitér district technology tools?
What have you found? Have teachers within theridistommented on their use of
technology?

= Can you describe the type and extent of profeskibeselopment provided for teacher
use of the iPad device in the classrooms? Haptbissional development had an
impact on the use and effectiveness of the iPahdsstructional tool?

= Are you aware of an overall district plan for theewf classroom technology within the
district? What is the status of the district plan?

Data Analysis Procedure

Prior to beginning the university IRB applicatiar tonducting research
involving human subjects, the researcher gaineapipeoval from the superintendent of
the researched school district to examine the tiggads in district classrooms. The

researcher also discussed the intended projectingtiAssistant Superintendent of
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Curriculum and Instruction and informally intervied/the district content facilitator
regarding the iPad pilot in 2011 to gather infonmrafor the IRB application and to
secure permission to utilize the district’s profesal Survey Monkey account to
administer online questionnaires. The researa@pteted the university’s IRB
application which included research questions gimbthesis statements; background of
the study; researcher created survey instrumertkeiform of questionnaires (see
Appendices A, B, and C), attitude rating scalesiatetview questions (see Appendix
E); and signed letters of permission to conduaassh in the school district. The
researcher obtained approval from the universigB in May 2012.

The study school district approved the purchasPad devices for all certified
staff in May 2012, shortly after the researcheeneed IRB approval. Due to the
potential to administer survey instruments to geapopulation, the researcher decided
to wait to conduct research until later in the 2@023 school year. In March 2013, the
researcher prepared the three online role-spestifieeys utilizing the professional
Survey Monkey account of the district.

The researcher emailed the request for partiop#o the researched population
during the last week of March 2013. The email aor@d a recruitment letter, informed
consent, and contact information for the researahdrthe researcher’s university.
Individuals replied to the researcher indicatingiitinterest to participate in the study.
The researcher then replied to each email recamddrovided the option for
participants to print, sign and return to the reslaer the attached signed consent form or
receive a printed copy of the consent form, witletarn envelope provided to the

researcher. Once the researcher received thedsogmsent forms, the participants were
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emailed one of the three online survey instrum@kslbased upon the participant’s
district position. The researcher organized pigndint information in an Excel
spreadsheet to track the role-specific surveysikt to participants. Once the researcher
received the signed consent form from the partidiphe researcher signed, made a copy
and sent the copy of the signed consent to thecjpamt. The researcher had no
knowledge of the identity of potential participamtso completed the online survey link,
as no identifying information was collected durihg survey.

The researcher contacted district content faailisatind the assistant
administrator of teaching and learning to arrangenterview dependent upon the
participant’s availability. The first interview ogrred during the third week in May. The
researcher sent a reminder regarding the schethibrdiew the day prior as
confirmation, and provided a copy of the interviguestions to research participants (see
Appendix E). At the time of the study, three ddigi participants had the title of District
Content Facilitator. For the purpose of this stutlg researcher defined one of the
District Content Facilitators as a District Techogy Facilitator due to role-specific
responsibilities related to the iPad pilot and iBedut. Each interviewee was asked six
similar questions with slight variances betweendis¢rict content facilitators and the
district technology facilitator.

Due to a low-response rate, the researcher rasemnetjuest for participation in
the online survey during the second week of May,@nd continued to follow the
procedures outlined with the first request. Thseeagcher sent reminders to participants
to complete the survey or return the signed confeent. Nulty (2008) noted, “In

general, online surveys are much less likely toeaghresponse rates as high as surveys
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administered on paper—despite the use of varioastipes to lift them” (p. 302).
Unfortunately, the second try resulted in anotbar-tesponse rate, therefore the
researcher emailed the district Superintendentlamdssistant Superintendent of
Curriculum and Instruction in June, 2013, and neagipermission to resend the survey a
third time. The final request resulted in addiabresponses, however the rate of return
remained low. Survey link access remained opeihthetsecond week of July, 2013.
Online survey collection provided an overall 11.3@%55) response rate from the
research population (see Table 8).

Table 8.

Online Survey Response Rate

Classroom Professional

Teachers Administrators Support Staff
Research Population 422 18 44
Participants 41 1 13
Response Rate 9.71% 5.56% 29.55%

The researcher transcribed each personal inteméearded on the researcher’s
district issued iPad with the App “Super Note”, amht the interviewee a copy of the
transcription for verification. The researcher adoaded the recorded interviews onto
her personal laptop. The researcher downloadedatsefrom the three surveys from the
district’s professional Survey Monkey account. Sltaneous data analysis occurred
with interview transcriptions and online surveyalat

The researcher reviewed secondary data provideklebgistrict from the iPad
pilot exit survey administered to the district Teology Leadership Group (TLG) in
2011 by the district content facilitator of theqghil The survey consisted of questions to

assess the teachers’ experiences with and pemsmidhe usefulness of the iPad device
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as an instructional tool. The TLG consisted ohd@nbers, with 28 members completing
the iPad exit survey, resulting in a 58.33% respoag. Responses indicated 39.3% of
participants specified a workload shift of 50% arsrenfrom the laptop to the iPad.
Participants also noted daily, or several timeay (64.3%) for iPad usage in the
classroom; and daily, or several times a day, @Y #r work purposes outside the
school day. Participant responses noted the aot&afari App (82.19%) daily, or
several times a day. Participant responses regptasks executed daily, and several
times a day, noted gradebook (46.5%), email (85, &% web browsing (81.5%) as
tasks most frequently completed. Participantscaigid (78.6%) the iPad as relevant or
very relevant to the technology future of the distr Responses indicated 75%
support/strongly support one-to-one implementatowrieachers-to-device and 57.1%
support/strongly support for one-to-one implemaatator students-to-device.

The researcher received IRB approval to utilizetamthl secondary data from
the Moodle site online forum, available to the TH@&ing the 2011 iPad pilot. This site
served as an avenue for TLG participants to posstipns, their perceptions, and
suggestions regarding the iPad device and itsifumet The researcher did not access the
data or utilize the Moodle secondary data. Theaesher believed the Moodle secondary
data to be relevant at the time of the IRB requestever due to the age of the data the
researcher believed it to not be relevant anymstha study school district moved to
one-to-one teacher implementation and to one-tostuent implementation. The
researcher acknowledged the potential for the Moedtondary data to be
overwhelming to process due to the quantity anceskedged the need to complete the

project before more technological change occumetie study school district.
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Data Analysis

This research study utilized a mixed methods amprazcluding both qualitative
and quantitative data to measure the perceptioadministrators, teachers and
professional support staff. “Educational reseancheasingly is and should be a mixture
of quantitative and qualitative approaches” (Frati8kWallen, 2006, p. 430). Data
collection included a triangulation of both qudita and quantitative data collected,
compared and utilized to support the findings (Rka¢ & Wallen, 2006).

Quantitative data was collected from participarasikings of their responses to
Likert scales for each of the statements contaiimélde role-specific online surveys. All
responses were tallied based on combining “agneé™strongly agree” as positive
responses, and “disagree” and “strongly disagreeiegative responses. zAest for
difference in proportions was applied to Null Hyipesis # 1 to check for potential
statistical differences between the percentagesitige responses and the percentage of
negative responses, with regard to effects onrmdass strategies. Due to small sample
size, a Chi Square for homogeneity in proportios aaplied to the Null Hypothesis # 3
to check for differences in positive and negatieecpption of effect on teacher choice of
classroom strategies and methods. The rejectionmirejection of this hypothesis was
validated through additional application of theest for difference in proportion to the
same data. The researcher organized quantitadbeefor thez-test and Chi Square in an
excel spreadsheet. Due to a low response ratedadministrator survey, the researcher
was unable to apply statistical testing to Null diesis # 2. Null Hypothesis # 2 will

only be discussed in terms of observable data.
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The researcher received IRB approval to tally respse to the statements
contained in the iPad pilot exit survey in 2011 bamng “agree” with “strongly agree”
to verify a positive response to the pilot trainprggram. The researcher also received
IRB approval to tally responses to the statememtsained in the 2011 iPad pilot exit
survey to determine a ranking of the responsesdb@seombining “disagree” with
“strongly disagree” to verify a negative resporséhee pilot training program. The
researcher intended to perforra-test for difference in proportions to measure ssfiae
statistical difference between the percentage sitipe responses and the percentage of
negative responses to survey statements. Howadwerto the low number of participants
and structure of the iPad pilot exit survey, treescher was unable to conduettast
for difference in proportions and chose to preseatdata descriptively in this chapter
instead. The researcher also determined the ilRacegit survey in 2011 did not directly
relate to current use in the classroom therefaeeltita was not formally analyzed. A
descriptive summary of pertinent data follows irbles 9, 10, and 11.
Descriptive Results of iPad Pilot Exit Survey

Tables 9-11 are a partial representation of thd p#lat exit survey with a portion

of the results displayed and only descriptive digplayed.
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Table 9.

How Regularly did you Access the Following App¥oar iPad?

several times a day daily weekly infrequently aball
Pages 0.0% 7.4% 22.2% 44.4% 25.9%
Keynote 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 32.1% 53.6%
Numbers 0.0% 0.0% 10.7% 28.6% 60.7%
iBooks 0.0% 21.4%  28.6% 25.0% 25.0%
Safari 57.1% 25.0%  17.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Note: n = 28; Exit Survey Question # 4.

Table 10.

How Regularly did you Carry out the Following TasksYour iPad?

several times aday daily weekly infrequently aball
GradeBook 28.6% 17.9% 17.9% 21.4% 14.3%
PIV 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 20.8% 75.0%
MLP 0.0% 7.7% 7.7% 46.2% 38.5%
Safari Montage 3.8% 3.8% 7.7% 30.8% 53.8%
App Store exploring 10.7% 32.1% 50.0% 7.1% 0.0%
Email 60.7% 25.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Web browsing 59.3% 22.2% 18.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Video viewing 18.5% 11.1% 33.3% 22.2% 14.8%
eBook reading 7.1% 17.9% 25.0% 28.6% 21.4%
Note Taking 11.1% 11.1% 44.4% 14.8% 18.5%
Document creation 3.6% 10.7% 10.7% 50.0% 25.0%
Presentation creation 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 35.7% 50.0%
Note: n = 28; Exit Survey Question # 6.
Table 11.

How Much Support Would you Offer the Following Hyyedical iPad Initiatives?

Strongly Very Rating

support Support Indifferent  Unnecessarynnecessary Average
PD support 48.1% 40.7% 7.4% 3.7% 0.0% 4.33
Classroom sets 55.6% 25.9% 14.8% 3.7% 0.0% 4.33
1-1 for teachers 50.0% 25.0% 14.3% 7.1% 3.6% 411
1-1 for students 25.0% 32.1% 10.7% 25.0% 7.1% 3.43

Note: n = 28; Exit Survey Question # 9.
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Qualitative data collected from the research pigditts including: open-ended
guestions contained in the three role-specificrenurveys and responses to personal
interviews with the district’s content facilitatongere coded to identify any emerging
themes. Maxwell (2005) stated the goal of datangpoh qualitative research is to
“rearrange the [responses] into categories thditéde [a] comparison between things in
the same category and that aid in the developnfaheoretical concepts” (p. 96).
Summary

The researcher completed a mixed methods stuchessure the perceptions of
administrators, teachers, and professional sugpaifton the use of the iPad for
instruction and daily educational activities. Deatdlection occurred from March, 2013-
July, 2013. Survey Instruments included a Likegls survey, open-ended statements
and personal interview. Survey data collectedn@Wwas secured on the researched
districts protected Survey Monkey account. Reocdideerviews were housed on the
researcher’s district issued, passcode lockeddeaite, and on the researcher’s personal
password protected MacBook Pro laptop device, hattkups located on the researcher’s
personal password protected external hard drive.

The purpose of Chapter Three was to explain th@odelogy of this mixed
methods study, provide background of the researsbledol district, describe the sample,
and explain the data collection instruments and daglyses. In the next chapter, the

qualitative and quantitative results will be presen
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Chapter Four: Results

The purpose of this study was to measure the pegoospof administrators,
teachers, and professional support staff on thetge iPad for instruction and daily
educational activities. All research participantse from one Midwest school district.
At the time of this study, the researched schosifidt was comprised of 392 teachers,
318 support staff, 58 Special School District Staffd 26 administrators in 2012-2013
(Key Facts 2012-2013, 2012). For the purposeisfrésearch, the researcher organized
eligible participants into three groups: classrdeachers, administrators, and
professional support staff. Redistribution of §ta€cording to the roles specified by the
researcher, are outlined in Table 12. The reseantilized a mixed methods approach
with role-specific online surveys, containing twpes of questions, Likert scale and
open-ended; and face-to-face interviews. The reBeaapplied descriptive and
statistical analysis to the quantitative data abdd from the three role-specific online
surveys. The researcher coded and organized thieonegjualitative sources of open-
ended questions and face-to-face interviews. dlpter will present the research
guestions and hypothesis statements, outlineceiptivious chapter, with the

guantitative and qualitative data.

Table 12.
Population and Research Population Comparison
Classroom Professional
Teachers Administrators Support Staff
Population 392 26 *
Research Population 422 18 44

Note.Population numbers do not account for special alothistrict employees or district individuals not
categorized at teachers.



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 88

Data Analysis

Participant responses to the role-specific onlumeeys yielded quantitative and
gualitative responses. The researcher utilizeondine survey site, Survey Monkey, to
administer and organize survey data collectionlin@rsurvey collection provided an
overall 11.36% (n=55) response rate from the rebegaopulation. Interviews were
scheduled and conducted from May 2013 to July 20dtrview participation response
rate yielded 75% (n=3). Recorded interview timesged from 11 minutes and 12
seconds to 18 minutes and 14 seconds. The researghscribed the recorded interview
and provided each participant a copy of the trapson for approval. Results of
guantitative and qualitative data in relation tpbtheses statements and research
guestions were organized and presented by thercbsealefined role-specific

participant groups.

Table 12.
Population and Research Population Comparison
Classroom Professional
Teachers Administrators Support Staff
Population 392 26 *
Research Population 422 18 44

Note.Population numbers do not account for special slothistrict employees or district individuals not
categorized at teachers.

District population does not categorize individuatgording to their role, as the
researcher did to create the professional supfadftggoup. For these two reasons, the
research population for the classroom teacherdawger than the population. *is
denoted due to the researcher categorized indiMdisaprofessional support staff where
as the district may have counted those individunathe classroom teacher population or

not accounted for them based on their role.
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Classroom Teachers

For the purpose of this study the researcher déftlessroom teachers as
individuals who were in the regular routine of teiag a classroom of students. The
teachers in the research population were elemetdachers, middle and secondary
grade specific teachers, content specific teackpes;ial area teachers, instructional
specialists, teachers of gifted students, and apschool district teachers. For the
purpose of this research, the group defined asrdam teachers had a population of 422
and yielded a participant response rate of 9.7C¥assroom teacher survey questions
(see Appendix A) addressed Null Hypothesis gd;\HResearch Question 1 (RQ1) and
Research Question 4 (RQ4).

Hoi: Classroom teachers who employ the iPad devieecdésssroom-learning tool will
not perceive positive effects on their classroomatsgies and methods as measured by
their ratings on a survey containing a Likert-tyoale.

Classroom teacher survey statement. 1l used iPad devices regularly with my
students in the classroonthe researcher appliedzdest for difference in proportion in
comparing the percentage of positive perceptidheégercentage of negative perception.
The test value 2.210 was compared to the critiahles +1.96 and -1.96. The researcher
rejected the null hypothesis, and supported tlegradte hypothesis. There was a
significant difference; the proportion of disagresrwith this survey prompt was
significantly higher than the proportion of agreeme

Classroom teacher survey statement. 2 find it easy to use the iPad as an
instructional device in the classroorithe researcher appliedzdest for difference in

proportion in comparing the percentage of positigeception to the percentage of
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negative perception. The test value -2.210 waspeoed to the critical values +1.96 and
-1.96. The researcher rejected the null hypothasid supported the alternate
hypothesis. There was a significant difference;gloportion of agreement with this
survey prompt was significantly higher than thegambion of disagreement.

Classroom teacher survey statement.3The iPad is a valuable tool for
improving my classroom instructioffhe researcher appliedzdest for difference in
proportion in comparing the percentage of posipigeception to the percentage of
negative perception. The test value -5.352 was eoeabto the critical values +1.96 and -
1.96. The researcher rejected the null hypothasi$ supported the alternate hypothesis.
There was a significant difference; the proportibagreement with this survey prompt
was significantly higher than the proportion ofatjssement.

Classroom teacher survey statement 4The iPad replaces other technology in
my classroom.The researcher appliedzdest for difference in proportion in comparing
the percentage of positive perception to the péagenof negative perception. The test
value 2.141 was compared to the critical value96-and -1.96. The researcher rejected
the null hypothesis, and supported the alterngpetimesis. There was a significant
difference; the proportion of disagreement witts thurvey prompt was significantly
higher than the proportion of agreement.

Classroom teacher survey statement.5My students are able to use the iPad
device with minimal or no trainingThe researcher appliedzdest for difference in
proportion in comparing the percentage of posipigeception to the percentage of
negative perception. The test value -5.212 waspeoed to the critical values +1.96 and

-1.96. The researcher rejected the null hypothesid supported the alternate
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hypothesis. There was a significant difference;gloportion of agreement with this
survey prompt was significantly higher than thegandion of disagreement.

Classroom teacher survey statement 8My students are using the iPad device
to guide their own learningThe researcher appliedzdest for difference in proportion
in comparing the percentage of positive percepathe percentage of negative
perception. The test value 0.485 was comparedetaritical values +1.96 and -1.96.
There was not a significant difference. The redsardid not reject the null hypothesis,
and did not support the alternate hypothesis. ©bbéy, the proportion of disagreement
with this survey prompt was higher than the praparbf agreement; however, the
difference was not statistically significant.

Classroom teacher survey statement 7The training | received in using the
iPad device as a classroom-learning tool was effectThe researcher appliedzdest
for difference in proportion in comparing the pemage of positive perception to the
percentage of negative perception. The test V@ak@5 was compared to the critical
values +1.96 and -1.96. There was not a signifiddference. The researcher did not
reject the null hypothesis, and did not supportaiternate hypothesis. Observably, the
proportion of disagreement with this survey promps higher than the proportion of
agreement; however the difference was not staigtisignificant.

Classroom teacher survey statement. 8 have sought out information from
others on their experiences with the iPalthe researcher appliedzdest for difference
in proportion in comparing the percentage of pesiperception to the percentage of
negative perception. The test value -8.602 waspeoed to the critical values +1.96 and

-1.96. The researcher rejected the null hypothasid supported the alternate
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hypothesis. There was a significant difference;gloportion of agreement with this
guestion survey prompt was significantly highemtlize proportion of disagreement;
specifically the entire sample was in agreemernt tie survey prompt.

Classroom teacher survey statement 9. am aware of the district expectations
on use of the iPad in my classrooithe researcher appliedzdest for difference in
proportion in comparing the percentage of posipigeception to the percentage of
negative perception. The test value 0 was compar#tk critical values +1.96 and -
1.96. There was not a significant difference. Téwearcher did not reject the null
hypothesis, and did not support the alternate hgsi$. Observably, the proportion of
disagreement with this survey prompt was the sasrtbeaproportion of agreement.

Classroom teacher survey statement 10The iPad has caused me to change my
classroom strategies and method$ie researcher appliedzdest for difference in
proportion in comparing the percentage of posipigeception to the percentage of
negative perception. The test value -0.235 waspeoed to the critical values +1.96 and
-1.96. There was not a significant difference e Tésearcher did not reject the null
hypothesis, and did not support the alternate thgsis. Observably, the proportion of
agreement with this question survey prompt wasérigian the proportion of
disagreement; however the difference was not staily significant.

Summary of classroom teacher survey statementfter totaling all classroom
teacher responses the researcher organized arajaddahe total percentage for
agreement and averaged the total percentage fagrdsment. The researcher applied a
z-test for difference in proportion in comparing tercentage of positive perception to

the percentage of negative perception. The tégev.774 was compared to the critical
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values +1.96 and -1.96. There was not a signifiddference. The researcher did not
reject the null hypothesis, and did not supportaiternate hypothesis. Observably, the
proportion of agreement with this survey prompt Wwagher than the proportion of
disagreement; however the difference was not staily significant.

Classroom teacher qualitative dataThe classroom teacher survey contained 17
open-ended statements (see Appendix A). The dseraransferred responses into an
Excel spreadsheet, coded and identified seven thé&wom the open-ended responses to
address Research Question 1 and Research Questidre4hemes were: Applications
(Apps); access; teacher tool; student tool; defuinetions; iPad replacing technology;
and professional development. Additional outlregrhes emerged and are discussed in
relationship to specific research questions.

Research Question 1How do classroom teachers in the study schooticlist
perceive the usefulness of the iPad device asssi@am-learning tool?The researcher
transferred responses into an Excel spreadshekid@nd identified the emergent
themes from open-ended statements to address Blesgaestion 1.

Applications (Apps). Participants indicated apps, and named specifps,&s one
way they used the iPad with students. One respamiged, “| use speech apps with
speech impaired students. They provide word itspecific sounds in specific
positions in words.” Another respondent citeduke of a specific app for a project as an
“iMovie for commercials”. Apps emerged as a thantkcating when the iPad was
easiest to use. Participants stated the iPad agsst to use when “We have the apps
that we need”; “Ap[p]s are appropriate and reqtese work arounds”; “I have the same

apps the students do and we can mirror what wedang on our ActivBoard”; and
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“The app is already loaded and available. Thelmn't have to find one for the project
first before | can get it installed and plan thesken.”

Participants cited apps as a way to enhance anesgbas a way to make the
iPad more valuable to instruction. “Honestly, thest valuable piece of the iPads to my
instruction currently is the excitement they pravidr the students. They love [with
emphasis] using them. The variety of applicatithrad fit within our curriculum is great
as well.” Participant responses indicated iPadampld be more valuable to instruction
with “Better apps” and “Having more apps made aldé to students more efficiently.”
A handful of responses noted limitations to frepsawith the desire to be able to also
purchase apps. One respondent noted, “being @bleet more apps that cost money”
was as a way the iPad could be more valuable touct®n. Several responses indicated
the need for apps to connect with content or culwim. Responses included “more apps
were available through the district, purchased thasecurriculum”; “if apps were
developed for specific content knowledge in accocgawith curricula”; “a list of tried
and true apps to go with our curriculum” and “Inthit would be great to have a bank of
applications that work for each curriculum area/timat we can pull from district wide.”

Participants also noted problems associated wipis auch as “The ap|[p]s are
limited in what they can do or confusing for theartech kids.” Participants noted
problems encountered with apps such as gettinggps on all devices and the cost
associated with paid apps, “Apps are a pain togedll the iPads. And they are
expensive!!l” Responses also indicated the neettdming around the usage of apps in
the classroom. One respondent indicated a traimaegl on “appropriate/viable Apps to

use with the kids.”
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Access. Responses noted the use of the iPad to accesmtand the Internet.
One participant stated, “The quick individual accsresources and [l]nternet
information, and the ability to access new educagivperiences to reinforce newly
acquired information” as the main value of the iRadthe classroom. Other participants
noted the value of the iPad as a research tobkrclassroom. Responses included,
“Access to a lot of resources” and “Linking studeap to another source for reference,
learning proper research methods, etc.”

Responses also indicated issues with accessingraamtline due to filtering,

Wifi connections, or “some technology glitch.” Oresponse indicated the need to
address filtering and the different level of neatithe high school, middle school and
elementary school levels, while another respondeted, “The many filters the school
has on the wi-fi makes it difficult to access tipgpds that would provide the most for my
students.”

Teacher tool. Participants cited use of the device for teadady functions such
as communication, attendance, lesson planningearadl. Participant responses
included “I take attendance”; “I don’t really ugdar instruction purposes. | may search
for lesson ideas on the iPad”; and “Recording aiee, notes and playing music.”
Another participant noted a value of the iPad awiig a flexible device available all of
the time that can be used in so many ways.” Oaehtr function noted was an
application to assessment. One participant indtcassessment “using the video
option.” While other participant responses notestructional value from the iPad as
“feedback to students and ongoing assessment ositegjn apps” and “Being able to

record students doing a task to show them.”
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Participants also noted the use of the device toih@nt and create a digital
record of student work and classroom happeningse farticipant cited the iPad as
“handy for making pictures and videos of my studenrtd their work” while another
respondent indicated “taking more pictures/videlodass activities and great learning
moments and sharing them with students and par&msp[ing] digital records of
student conferences.” Respondents also indicatedhange to instructional practices.

Student tool. Participants noted student learning with the ilPaghrious forms
from one-on-one with the teacher; one-on-one wighiPad; small group; and learning
centers. Participants cited the iPad device ag®tas use as a tool for students when
“every student has one”; “when working one on ol & student’; “in a small group
discussion”; and “they are all doing the same@itapp.” Respondents noted the iPad
provided opportunities for individualized instruii “It provides individual instructions
to each student and allows choice”; “It gives thealents individual instruction on a
particular technique”; and “[the] [a]bility of stedts to move through tasks at [their] own
pace or for tasks to be more readily differentidtedstudents.” One participant
indicated a change to their instruction as “Allogr/tie kids to present material in
whatever way works best for them with technolo@jat was not always possible in
everyday instruction.” Participants noted the niednore devices or noticed the lack of
devices available. Responses indicated, “if athgfstudents had regular access to their
own iPads”; “if there were more iPads to go aroyraaid “Multiple iPads within the
classroom being available for further student wesetvays for the iPad to be more

valuable for instruction.
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Numerous responses regarding the value of theaRawistruction indicated the
iPad provided student engagement and motivati@sp&nses included “kids love
technology”; “motivates kids”; “student motivatigrénd “student engagement.”
Additional respondents noted, “It increased studeigiagement and allowed students to
use more ways to show their work” and “how engagyedl excited the students [were]
when using the iPad”; “Student engagement increabes using iPads in the
classroom...The technology skills that are taughtevinsing iPads will provide the 21st
century skills that students need to compete ilobalzed job market.”

Students have become teachers of the teacher laedstadents. One respondent
stated a value of the iPad as “being able to siealenology with the students and having
them teach me things to be used in the classrodndther respondent stated students
already knew how to use the iPad and “They senotmine to me and teach me things!”

The iPad was easy to use when students were famitiathe device as noted by
several participants. Responses included, “Theestis already know what they are
doing or looking for without much teaching”; “Theudents have had time to explore and
already understand the basic functions of the dui[ Participants also commented on
the readiness of the learner contributed to the ehase. “The students are ready to be
learners themselves [and] listen and think.”

Participants believed students learned on their tmwrse the iPad device from a
variety of sources. Several participants notedrtevice knowledge as the way students
have learned to use the iPad on their own. Reggadnsluded, “some students are quite
savvy with technology while others lack exposuréestthnology other than at school.

Even for students, who appear knowledgeable, trereometimes gaps or holes in what
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they know”; “Many have iPhones. The concept issame”; and “they have handheld
phones that are also app-driven.” Several otheiicgzants cited student practices as
how students have learned on their own. Respatatsd; “Allowing them to
experiment and see what works best”; “Having timelay around with them”; and
“through trial and error and consulting with eathes.” A few participants cited home
as student’s source of learning. “They either hitieen at home or have phones” and
“iPads are prevalent in many homes and smartphanmeeslso very accessible to our
students it seems.” Other participants notektimeviedge of others as how students
have learned to use the iPad. Responses indisatdents learned “by asking friends for
help” and “from other students who have iPad knogée”

Participants noted students were able to show nssipibity for their learning.
Responses noted that using an iPad shifted thens#glity for learning by locating
information sources. One respondent stated, “Mgestits were pretty good at finding
more places for information on the web.” Anothespgondent noted, “if they have a
guestion that we can’t answer they will often gahte iPad and use it as reference
material.” Participants cited students initiatlagrning “by taking the lead and wanting
to show how they got to an answer.” Other respotsdeiewed students showing
responsibility by appropriate use of the devicédmlecting appropriate apps” and “Most
students follow my direction and use them for usesapproved.” Additional responses
indicated student documentation of work with theide by “using the iPad to record
their assignments”; and “their photo documentasibares their content understanding of

instruction provided.”
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Participant responses indicated students could benefited from additional
training with the iPad. Several participants najederal functions of the device as area
topic for student training. Respondents speciffaabted students needed “the basics on
the apps that were provided to them”; “strategegssfving the battery and organizing
their notes and work”; and “basic finger maneuvgrinA few participants noted the
need for additional training with apps. One resjsont stated, “Useful application
hunting to find apps that they will use purpossflillOther responses noted researching
skills; Internet safety; and procedures and expiectsias areas for training. Several
participants indicated students did not need aaltaitraining or did not know what
training students needed. Responses indicatedréddlyy anything; they pretty much are
tech savvy”; “I haven't used them enough to knoe @imswer to this”; and “not sure at
this time.”

The iPad as a self-directed learning device presetincerns for participants.
The majority of responses addressed inapproprsgeand appropriate use. Responses
included, “ensuring each child’s safety and appedgly utilizing the device in a secure
fashion”; “students stumbling across inappropr@etent”; and “it can be hard to
monitor inappropriate use.” Other concerns regaydtudent use was the device as a
distraction. Responses indicated “students plagamges when they should be following
along in class” and “many students are distractathbse games are easier to access and
free compared to the learning tools.”

Devicefunctions. Participants noted overall ease of use as pesiiswvell as a
variety of specific tasks or functions of the iP&@he iPad is so simple to use. Students

are familiar with their own iPads, iPods, and iPé®Bo they quickly pick up the school
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iPads and can use them efficiently.” Device fumsi were cited as valuable to
instruction. One response indicated, “Gives sttidary access to books and labs
without having to carry around all the papers,’efithe mobile and portable aspect of the
device is commonly associated as a positive feattits mobility. | imagine that it will
replace both desktop and laptop computers. #'lhtportant that we have a strong
system for mirroring iPads to the [A]ctivboard filgmonstration”; “They are small and
the students can keep them on their desks”; “mglwhi recording grades as | walk
around from student to student. | can also checlemgil on the go”; “It is smaller and
potentially easier to use than a laptop” and “coneet portable technology.” Other
responses regarding portability related to “udeoahe. Convenient portable
technology.”

The reflection tool and camera tool were cited nome times as useful functions
of the device. One participant noted these tofaisdocumenting classroom
topics/materials, movie maker for classroom produst” Other participants stated,
“[students] could also take photos of things wnttn the board, etc. to store for later
reference” and “l use video and photos much mopetsonalize instruction and capture
students’ work.” The reflection tool enables thege from the iPad to show on a larger
screen such as an interactive whiteboard. Paatitgonoted the reflection tool as easy to
use on the iPad and stated “Using the Reflectiohttoshow students work”; “It works
quickly in the mirroring stage of what | am doingga simply want the students to see
something engaging and active.” Other responssisdad: “The ability to project the
i[P]ad up on my screen for the whole class to demn go through an app with students

who do not have i[P]ads or who may be distracteédud’ around the app and not follow
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along with my teaching”; and “sharing more studsatk by reflecting to ActivBoard.
This saves time (rather than have student reprodoce on board) and allows students
to share their thinking with others.” A few resiges indicated issues in the classroom
with the reflection tool and stated, “regular perbk with the reflection app” and “when
the mirroring feature does not keep up with wheatl seeing on my iPad.”

Participants noted the importance of devices belragged and ready and noted
concerns with the iPad device such as slow dowsloadrd processing, and a limited
number of devices available. Responses includBdd‘is not charged, crashing, and
very slow [with emphasis] downloads of apps”; “TiRads are difficult to do word
processing on”; and “It is difficult to take turaad share one iPad for a classroom.”
Participants also indicated they needed addititbaaling in the areas of backing up iPad
and iPad basics. One response indicated, “Baakindata and making sure | don't lose
all that | have worked on with the iPad.” Anotlparticipant wanted more tips and tricks
of the device. “I would like to know more littlei¢ks/hints to using it with more ease.
For example, | had it for a while before | knew ymuld change screens by swiping five
fingers across my screen.” Another participantesta need for training in, “Basic
manipulation of the iPad. |taught myself by gegtan iPhone.”

iPad replacing technology. Some participant responses indicated the iPadatid
replace any existing technology. “i[P]ads reaibnd replace, but they enhance”; “we
continue to use the laptops a great deal morehe*iPad did not replace technology in
my classroom. | try to use many different techgae”; and “I do not think the iPad can
completely replace laptops. The keyboard functemesnot easy to use.” Other responses

indicated the iPad replaced cameras, flip cameragleo cameras, a laptop or desktop



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 20

computer, stereo or tape recorder. Responsesieat/iWe had flipcams that we used
for video purposes in our classrooms, which wasosd...until we got our iPads. They
are just so much easier to use and already wotkauit software”; “Flip Camera. But |
couldn’t live without laptops!”; “We use iPads itape of laptop computers unless we are
word processing.” One participant response indatédss copying and printing due to
the iPad. “lI am using the copy machine a lot lelssin using the printer a lot less!”
Other participant responses indicated replacenfeart overhead projector, any research
tool, books, and DVDs. One response questionedgbef the iPad device in general.
“Why is the use of an iPad better than other tagshave available? | love my iPad,
don't get me wrong, but my students spend mostedf tlay looking at a screen.
Whether it's the iPad, the Activboard, their célbpes, or computers, | worry about
losing active learning techniques.” Some partictpanoted functions the iPad replaced
that had previously been completed by other teduie$ or non-digital functions. One
participant noted they believe the district expotaof the iPad was to replace “virtually
every technology in my classroom.”

Outlier themes. Additional themes emerged regarding the reseguelstions
addressed by a few responses. The researchevaekiged the outlier themes, even
though they did not fit with the majority of respga&s, as relevant. Time emerged as a
secondary theme regarding apps. Participantgstiteist takes time to find the ap[p]
that fits the assignment” and “I wish | had moradito play with it, find apps, and plan
lessons around using it.” Additional responsesur@igg time and the iPad state it is

easiest to use when, "I have the time to explove ideas and apps and have a great plan
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in place”; “we have the appropriate amount of tieid “| want to spend more time
with it and hopefully have worked out the kindable to use it as a major tool.”

One respondent stated, “I think it's more of a iyveThere isn’t anything on the
iPad that | couldn’t do in another way.” Otherpesdents commented about use of the
device for fun or free play. Responses noted, HRigpw they are used mainly as a fun
activity/culminating event for a unit of study” ata teacher must [with emphasis] give
free play time on the i[P]ad the last 10 minuteslags.”

Only two responses throughout the survey refere@ésticentury skills. One
response noted the participant’s perception reggrttie study districts expectations for
the iPad, “To enhance student-directed learninggscto technology and new
opportunities to manage 21st century learning egpees.”

Research Question 4 How do classroom teachers perceive the usefsiloes
professional development to the successful udeeaPad device as a classroom-
learning tool in the study school districtPhe researcher transferred responses into an
Excel spreadsheet, coded and identified the emttigemes from open-ended statements
to address Research Question 4.

Professional Development. Participant responses addressed the trainingveste
for the iPad device. Several responses indicaeticpants perceived the training as a
basic introduction to the device. Some responsgaded, “getting to know the basics”;
“introducing me to the iPad. | had no prior expage”; and “The basic training was a
good start. | think that we could use more.” Q@ttesponses indicated participants
received no formal or useful training. Responsetided, “It was not useful. | did not

receive any [with emphasis] training”; “Other th@ hour orientation to the iPad | had
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last summer when the device was assigned to nad had no formal training ... other
than what I've gleaned myself from other teachefsoon reading online”; “I feel like |
knew pretty much everything already that was taughtaining.”

An overwhelming majority of participants noted thieést source of information
regarding the iPad was other teachers or distatiniology personnel. Participants noted
sources of information as “a teacher on my team iwlao'Scout’ leader”; “Conversations
with colleagues and students”; and “We have an argdeam at our school that has
assisted tremendously in supporting my learnin@rie participant noted a helpful source
could be, “If someone who is already using the i®ad my mentor and could lead my
way through it.” A few participants indicated s&unds as a source of information. “I sent
my students home for the week-end and then had shane when they returned and it
was amazing what they taught me.” Other partidpaglied on their own knowledge.
Responses included, “I think it was just having onmy hand and figuring things out on
my own” and “I felt like | didn't need a lot of irang because | already personally had an
iPhone and they're so similar.”

Participant responses noted the need for traimngé devices with students.
Participants indicated, “I haven't had formal traghor PD in using the iPad with
students”; “I haven't been trained on various wiigs [i|Pads are beneficial for
students”; “I don't feel like we got useful traigimwhen we first received them on using
them with students. It was so new, so | don't ssaely feel like it was anyone's fault,
more that we received them quickly and receiveiditrg as we went along.” Other
participants indicated the need for training omgs class set of iPads. “Lack of

training in ways to utilize a class set”; “Howdrcuse this in my classroom with each



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT30

student having their own iPad, besides using infue taking”; “I feel | was taught by
the district how to set up the i[P]ad with my cldsst using the i[P]ad and creating
lessons with the i[P]ad is overwhelming. Theraas additional time to explore unless
you do it at home.” One participant noted the nieedMore teacher training on how to
incorporate into daily use.” Another participatdted, “I would also prefer after-school
professional development sessions to assist initegafurther uses of the tool.” A few
responses indicated the need for collaboratione @spondent stated, “I am always
interested in hearing how other teachers are ubmgevice so that | can get inspiration
for my own classroom.” One respondent indicate@ahditional training needed and
“thought my training was sufficient for what | neet}” while other participants indicated
the need for training in all areas; and yet anotbsponse indicated “all areas.
Instructional techniques, useful apps, data catacetc.”

Participant responses noted the need for iPadrigaregarding content specific
or curriculum specific use of the device. Respaosistated, “What apps are available
and how to find quality content for curriculum”;gscific for my content area”; “utilizing
i[P]ads with students-what apps are best for eabfest, age, etc.”; and “I think it would
be great to have a database of sites that teacheesused around the district, and how
they have used them to align with our curriculum.”

Administrators

The researcher defined administrators as princgradsassistant principals of

elementary school, middle school, high school tarahtive schools. This research

population included 18 participanttJnfortunately, the researcher received only one
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request to participate in this study out of thgioal number of 18 therefore no statistical
analysis was applied.
Professional Support Staff

Professional support staff individuals were defiaedndividuals not in the
regular routine of teaching a class of students. tike purpose of this study, these
individuals held the following roles: librarianggunselors, educational support
counselors, school psychologists, and some spsdhialol district employees not in the
regular routine of teaching a class of studentse group defined as professional support
staff had a population of 44 and yielded a paréiniresponse rate of 29.54%. The
Professional Support Staff Survey (see Appendiaddiressed Null Hypothesis 3{#),
Research Question 3 (RQ3) and Research QuestiRQ6)(

Hos: Professional support staff who employ the iPadak, as a learning tool will not
perceive positive effects on the strategies andhoakst they use to support classroom
instruction as measured by their ratings on a suceataining a Likert-type scale.

The researcher applied a Chi Square for homogetwethe data and compared
the test value 233.52 to the critical value 14.06e researcher rejected the null
hypothesis, and supported the alternate hypothd@sierefore, there was a significant
difference between positive (62.50%) and nega@ve31%) survey prompts. The
proportion of positive response was significantlgager than the proportion of negative
response. The researcher also conducted the stmtest for difference in proportion
using the same data. Comparison of the test val9é448 to the critical values +1.96
and -1.96 indicated there was not a significarfedéince. The researcher did not reject

the null hypothesis, and did not support the a#texinypothesis. Observably, the
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proportion of agreement with survey prompts wasé@ighan the proportion of
disagreement; however, the difference was notssitzdlly significant. The data
supported the rejection of the null hypothesis,clhjielded the same result as the Chi
Square Test for Homogeneity.

Professional support staff qualitative data. The professional support staff
survey contained 10 open-ended statements (seendpp€). The researcher transferred
responses to an Excel spreadsheet, coded andielsix emergent themes from the
open-ended responses to address Research QueatidrResearch Question 6. The
themes are: apps; access; professional suppdrtatgfdevice functions; iPad replacing
technology; and professional development. Sevkesmhes to address Research Question
3 and Research Question 6 overlapped with classteaaher themes used to address
Research Question 1 and Research Question 4.

Research Question 3. How do professional support staff in the studyosth
district perceive the usefulness of the iPad almastoom-learning tool?The researcher
transferred responses into an Excel spreadshekid@nd identified the emergent
themes from open-ended statements to address Blesgaestion 3.

Apps. The theme of iPad apps appeared throughout respan the professional
support staff survey. Responses indicated, “Mdmalessons/demonstrations come
from APPS on the iPad” and “Use of educational @ppgnhance learning and engage
students.” Participants expressed the need faifgspapps, paid apps, as well as time to
look for apps. Responses included, “had more freeapps designed to address social
skills deficits” and “We are learning from one amat as we explore good APPS.” Some

participants noted specific apps or educationas&gpa way to support teachers. One
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response stated, “by modeling book-related appisatibrary. Many teachers have
asked me for the names of apps | have used.”

Access. Access was cited by respondents regarding diffes experienced with
the iPad stating “Inability to access programs #raton my desktop computer” and “Not
having WiFi available or access to Internet.” Spefunctions, such as the inability to
use Flash, or computer applications were also neittdstatements “had flash on it so
that videos and read-aloud features would work.6ndne participant noted, “The iPad
cannot access all the features of programs weansedearch.” While another
participant stated, “I simply prefer to use thetdggpfor the majority of my work functions
because it's easier to type on and | have easysatodhe many documents saved on my
hard drive.”

Professional support staff tool. Respondents found the iPad easiest to use in
meetings and for scheduling while a few speciffegltask of note taking at meetings
easier with the iPad. One respondent indicatedavie a keyboard connected to it that
also props it up. lItis just as easy as and moneenient than a laptop to use for note
taking at meetings.” An overwhelming majority sththeir daily functions have not
changed with the iPad device. Respondents comuheitieel as if | behave the same in
terms of daily functions” and “My daily functiongbe mostly remained the same.” The
theme of replacing old functions with the iPad waglenced in a handful of responses.
The majority of responses aligned with the follogvemswer to the survey questi@ne
example of my use of an iPad to support teachectagsroom instruction igjid not
apply to their role. In response to why the iPad hot been useful to support teachers,

the majority of responses noted a lack of knowlenlg@art of the professional support
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person. Responses included, “I am not sure hadw tihis” and “I am not aware of many
programs available.” Responses also indicateiPthe device replaced prior tasks or
functions such as becoming a mobile card cataloggacing a paper calendar.

Devicefunctions. The desire for the device to perform specificchions was
noted by respondents. Limitations of the devitedcivere the keyboard, printing
capabilities, and lack of specific apps such agdioft Word, while the battery life and
compact size were noted as a positive. Responeksled, “I could print from it freely”
and “it was easier to use the keyboard to typediweler, one respondent noted, “It is
always easy to use, no complaints.” The mobilitgt portability were commonly cited
as a positive. A few respondents noted, “The airkease of transport is the best
feature” and “It is portable, light and small enbug fit into a purse.”

iPad replacing technology. The majority of the responses focused on thd iPa
being a replacement for the laptop and desktop atenp  Responses regarding
technology that the iPad had replaced includedri®alone computer” and “I use the
laptops way less with the [i]Pad.” Participantsoahoted iPad functions and tools
replaced video recorders, cameras, and handheidedesuch as the palm pilot and PDA
and document cameras. Responses included, “theeiiRzctively does the work of a
document camera for A LOT cheaper!”; “it replackd palm pilot for Aimsweb testing”;
and “I'd say it has also replaced the need for casand video recorders.” One
respondent indicated the iPad did not replace actyriology. “None, | still use my
laptop. Not everything is Mobil[e] device friendlyBut it will be.”

Research Question 6 How do professional support staff perceive thdulsess

of professional development to the successful UifeeoPad device as a classroom-
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learning tool in the study school districtPhe researcher transferred responses into an
Excel spreadsheet, coded and identified the emttigemes from open-ended statements
to address Research Question 6.

Professional development. The majority of participants perceived that
professional development could increase the effecéss of the iPad. Responses
included, “[if] there was more training around htawuse it for people with different
roles in the building” and believed the device ddd{come] with training on the tons of
applications that are out there for learning.” [p@glents also indicated the need on how
to use the device effectively. One statements$poase to the open-ended questidre
iPad could be more effective if it.“came with district support and instruction on way
for staff members like myself (who aren’t teacheesjise it effectively.” Participant
responses noted the Internet, other individualspratéssional development/professional
resources as the best sources of information. dResgs included, “other colleagues”;
“Google searches”; and “Training provided at schoolasking people who are more
experienced with it.”

Content and Technology Facilitators

The researcher identified four individuals eligilibe a face-to-face interview.
Three of the participants were classified as distontent facilitators within the study
school district and one individual had the titleagbistant administrator of teaching and
learning. For the purposes of this study, theaetepopulation and participants were
referred to as content and technology facilitatgksthe end of the first interview, the
researcher discovered that the device only recaitteceading of the first question. The

respondent agreed to take the interview questiodgygpe responses to each question, all
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other interviews were recorded as planned. Upfiacteon regarding the types of data
collected the researcher found the data represantategory not in the original design
and as the research progressed the researcheedetlere was a gap and added two
research questions to address the data the rese&athapproval to use.

Research Question 7.How do district content and technology facilitetan the
study school district perceive the usefulness®ifad device as a classroom-learning
tool?

Research Question 8. How do district content and technology facilitagor
perceive the usefulness of professional developtoghe successful use of the iPad
device as a classroom-learning tool in the studyost district?

The researcher interviewed 75% of the eligible pagan of district content
facilitators. Participants were asked six intenwgpuestions (see Appendix E). Six
themes emerged from the interview transcriptiorsddress Research Question 7 (RQ?7)
and Research Question 8 (RQ8). The six emergedethevere: access; student tool;
device functions; iPad replacing technology; assess; and professional development.
Overlapping themes existed from the classroom gratiemes from Research Question
1 and Research Question 4 and the professionabsgugipff themes from Research
Question 3 and Research Question 6.

Research Question 7.How do district content and technology facilitetan the
study school district perceive the usefulness®ifad device as a classroom-learning
tool? The researcher transcribed responses into a 8aiftrd/ord document, coded and

identified emergent themes from the interview reses to address Research Question 7.
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Access. The iPad provided constant access to technotmgine resources and
specifically constant access to the same devicee r@sponse indicated, “access is the
first thing that comes to mind” regarding perceiusefulness of the iPad. Another
response indicated, “to have access to a varietyesfia and resources that students
collect and that’'s new and that's pretty excitinguse they can take it with them from
school to school and grade to grade.” Anotheraredpnt noted, “The iPad supports the
development of research skills. Since so many resslare available at a students’
fingertips and there are a variety of ways to oiyaone’s thinking, students have tools
that make researching more accessible.”

Student tool. Participant responses noted increased studdabootion,
extending and transforming learning and potentiaktudent creation. Responses
included, “the iPad really represents us respontbhragnew and current way of learning
for students”; “now you can talk to other classr@pmow you can talk to professionals,
now you can talk to other countries, so, that iexample of really transforming the
learning”; “When given the opportunity by teachestsidents use the iPad for self-
directed learning and their creativity increasethay make decisions about how they
will learn, how they will organize what they leaga they can use their learning, and how
they will share their learning with others. Stutdeswre doing more independent problem
solving”; “I think the iPad will support kids in beming those creators of information,
creators of their knowledge, sharing their knowkedgways that they haven’t been able
to do because they didn’t have that iPad rightatier

Participant responses noted a usefulness of tltevilRan student learning is one-

to-one. Responses indicated, “every student haeictgnology in their hands and being
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able to take that home is a real benefit”; “thaletut perspective that the kids have this
technology with them all the time and it really nas things”; and “individual assigned
iPads that are the students iPad it’'s just a gdraeger because you're putting really
meaningful technology in their hands all the time @ven beyond the classroom.”
Participants noted fostering student engagemenstuagnt ownership of work with the
iPad. One response regarding student ownershgantieachers have also reported that
their teaching strategies are shifting becauseestigscare taking more ownership of their
learning.” Another response noted the increastudents turning in homework in one
classroom. “So part of that might be the newnés$seiPad and the engagement that it
created, but it also might be we know a lot of lddstheir homework, but the act of
actually getting it back to school and turned indome kids is really hard and
[homework] doesn’'t happen for a variety of reas@amsl the iPad may take care of that.”
The ability to create a personalized learning dewdh the iPad was addressed in
several responses which included, “what | think & different or has the potential to be
different about this this whole piece about it lgetnpersonal learning device is different
than we’ve seen with other technology” and “[thadPis a device that is associated with
an Apple ID, which is really a digital portfolio fetudents that they can keep over the
years.”

Devicefunctions. One respondent noted the iPad is “a great collexdt
information” and specifically cited the camera agagy to “collect and curate information
with the iPad so you can also create.” The iPddwa students to capture images and
video clips of what they are seeing as they anmieg and then reflect on those images.

It can also be used to capture images of the stsd@desthey are working or performing a
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skill and then students can reflect on their penfamce and set goals for what they need
to work on.” Another respondent also cited the earas “a very effective feature.” One
response noted the fluidity of the device and hppsaand device tools work together as
unique to the device. “[E]very feature of the iRathtegrated with other features of the
iPad. So, if you're creating a document you camy@ir photos, you can use music, you
can use... any resources that you find online, yougeackly take a screen shot, you can
do a movie, everything can be combined into a matia presentation or even just an
archive.” The iPad device can be used at schdole@and then downloaded materials
can be accessed at home without an Internet caonec$pecific functions and tools
noted by the respondents included messaging, aderdisthe reflection tool. One
response regarding the reflection tool stated, ‘tBlaeher’s iPad and student iPads can be
reflected on the ActivBoard, allowing someone’s\king to be instantly shared with the
rest of the class. This also seems to be incrga&sigagement and critical thinking as
students try to find something or show something tifferent way.” A few responses
noted other device functions of the iPad such asstmalized learning environments”;
“new things with the technology that couldn’t bendreviously”; “transforming the
instruction, transforming the learning.” Statenserg@garding the mobility and portability
of the device indicated, “it's much more portalile lightweight, and so, durable” and
“The iPad is a great tool for the teacher becatisethe teacher’s personal portable
device.”

iPad replacing technology. Several responses noted the iPad device was meant
to complement existing technology. One respondeted the comparison of the iPad

and laptop. “iPads are the primary or at leastréaple device that is the primary
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learning technology and we use laptops in preteceic ways.” Other responses
indicated the intention of the iPad is not to repléaptops, “they’re two different devices
and they’re not designed to replace each othe;ttfere’s things you can do on a laptop
that you can’t do on an iPad and there’s thingsgaudo on an iPad that you can’'t do on
a laptop. So the comparison... is kind of a misngitermore of a complement.” One
response indicated teachers replacing prior petath technology: “But other teachers
are replacing things that they did before the Agtiard....It took the place of the
overhead, the iPads taking the place of a notebmatome teachers and their students.”

Assessment. Participant response indicated students selfsasggwith the iPad
device and formative assessment has changed witthetvice.

Teachers have reported that their ability to ‘chieclon learning targets along the
way has increased, so when it is time for a sunvaassessment, there have already
been a number of opportunities for feedback thiattituly a time for the student to show
what they have learned. This is what assessmefadaring is all about.

Research Question 8 How do district content and technology facilitagor
perceive the usefulness of professional developtaghe successful use of the iPad
device as a classroom-learning tool in the studyost district? The researcher
transcribed responses into a Microsoft Word docuneaied and identified emergent
themes from the interview responses to addressaR#s@uestion 8.

Professional development. Participant responses indicated initial profesaio
development on the iPad as minimal with a focugherbasics. Responses included,
“setting the stage for this type of device, a padgersonal device”; “just trying to build

the same consistent message and create more asscéradl the thought and



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT@1

preparation that had gone into this big shift” &tk gave the teachers the iPad a year
before we gave [it to] the students thinking offpesional development, wanting them to
try things on their own.” Participant responsedicated new professional development
opportunities beginning June 2013 as the distriepared to roll out one-to-one iPad
devices. One participant noted professional dgpreknt opportunities on a smaller scale
offered during the 2012-2013 school year after tmene implementation of teacher
iPad devices. “In addition to those, ... plannedgssional development, we also as a
team, tried to incorporate the iPad into any praifasal development we did. So we had
teachers bring their iPads and use them just lifgersonal learning device.” One
participant response indicated the district TLGa®urce of professional development in
the district at each building.

Technology Leadership Group...had regular sustgmefkssional development
where they learned about the iPad about using~theé with students and about how to
teach teachers or work with teachers in their lmgid They will become the onsite
professional development resource for teachers..Nivi& tve know we cannot do this
without having onsite people.

Another response indicated, “the professional dgwekent is essential we just have to
find the ways to provide it that all people canes=it.”
Summary

This chapter presented a brief overview of the psepof the study, methodology
and research population. Quantitative data arsabhgsiealed the classroom teachers did
not perceive the positive effects of the iPad dewn classroom instruction and practices

while the professional support staff did percelve positive effects of the iPad device to
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support classroom instruction. Qualitative datalygsis revealed common themes of
access; iPad as a student tool; device functi®as] replacing technology; and
professional development from classroom teachepaoféssional support staff survey
responses and district content and technologyitacit interviews.

Chapter Five will provide a discussion of the fimgs, implications of the

research, and recommendations for future studies.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Reflection

The purpose of this study was to measure the ptocs of teachers,
administrators, and professional support staffrenuse of the iPad for instruction and
daily educational activities. The researcher catetlla mixed methods study utilizing
guantitative data in the form of a Likert-ratingakzand qualitative data in the form of
open-ended responses and interviews. Quantitdéiteerevealed teachers did not
perceive positive effects of the iPad device ossri@om instruction; however,
professional support staff did perceive the posigffects of the iPad to support
classroom instruction. Qualitative data preseeteerged themes with each role-specific
group. The data analysis revealed overlapping ésemith the most prominent noted as:
iPad as a job specific tool; iPad as a student towl professional development in
learning how to utilize the iPad in an educatis®tting.
Summary of Results

The findings of this study addressed the percapta educators within one
Midwest school district regarding the iPad devidelevthe district moved to a model of
one-to-one implementation. Perceptions can affecsuccess of a technology initiative
(Raulston, 2009), and the results of this studytrdauted to the growing research related
to mobile technology and educators’ perceptiongdfnology implementation. The
discussion of the quantitative results was orgahaeording to the researcher-defined
role-specific groups: administrators, classroonchess, and professional support staff.
The qualitative data results were presented acoptdi three emergent themes: job

specific tool; student tool; and professional depeatent.
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Interpretation of Results

Classroom teacher. This category of research participants includedstoom
teachers, instructional specialists, content sjgetgichers, special school district
teachers, and other teachers in the regular roafiteaching students. The quantitative
results revealed classroom teachers did not per¢kespositive effects of the iPad
device on classroom instruction. The researclendt anticipate these results, rather
expected classroom teacher participants to pergasitive effects of the iPad. Carnine
(1984) noted teacher confidence that computersheillefit student learning, as one of
several factors affecting teacher technology imgletation. The researcher questioned
whether the results could be due to length of tivite the iPad device, or whether the
lack of evidence to support an increase in learmiage reasons for the results.
Participant responses to the classroom teacheeguevealed agreement to five
statements (see Table 13) related to classroomuatistn based on comparison of the
percentage of agreement to disagreement.
Table 13.

Z-test for Difference in Proportion for Classrooraather Survey

Question Strongly Agree/Agree  Strongly DisagreedDise  Null Hypothesis

1 36.6 61 Reject

2 45.9 21.6 Reject

3 64.8 5.4 Reject

4 27 51.3 Reject

5 70.3 10.8 Reject

6 334 38.9 Did not reject
7 334 38.9 Did not reject
8 100 0 Reject

9 40 40 Did not reject

10 43.2 40.5 Did not reject
Average 49.46 30.84 Did not reject

Note: Rejection of the Null Hypothesis indicated no sigpaint difference when comparing agreement to
disagreement.
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Agreement statements indicated classroom teackecsiped that the iPad device
was easy to use in the classroom; a valuable toairfproving classroom instruction;
students were able to use the iPad with littledaraining; they were able to seek out
information from others; and the classroom teachadschanged classroom strategies
and methods.

Professional support staff. The participants in this group were individualsts
as librarians, counselors, special school dissteff, and other individuals not in the
regular routine of teaching students. The quantéaesults indicated professional
support staff did perceive the positive effectshaf iPad to support classroom instruction.
The researcher anticipated these findings. Liararfrom the professional support staff
were individuals, who at the time of this studyrevan year 2 of the iPad
implementation. The length of time that some membéthis group had to access the
iPad may have effected their positive perceptidrte@iPad as a classroom support.

Overall, professional support staff perceived pesieffects of the iPad to support
classroom instruction. Results from six statementthe professional support staff
survey (see Appendix C) indicated a higher perggntd agreement compared to one
response with a higher percentage of disagreenidrd.agreement survey statements
indicated regular daily use for job functions; tRad device was easy to use; iPad
replaced other technology; was helpful in seekiaginformation from others; and the
device was useful to assist teachers. Table 14nsuines the percentage of agreement

from the professional support staff on survey priafipr questions 1 through 7.
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Table 14.

Percentage of Agreement for Professional Suppaiff Survey

QL Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7Average %
Positive Perception 83.4 455 90.0 75.0 66.6 30.8 46.2 62.5
Negative Perception 8.3 27.3 0.0 25.0 25.0 53.8 30.8 24.3

Qualitative themes. The coded classroom teacher open-ended response
statements presented seven themes: applicatiops)(&gcess; teacher tool; student tool;
device functions; iPad replacing technology; arafgssional development with the
largest response related to the themes of teasbkrstudent tool, and professional
development. Additional outlier themes also emergehey were time and 21st century
skills. The coded professional support staff open-endgubrnse statements presented
six themes: apps; access; professional suppoftistdf device functions; iPad replacing
technology; and professional development with #ngdst response related to
professional support tool and professional devekm The coded district content and
technology facilitator interviews presented sixnti@s: access; student tool; device
functions; iPad replacing technology; assessmeutpaofessional development with the
largest response on the iPad as a student toglrafessional development.

Overlapping themes emerged from the three rolefspecalitative sources.
They were: access; device functions; iPad repla@olgnology; and professional
development. Additionally, the overlapping theniéapps” emerged from the
classroom teacher qualitative data and the prafeaksupport staff qualitative data.
Classroom teacher theme of “teacher tool” and gsadmal support staff theme
“professional support staff tool” addressed joldlaity functions specific to district-

specific roles that the researcher combined fayudision purposes and titled “job



PERCEPTIONS OF IPAD IN A MIDWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 22

specific tool.” In addition to the themes overlayp “student tool” overlapped with

district content and technology facilitator datal @assroom teacher data. For the

purposes of this discussion, the researcher addteélss themes of job specific tool;

student tool; professional development; and théesuhemes from the qualitative data.
Research Questions RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ7

Research questions RQ1, RQ3, and RQ7 will be arslailectively due to
overlapping themes. No definitive answer regard®@R was available, due to the low-
response rate.

RQ1: How do classroom teachers in the study salistiict perceive the
usefulness of the iPad device as a classroom-tegataol?

RQ2: How do administrators in the study schoolridisperceive the usefulness of
the iPad as a classroom-learning tool?

RQ3: How do professional support staff in the stadyool district perceive the
usefulness of the iPad as a classroom-learning tool

RQ7: How do district content and technology faatlirrs in the study school
district perceive the usefulness of the iPad deaga classroom-learning tool?

Job specifictool. Classroom teacher participant responses noteds of the
device as a teacher tool for daily functions uriegldo instruction, and these findings
were consistent with the 2011 iPad pilot exit symesults that indicated daily usage of
the iPad for grade book, email, and web browsieg {&able 10). Professional support
staff responses noted the use of the device didhartge daily job functions. Responses
indicated participants replacing old practices & technology. The classroom teacher

data and professional support staff data were stergiwith the results of the 2011 iPad
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pilot exit survey results (see Tables 9-10) andd{fh970), who noted the evolution of
tools while functions often remain the same. Oasstoom teacher noted no change had
been made to instructional practices by usingPaelidevice, which was supported by
the professional support staff responses. Adigetzal. (2011) acknowledged the
difference between actual teacher technology uaagententions to use; attributing the
difference to the varying levels of teacher commeititnand use dictated by the district.

Student tool. District content and technology facilitators a@ssroom teachers
indicated the importance of one-to-one studentemgntation. Classroom teacher
participant responses overwhelmingly indicatedubefulness of the iPad as a student
tool with many responses noting the importanceaghestudent having a device. The
2011 iPad pilot exit survey results indicated 57 dparticipants supported or strongly
supported one-to-one student implementation (seéeTd). Spires et al. (2012) cited
one-to-one initiatives as a potential for authelgarning while Apple (2008) and Zhao
(2010) noted learning in the 21st century needsetauthentic. District content and
technology facilitators noted the relevancy of #dad to a new way of learning. Ohme
(1973) believed educators needed to associateargtevand education.

Classroom teacher participants and district cordadttechnology facilitator
participants noted an increase in student ownexdhgarning. Technology is a part of
students’ everyday lives (Davis, 1968; Geck, 20@éans, 2010; Prensky, 2013;
Richardson, 2012; Swan et al., 2005; Tell, 1999kiE,)1984). Students naturally learn
with technology (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008; Prensld0®). Responses acknowledged
students becoming teachers—teaching other studadtseaching their teachers. Tell

(1999) stated students use devices with ease aold teachers. The teacher’s role
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needed to change from teacher to master learnehgRison, 2013), with student and
teacher collaboration in learning (Apple, 2008;Gkr2000; Richardson, 2013).
District content and technology facilitator panpiant responses noted increased student
directed learning with the iPad while classroonthea participants expressed concerns
regarding students’ ability to self-direct. Classn teacher responses noted increased
student engagement and motivation with the teclyyold&research by Li (2007)
supported increased student motivation. Studeats Iskills with technology for the
future (Li, 2007; Prensky, 2006). District contamid technology facilitator responses
noted the iPad as a personalized learning deviigng an Apple ID to house student
work, with students in the study school districegimg the device from year-to-year.
Life has become very personalized and customizetlig€ & Halverson, 2009;
Richardson, 2012).

Research Questions RQ4, RQ5, RQ6, and RQ8

Research questions RQ4, RQ6 and RQ8 will be anshoaiéectively due to
overlapping themes. No definitive answer regard®Qp is provided, due to the low-
response rate.

RQ4: How do classroom teachers perceive the usefslof professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@sa@ classroom-learning tool in the
study school district?

RQ5: How do administrators perceive the usefuloégsofessional development
to the successful use of the iPad device as arot@sslearning tool in the study school

district?
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RQ6: How do professional support staff perceiveusefulness of professional
development to the successful use of the iPad d@asa classroom-learning tool in the
study school district?

RQ8: How do district content and technology facilitatpesceive the usefulness
of professional development to the successful iigeaPad device as a classroom-
learning tool in the study school district?

Professional development. Classroom teacher responses and professionabiup
staff responses indicated the need for more trgin@ontent and technology facilitators
indicated staff received a basic training; sevezgponses from classroom teachers and
professional support staff confirmed basic profasai development regarding the iPad.
Content and technology facilitator respondentsahtite lack of professional
development that was purposeful for teachers toutythe iPad on their own.

Insufficient training is a common theme regardingf@ssional development (Caverly et
al., 1997; Koehler & Mishra, 2009).

Participant responses indicated teachers wanirigaregarding how to use the
device with students; training for daily and clagsn use; and specific training for use in
content specific areas and curriculum connectidhr®fessional support staff participant
responses indicated professional development dnatdase the effectiveness of the
iPad, but teachers needed more training. Raus{@309) research regarding teachers’
perceptions of a laptop initiative indicated oneadhers received training they were able
to incorporate technology and change practicesticReant responses also noted the

need for professional development to connect com@teas or the curriculum with the
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iPad and apps. Moersch (1995) stated an invadidraption is that individuals attending
professional development can connect the curricidachtechnology.

An overwhelming number of classroom teacher respoasd professional
support staff responses indicated teachers sougmformation from colleagues and
district technology personnel regarding the iPadate Content and technology
facilitators and classroom teachers noted the Taog Leadership Group (TLG) as a
source of information with content and technoloaggilitators stating the TLG would be
a source of onsite professional development. Idiggdity professional development and
ongoing support are necessary for technology imeteation (Bouterse et al., 2009;
Spires et al., 2012). Quinn et al. (1983) notedther involvement in staff development
should happen at the beginning and teachers ndasglittvolved in technology
implementation from the onset (Killian, 1984; OakeSchneider, 1984)

Outlier themes. A few responses fell outside the emergent theraethe
researcher believes they were relevant and wotihgioTime, whether it was lack of
time as a teacher or time to use the device ansl iimoirred a handful of times in the
classroom teacher survey. The theme of time ipatied by O’Neil (1995) who
acknowledged time as a barrier to implementatibrmvas suggested that the lack of time
available was supported by pervious research itidgéechnology created more work
for the teacher (Collins & Halverson, 2009; Mean®&on, 1994; Peck & Doricott,
1994).

Twenty-first century skills were, to the surpriddlte researcher, not noted often
by the research participants. The lack of ackndgéenent by the participants suggested

a missing connection on the iPad and the relevaheducation and 21st century skills.
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The 2011 iPad pilot exit survey indicated 78.6%aiticipants felt the iPad was relevant
or very relevant to the technology future of thedstschool district. Murray and Olcese
(2011) acknowledged the built-in functions of tRad to support 21st century skills.
Content and technology facilitators noted the gistechnology literacy curriculum was
based on ISTE National Education Technology Statsdand on skills for a 21st century
learner. The current literature noted a connedietween the iPad device as one way to
increase student creativity and collaboration (Ep2012; Shareski, 2011) both
fundamental skills of 21st century learning.
Implications of the Study

The results of the study provided implicationstfoe researched school district to
address regarding perceptions of the iPad as #tiectimoves ahead with the one-to-one
student iPad implementation rollout in 2013-20Q\erall, classroom teacher responses,
district content and technology facilitators, ahd 2011 iPad pilot exit survey saw the
value in iPads and were willing to support the tm@ne implementation. Research
noted the popularity of the iPad for the one-to-onglementation in schools (Asher-
Shapiro & Hermeling, 2013) and professional supptatf results from this study
perceived a positive effect of the iPad as a sugpoclassroom instruction, however,
overall classroom teachers did not perceive théipe®ffects of the iPad on classroom
instruction as supported by Li's (2007) technolagggration research.

Technology constantly changes (Means & Olson, 199)ecommendation for
the district would be to create a professional tgyeent plan addressing areas based on
the needs of the staff by developing a survey agsgpthe desired areas of learning.

Quinn et al. (1983) supported the early involvenudrstaff in professional development,
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while Spires et al. (2012) stressed the importarfiggofessional development in the one-
to-one initiatives. Additionally, the district shidl provide a resource regarding iPad
device functions and apps that connect with cordegds and the curriculum.

While mobile technology and mobile learning arerently popular in education
(Asher-Shapiro & Hermeling, 2013; Bouterse et2009; Murray & Olcese, 2011;
Spires et al., 2012), technology will continue wlee (Dible, 1970; Stevens, 2011) and
will require 21st century educators (Greenhilllet2010). This would involve educators
learning along with students (Cookson, 2009); beesponsible for practicing 21st
century skills (Greenhill et al., 2010); and acmgrskills to handle evolving technology
(Scobey, 1972; Lesgold, 1986; Prensky, 2008b)t akisapidly as technology changes,
methods utilized to foster 21st century educatdisskould need to be in constant
evolution. Thus, the study school district willeaketo be forward thinking in order to
accommodate this constant state of change.

Stated expectations or guidelines regarding the deaice as a job specific tool,
a student tool, and for classroom use would alteviiae unknown for educators. The
“why” is important especially when dealing with tbleallenge of constantly changing
technology. Individual level of implementation lwlbry and an accurate measure will
become necessary (Adiguzel et al., 2011).

The researcher encourages the researched schivigkt dosconsider these
implications when planning for future professiodal’elopment and iPad related

technology expenses.
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Recommendations

As the TLG iPad pilot exit survey data from 201gested, members of the
study school district perceived the iPad devicestesant to the future of the researched
school district. Based on the findings from thisdy, the researcher developed
recommendations for future studies; possible chawtméhe current study based on the
researcher’s study and recommendations for thecedian of study.

Future studies. The researcher would recommend future studiasdess the
role “mindset” plays in technology implementatiokindset defined by Dweck (2006)
would be important to consider because the reseabsieves one’s mindset affects use
of technology and technology implementation. Areottecommendation for future
studies would be to assess student learning w&lRad to see if a relationship exists and
the application of the device as an instructional tesulted in gains of student
achievement. Since the beginning of this studgperntial changes with technology
have occurred leaving the researcher to quest®oulrent perception results found
within this study. The nature of technology leax@sm for future studies to continue to
assess perceptions. The researcher would alsesiuggure studies include the effects
of implementation across all levels of learning addcational organizational structures.
One specific recommendation would be for contindath collection regarding the study
school district's TLG concept and the role of thisup in shaping professional
development as it relates to the use of technoldgfinal future study recommendation
would be on the study school districts “scout” agpicand the impact this would have on

perceptions and implementation.
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Changes to the researcher’s study and replicationfetudy. Due to the rapid
shift in the research school district’s technolagplementation noted by the amount of
change in the study school district from pilotil@ds one year (when the researcher
chose the study topic); to teacher the one-to-onementation the next year (when the
researcher received IRB); the one-to-one implentiemtatudent scout (when the
researcher conducted the study); and eventualrsttitke one-to-one approval the
researcher could not stay current due to so maaygds. The researcher would have
conducted the study immediately after IRB apprawsiead of later in the year in
anticipation that the results would have yieldddrger number of participants due to the
one-to-one teacher implementation; and would recentho anyone replicating the
study not to wait in anticipation of better results

Regarding instrumentation, the researcher woule haized a pre-existing
survey instrument or designed one survey to adé@léswlividuals. The researcher
would have conducted, and would recommend to arelser replicating this study, a
pilot of the research questions to gather feedbasled on the survey to anticipate
participants not completing the survey. The regdearwould have considered doing a
pre and post survey once one-to-one teacher implti@en was approved. The
researcher would have also offered a paper sumnveyaa online survey and had
participants give their consent by clicking theklas participants who gave consent by
clicking the link accounted for 45% of the respans&he researcher would have
requested to speak at an administrators meetipgrsonally invite administrators to
participate in an effort to increase online surpayticipation and data analysis from that

research participant group. Knowledge regardimgpduticipant’s status as a digital
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immigrant or digital native would have led to pdssicorrelations between age
grouping(s) and perception(s). The researchernatadd have wanted to know if there
was a difference in elementary, middle, or highostiparticipant perception of the iPad.
Summary

The main purpose of this study was to assessdigeptions of classroom
teachers, administrators, and professional subaiftgroups regarding the iPad device,
which is a timely topic due to the move to one-t@amplementation for teachers and
students over the last one to two years in theystadool district. The results of this
study revealed overall teachers did not perceiggtsitive effects of the iPad device on
classroom instruction; however, professional supgtaiff did perceive the positive
effects of the iPad to support classroom instractibhe qualitative results indicated
three emergent themes across all participant grabpsPad as a job specific tool; the
iPad as a student tool; and the need for profeaka®velopment. The need for
addressing the perceptions of those integratingmptially developing technology such
as the iPad is insistent, to successfully impleniemiPad, as the study school district

moves forward with student one-to-one implementatio
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Appendix A

Classroom Teacher Participant Survey Questions

1. \ | used iPad devices regularly with my students intte classroom.

One way | use the iPad device with my students

2. | 1find it easy to use the iPad as an instructionadevice in the classroom.

The iPad is easiest to use when

A problem | have encountered with using the iPashynclassroom

3. \ The iPad is a valuable tool for improving my classsom instruction.

One of the most valuable aids to my instructiomfiesing the iPad is

One way the iPad could be made more valuable asdito my instruction is

4. | The iPad replaces other technology in my classroom.

One piece of technology which the iPad replaced is

The iPad’s main value as technology in my classreom

5. | My students are able to use the iPad device with mimal or no training.

One way that my students have learned on theirtowase the iPad device is

My students could have used the following kindi{$jaining

6. | My students are using the iPad device to guide thedbwn learning.

For example, one way they show responsibility lieirtown learning is

One concern | have with the iPad as a self-diretéadning device is

7. | The training | received in using the iPad device aa classroom-learning tool
was effective.

My training in use of the iPad was particularly @dan

| could have used additional training in the aréagé
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8. | I have sought out information from others on theirexperiences with the iPad.

My best source of information was

9. |1 am aware of the district expectations on use ofe iPad in my classroom.

What does the district expect for teacher use@iRad in the classroom?

10. | The iPad has caused me to change my classroom stgies and methods.

One instructional strategy that is new or | havarmded is

The iPad has not affected rmassroom methods and strategies, however | fintbit u
for
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Appendix B

Administrator Participant Survey

1. | My teachers use the iPad device regularly in the @ssroom with students to

improve learning.
| | |

One example of teachers doing this is

One problem teachers face with using the iPad endlassroom regularly is

2. | The iPad device has replaced other available techiugy tools in my school.

One technology tool that the iPad device has regidas

3. | Teachers believe that the iPad is an effective tot use in their classrooms.

Some of the comments from teachers are

4. | Students appear to be using the iPad device withtle or no guidance.

An example or two of this is

One way to increase student self-directed useeiRhd device would be

5. | The iPad device allows students to take responsiltyl for guiding their own

learning.
| | | |

What is an example that shows students taking ressipitity for their own learning
using an iPad?

6. | The training my teachers received in using the iPadevice as an educational

tool in the classroom was effective.

This is evident based upon the following obserwatio

Training could have been better if it include

7. | I have sought out information from other principals on the use of the iPad by
their teachers.

Some of the comments from my colleagues are

8. | My teachers and | are aware of the school distric§ expectations on use of the

iPad in our building.
| |

One of the expectations for the administrator'eris
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Appendix C

Professional Staff Survey

1. | luse the iPad device regularly to facilitate, enhace, and improve job

functions.
| | | |

What is one of the most effective ways that usnigfad device facilitates, enhances,
and improves your job functions?

The iPad could be more effective if it

2. | The iPad device has replaced other available techlomy tools in my job.

One technology tool that the iPad device has regdas

3. | The iPad device is easy for me to use in my job.

| find that the iPad device is easiest to use when

One difficulty | have experienced with the uséhefiPad in my job is

4. || have sought out information from other sources orusing the iPad in my job.

Where did you find the best source of information?

5. |1 am aware of the district expectations on use ohe iPad for my job.

What does the district expect for use of the iPagbur job?

6. | My daily functions have changed since | began usirgn iPad device for my

job.
| | | |

How have your daily functions changed?

7. | The iPad is useful to me as | assist teachers topnove their classroom

instruction.
| | | |

One example of my use of an iPad to support teadheslassroom instruction is

One reason why the iPad has not been useful torassisting teachers to improve
their classroom instruction is
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Appendix D

Permission to use P21 Framework Graphic

Re: Rainbow graphic and framework https://webmail kirkwoodschools.org/gw/webacc?User.context...

lof 1

Re: Rainbow graphic and framework

From: Tatyana Warrick <tatyana@p21l.org>
To: Andrea.Beckerle@kirkwoodschools.org
Date: Tuesday - July 30, 2013 2:55 PM
Subject: Re: Rainbow graphic and framework
Attachments: Mime.822

Dear Andrea,

Please feel free to include the P21 Framework as part of your dissertation, along with any other pertinent
resources from our website. Please cite P21 and our website. Thank you and let me know if you have follow up
questions or concerns. All the best on your timely dissertation work!

Best,

Tatyana

P21 Communications Manager

Sent from my iPhone
On Jul 30, 2013, at 2:04 PM, "Andrea Beckerle" <Andrea.Beckerle@kirkwoodschools.org> wrote:

> Tatyana,

>

> Thank you so much for returning my call! | am very excited to have permission to use the P21 graphic in my
dissertation. | would like to include written permission in my dissertation appendix so thank you for providing
that option in your voice mail.

>

> | look forward to your response!
>

> Andrea

>

> Andrea Beckerle, Art Teacher

> Westchester Elementary

> Kirkwood School District

> andrea.beckerle@kirkwoodschools.org
> 314.213.6100 x6212

>

>

7/30/13 3:05 PM
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Appendix E
District Content and Technology Facilitator Interview Questions
Technology Facilitator Interview Questions

. Now that the iPad device has been introduced iioclassroom as a learning
tool, what are your perceptions of its usefulness?

. How has the use of the iPad device affected teaclktssroom strategies and
methods within the school district?

. Are there particular iPad functions that you pereeio be more effective for
classroom use?

. Have you compared the iPad to other district tetdgytools for classroom use?
What are your findings? Have teachers within tiséridt commented on their use
of technology within the district?

. Can you describe the type and extent of profeskidenaelopment provided for
teacher use of the iPad device in the classroona® pgtofessional development
had an impact on the use and effectiveness oP#e as an instructional tool?

. Does the district have a broader plan for use @fifad as an instructional device
in the classroom? What is the current statusepthn?

District Content Facilitator Interview Questions

. Now that the iPad device has been introduced iioclassroom as a learning
tool, what are your perceptions of its usefulness?

. How has the use of the iPad device affected classrteaching strategies and
methods within the district as gathered from tleelers?

. Are there particular iPad functions that you pereeio be most effective for

classroom use?

Have you compared the iPad as a classroom tool etithr district technology

tools? What have you found? Have teachers witmendistrict commented on
their use of technology?

. Can you describe the type and extent of profeskidenaelopment provided for

teacher use of the iPad device in the classroomdas the professional

development had an impact on the use and effeesgef the iPad as an
instructional tool?

. Are you aware of an overall district plan for thgeuof classroom technology
within the district? What is the status of thetmlis plan?
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