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Abstract

Today’'s K-12 classrooms are increasingly compridfestudents who accomplish
much of their informal learning through digital ni@@nd technology. In response, a
growing number of educators are considering how thigght draw upon these informal
learning experiences to support student engageamehiiearning in the classroom
through technology. The purpose of this studyissbcial studies educators, school
administrators, teacher educators and curriculuveldpers to understand more about
the potentials and limitations of integrating teclugy such as a digital text. This
research focuses on the differences in experiemsiag a digital text and a printed text
from the perspective of four high school sociatigts classes. The curriculum for the
printed and digital texts was developed in collation with the Choices Program for the
Twenty-First Century at Brown University.

This research was based on the assumption th#tahghtful integration of a
digital text in the classroom can support studegiagement and differentiation while
facilitating learning that students can readilyngir to multiple political, economic and
social contexts beyond the classroom. Criticatydents of poverty and students of
color have the most to gain from increased acaedgyital technology in the public
education system. People of color and people wéqp in the United States have
significantly less access to technology at homa thair white and middle class
counterparts. Therefore, the classroom presentgportunity for students who lack

access to digital learning opportunities in th@nmte environments to develop the



technological fluency and digital literacy that amereasingly necessary to engage in
multiple political and economic spheres in the BdiGtates.

The current literature on digital technology in edlion lacks sufficient empirical
evidence of the potential benefits and challenigasdigital technologies may offer
secondary social studies education from the petispeaf the classroom. Therefore, the
classroom field test that was undertaken for théearch offers a more empirical
understanding of digital texts from the importaatgpectives of students and teachers in
the classroom learning community. This research eemducted in a large, suburban
high school in the Portland Metropolitan area amehjgared the experiences of tenth-
grade World History classes working with a printtteo the experiences of tenth-grade
World History classes working digitally. The mixetethods multiple-case study design
addresses the following research questions: ahbt ways, if at all, does a digital text
provide high school social studies’ students défgraffordances and academic skills
than a printed text? and b) How, if at all, do hsgihool social studies students interact
differently with a digital text from a printed téxt

The analysis of data offered evidence that theofiiee digital text supported
technological fluency, the creation of more soptéded learning products,
differentiation for multiple learning styles andreore supportive reading experience due
to its multimodal features. These unique acadetffiardances were not equivalently
supported by the use of the print text. Howewes,type of text did not demonstrably
influence students’ ability to communicate theiniking in analytical writing. The

analysis of data also suggested that studentsseenewhat more cognitively and



behaviorally engaged in the digital case studlegportantly, the digital text did not
create a negatively discrepant learning experiémcstudents of color but, rather,
supported increased student engagement for botie wtuidents and students of color.
The data also suggested that the digital text psgguficant challenges for both
students and teachers. The digital experiencereshstudents to learn new and
challenging technology skills. The digital text@kequired more class time and created
more classroom management challenges for teadiargtie print experience. Despite
these additional challenges, both students anth¢esiexpressed a preference for the
digital experience. Thus, the digital text seerwegrovide both a more challenging and
a more rewarding experience for students. Thidyshas implications for educators that
are interested in thoughtfully integrating a dibfext or, a similar digital technology, in

comparable classroom contexts.
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CHAPTER |
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Digital technology has profoundly transformed taedscape of the twenty-first
century (Friedman, 2005; National Council for thexi@l Studies, “Position Paper on
Media Literacy,” 2009). The rapid expansion ofomation in computer technology over
the past two decades has wrought irrevocable clsanghe economy, society and
politics (Benkler, 2006; Friedman, 2005). In tbasmtext, many education scholars,
curriculum developers, school administrators amadtiers are currently trying to
understand how to harness the unique learning exmes that digital technologies make
possible in order to develop the skills that K-h#2l @ostsecondary students require to
critically engage with the increasingly digital figlal, economic and social spheres

(Bonk, 2009 http://www.edutopia.org/technololyy

In contrast to the classroom and teacher-centeogtehfior education that has
dominated American education systems for the kastucy (Kliebard, 2004; Ravitch,
1976), digital technologies allow content from ale/variety of sources to be accessed
from a range of geographical locations (Bonk, 20@igital technologies have also
created new avenues for students to participateein own learning (Davidson &
Goldberg, 2009) such as multimedia content consimind multimedia content
creation that can offer students more learner-cedtepportunities to engage with
learning communities both within and beyond thessiaom (Bonk, 2009; Davidson &
Goldberg, 2009; Herring, 2008). Digital technokxyare increasingly recognized for the
ability they offer learners with a wide varietyréeds to learn content and skills from a
wider range of teachers, peers and experts thamanin the previous century (Bonk,

1



2009; Prensky, 2010). For example, the Intern@tides our society unprecedented
access to a wider variety of content than has pusly been available (Benkler, 2006).
Importantly, much of the high-quality academic @aritthat was previously only
accessible through formal learning opportunitiethinieducational institutions has
become accessible to anyone with a computing deviddnternet access (Friedman,
2005).

As the World Wide Web has expanded access to academient, many people
in the United States and around the world have gdsoed increased access to Internet
connectivity and personal computing devices (Vaséns2006). This trend has been
further facilitated by an accompanying expansioaaufess to open-source or free
software (Bonk, 2009). In the new learning envin@mt created by greater access to
technology infrastructure, computing software ararger volume of quality academic
content, educational institutions in the Unitedt&aare experimenting with the best
ways to harness the potential benefits of digaalthing opportunities.

1.01 Digital Natives v. Digital Immigrants

This research began from the premise that digitairiology influences the
political, economic and social environments of theted States (National Council for
the Social Studies, 2009) and focuses on the imupdics of the broader trends in digital
learning for K-12 social studies education in thated States’ public education system.
Montgomery (2008) notes that students born indisetivo decades of the twentieth
century are “the first to grow up in a world satecawith networks of information,

digital devices, and the promise of perpetual cotiviéy” (p.25). Immersed in a world



increasingly shaped by electronics and Internetss;cstudents in the K-12 classrooms of
the twenty-first century are often referred to“dgital natives” (Prensky, 2001) who
accomplish most of their informal learning throwtjbital media and technology (Bers,
2008; Bonk, 2009; Levine, 2008; Montgomery, 200&r3ky, 2010; Thieman, O’Brien,
Lee & Hinde, 2009). Prensky (2010) characterihesréality of digital natives as one
where information continuously “explode[s] anew’asctronics become “smaller,

faster, better, cheaper” and accessible to anasarg number of people (p.9).

The literature reviewed in chapter two of this drgation relies extensively upon
Prensky’s (2001) metaphor of today’'s K-12 studasténative” to digital technology.
This metaphor is useful insofar as it captures Hmnincreasing ubiquity of computing
devices and Internet access is creating a newamnignt (“country” or “culture” as the
term “native” implies) for informal learning out&@dhe classroom (Carr, 2008). Herring
(2008) offers a similar, although somewhat morenced, observation of the
generational divide on attitudes to technologye Stgues that today’s youth and young
adults uncritically accept digital technology astpd their environment-- as previous
generations accepted similarly impactful techna@eguch as the automobile or
television.

In contrast, educators are often characterizedliggdl immigrants” to
emphasize their struggle to gain proficiency wigwrdigital technologies and their
preference for curriculum and instruction dominabgdext and hardcopy (Prensky,
2001). Ertmer’s (2005) empirical study of techrglan the classroom concluded that a

teacher’s pedagogical orientation to technologhésbest predictor of how successfully



technology will be integrated. This finding is esplly noteworthy given that more than
a decade of literature on digital learning has msiteely documented the barriers that a
“digital immigrant” teaching force poses to meariuigechnology integration in the
public education system for its “digital nativetidents (Berson & Berson (2003); Berson
& Baltya (2004); Levine (2008) Prensky, 2001; Skeye VanFossen, 2008; Thieman,
O’Brien, Lee and Hinde, 2009; VanFossen, 2000; \tasEn & Waterson, 2008).
VanHover, Berson, Bolick and Swan (2004) note thragearch in educational
technology consistently reveals that teachers eachier educators experience difficulty
conceptualizing the nature of meaningful technalabintegration and struggle to
incorporate technology into their teaching” (p.109)

Prensky’s (2001) contrasting metaphors of “digytalative” students and digital
immigrant” educators are useful insofar as theyasjze that educators cannot assume
that the ways they are most comfortable teachingl@arning are also how most students
prefer to learn. However, referring to studentalibhically as “natives” or all teachers
as “immigrants” belies the more complex realitytttoalay’s students and teachers have
diverse levels of comfort and skill with digitakttenology both in the context of the
classroom and outside it. For example, Bucking2®08) argues that a wide spectrum
of “technophobic” to “technophilic” attitudes tows technology exists among educators
as well as in our wider society. Similarly, Dagilammond (2010) and Montgomery
(2008) argue that a disproportionate number ofesitedof color and poverty lack the
same access to informal digital learning experisrmgside the classroom enjoyed by

their white and middle class peers (Darling-Hamm@td.0; Montgomery, 2008).



1.02 The Digital Divide

The reality that the benefits of digital technolagfien fall along racial and
economic fault lines is referred to as “the digdalide” (Tabourn 2008; VanFossen,
2006). In 2010, the Pew Research Center foundrtffat of white Americans report
using the Internet and 65% of white Americans Hareadband access to the Internet at
home. In contrast, 66% of black Americans and @%atinos reported using the
Internet while only 52% of blacks and 45% of Lasrtead home access to broadband
Internet (Livingston, 2011). Significantly, Montgery reports “disparities in home
computer and Internet access rates are largehiioren than for adults” (Montgomery,
2008, p.39). Thus, the gap in access to technakligely higher for K-12 students of
color and poverty than the percentages reportedeataslect.

Providing these students an opportunity in the ipidducation system to gain the
same skills that their predominately white and rtaddass peers learn informally is one
of the key motivations for this research. Darlidgmmond (2010) argues that one of the
most important functions of the public educatiosteyn is to mitigate social and
economic inequities such as the digital divide falet, Darling-Hammond’s extensive
research on how the current inequalities of puddiacation threaten the social and
economic fabric of the United States concludestiainology infusion is a critical
factor for improving the quality of education oféerto students of color and poverty in
the United States.

Because the primary purpose of social studies ésltate U.S. citizens for

democratic participation (Giroux, 1992; Kliebar®02; Mahoney, 2000; Ravitch, 2003;



Ross, 2006), social studies curriculum and insipbagbresents an appropriate and
powerful opportunity to address the digital divid&.growing number of social studies
scholars argue that digital technology should b@@sefully integrated into curriculum
and instruction because democratic participatiahéntwenty-first century increasingly
requires technological fluency and digital literg®grson & Berson, 2004; Rheingold,
2008; Vanfossen, 2006).
1.03 Technological Fluency & Digital Literacy

In 1993-- two years before the Internet went pubiith the launch of Netscape
Navigator (Friedman, 2005)-- Seymour Papert offerg@descient definition of
technological fluency as: “the ability to use ampglg technology in a fluent way,
effortlessly and smoothly, as one does with languaaglso the ability to learn new ways
of using computers in a creative and personallymmegul way” (Bers, 2008, p.156).
Such technological fluency is increasingly necesfaraccessing higher education,
applying for and retaining employment and accesiiegnformation required to make
many significant political and financial decisiof@ensky, 2010). In short, technological
fluency is becoming a prerequisite for admissiopdbtical, economic and social spheres
in the United States. Therefore, this researctirasd that students need access to digital
technology and the opportunity to develop techniciidluency that a digital text can
provide. Additionally, technological fluency praokgs a foundation for developing the
more cognitively complex skill of digital literacy.

Many of the social studies scholars reviewed inftlewing chapter argue that

digital literacy is one of the most vital skillsrfdemocratic participation in the twenty-



first century (Bennett, 2008; Bers, 2008; BersoN@fossen, 2008; Berson & Berson,
2003). The National Council for the Social Studiefines digital literacy as “the use of
diverse types of media and information communicatechnology to question the roles
of media and society and the multiple meaningdldfpes of messages” (National
Council for the Social Studies, 2009, p.4). Inesttvords, digital literacy is the
application of robust, higher-order thinking skiisthe onslaught of information
emanating from both the Internet and a host ofradiggtal technologies. For example,
U.S. citizens increasingly need to be able to acod@ermation about important political
processes such as elections or legislative inigatthrough digital media.

One indication of the growing need for developingjtdl literacy in the
classroom is Carano and Berson’s (2007) finding 76&b of teens access the majority of
their information on current events exclusivelyinel(p.67). In light of this, young
people in today’s secondary classrooms requiralbiigy to analytically and reflectively
navigate the information they are accessing onfirerder to impact the political process
through individual or collective action as futuigzens. Therefore, the term digital
literacy encompasses an ability to critically eauinformation that is often delivered in
the multiple modes of video, audio, and text siamgously. Willet (2008) argues that
the permeation of Internet advertising increasirlys the “boundaries between public
and private spaces” and “between consumers arewr#i (p.53). In other words,
students need to be able to distinguish betweetyg®s and purposes of the information

they are receiving from digital outlets. Furthiéxey need to practice critically evaluating



media content in order to use information they d@aportant to make autonomous
political and economic decisions.
1.04 The Problem
The National Council for the Social Studies’ 20@&ition paper on media
literacy articulates the growing importance of depéng digital literacy in the following
statement:
The multimedia age requires new skills for accegsamalyzing, evaluating,
creating, and distributing messages within a digiimbal, and democratic
society....Whether we like it or not, this media audt is our students’ culture.
Our job is to prepare them to be able to criticplyticipate as active citizens
with the abilities to intelligently and compassitelg shape democracy in this

new millennium(Retrieved fromhttp://www.socialstudies.org/positions/medialiteracy

p.4).

The research undertaken here is based on the assnitat integrating digital
technologies in the social studies classroom ispmtential avenue for developing the
twenty-first century skills enumerated above. @itlee need for social studies educators
to increase students’ technological fluency andtaligiteracy, the thoughtful integration
of digital devices that offer software, data steragd Internet access-- such as a laptop,
iPad, iPod or smartphone—may offer students sicanifi advantages over printed
instructional materials (Bers, 2008; Berson & Bersz2003; Bonk, 2009; Lee, 2002;
Prensky, 2010).

Digital technology can support effective curriculamd instruction in two

significant ways. First, because a growing nundfestudents in today’s K-12 education
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system either already learn informally through éhesmputing devices (Bers, 2008;
Levine, 2008; Montgomery, 2008), or express a @dsir greater access to these devices
(Bonk, 2009; Prensky, 2010), digital technologyvides a relevant and meaningful
connection to many students’ lives outside thesctasm. Offering students an
opportunity to learn formally through the technoésgthat they are increasingly likely to
be learning with on their own may, therefore, i student engagement (Fredricks,
Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004). Second, digital teclugiés have the potential to support
situated learning (Brown, Collins & Duguid, 1988at immerses students in social
studies classroom practices that readily transtat®ntexts beyond the classroom where
they will use their knowledge and skills. In adafitto the potential benefits of providing
students relevant and transferrable curriculumiastuction, the examples of digital
technology referred to here can provide studefiiisiezit access to multimedia content
such as hyperlinked text and embedded audio amb\ltht support both appropriately
differentiated learning and multiple learning ssyle the social studies and across content
areas (Rose and Meyer, 2002).

While this research specifically explored the imédign of one digital device, the
iPad, many of the potential benefits of a digigaittenumerated in the following section
could be supported by other digital platforms vatimparable software and data storage
capacities and Internet access. Similarly, diggahnologies may support learning
experiences beyond reading a digital text sucl@se research; online collaboration
between students or with experts beyond the classror student creation of digital

learning products such as websites, blogs, podoasisms. Therefore, wherever



relevant, my argument refers more broadly to “digiechnology” to acknowledge the
shared potential for increasing student engagemestipporting differentiated
curriculum and instruction that meets the needsuitiple learning styles across a
number of digital platforms that includes, but & hmited to, digital texts.
1.05 Digital Texts

The most significant benefit of digital texts i®tbapacity to bundle multimedia
or multimodal (O’Brien & Scharber, 2008) contentisingle delivery package. O’Brien
and Scharber (2008) define a digital text as onere/tideas and concepts are
represented with print texts, visual texts (phoapirs, videos, animations) and audio
texts (music, audio narration, sound effects) armhealramatic or other artistic
performances (drama, dance, spoken word)” (p.66hther words, a digital text allows
students to experience audio, visual and text sanabusly in a seamlessly bundled
learning experience (Bonk, 2009; O’Brien & Schayl2808; Prensky, 2010; Rose and
Meyer, 2002). Traditionally, social studies cuatiom resources have relied heavily on
print text alone or print text with integrated pbotaphs to deliver content (Rose &
Meyer, 2002). In so doing, printed texts haveroftevileged a single learning style or
failed to support students with diverse readingamprehension needs (Rose & Meyer,
2002). In contrast, a digital text's comparativeltimodal flexibility allows different
learning styles and learner needs to be accomnubdateiltaneously with a single text
(Rose & Meyer, 2002; Prensky, 2010).

For example, the digital version of the text pitbfer this research has several

functionalities to support diverse learning nedwd the printed version does not. | will
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briefly discuss a few of the key functionalitie tthigital text provides here to illustrate
the contrast between a digital and printed texte digital version includes an embedded
audio narration of the text to support students atgovision impaired, struggle with
language fluency or prefer auditory learning; studean choose to enable or disable this
feature. The digital text provides integrated awddeo resources throughout such as
two-minute film clips of human rights experts dissing key concepts addressed in the
text or songs from different cultures capturing aspect of the struggle to gain human
rights. This multimedia learning support may bpeesally useful for students that
struggle with literacy because it offers learnetdtiple exposures to new content
knowledge. The digital text offers a multi-colaghlighting and note-taking function
that enables students to highlight the text ancldonpose their own electronic note cards
in the margins of the text. These electronic aatnahs can be more flexibly shared or
saved than the hand-written counterparts for & pext. The digital text also includes an
embedded dictionary and thesaurus for studeneféoence unfamiliar words to support
their understanding of the content as they readallly, the graphics provided in the
digital text are in color and can be significarghyjlarged to allow students to “zoom in”
on specific details when analyzing a graphic toansthnd the content or to support
students with vision impairment.
1.06 Differentiation

One frequently cited benefit of digital texts i thbility provided for students to

appropriately pace their own learning (Bonk, 20B&rson and Balyta, 2004). The

capacity to deliver enrichment learning opport@sitalongside learning supports in a
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single text allows students more choice in how tleayn (Rose & Meyer, 2002). For
example, a digital text can be embedded with hygesito key vocabulary support such
as visual images or analogous examples for studéniggling with literacy and
comprehension. The same text can simultaneoudbgéryperlinks connecting students
to historical sidebars, parallels with other acaidedisciplines, or applications of new
knowledge to current events. Saye and Brush (28@f)e that such hypermedia can
support complex conceptual thinking by offeringdetnts “strategic scaffolds” (p.193).
Figure 1 (below) offers a visual model of the diffietiated learning supports that are

uniquely enabled by this function of digital texts.

.— Hyperlinked Text

Pronunciation —

Visual
Examples

Dictionary,
Thesaurus &
Encyclopedia

Figure 1 Differentiated Learning Enabled by Hyperlinked DagjiText

Berson and Balyta (2004) are referring to this tgp#exibility when they argue

that digital technology gives students the “oppoity for instruction that is
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multidisciplinary, inquiry-oriented, student-cergdrand multisensory” (p.142). Bonk
(2009) similarly emphasizes that digital learnimag de “customizable and specific to the
learner’s true needs, not prescribed by someomggioto that student” (p.48). In
summary, while many effective teachers already oelynultimedia in the classroom to
support student learning, a digital text allowsgeamless access to multiple learning
supports in a single package and, therefore, mag neadily supports differentiation for
diverse learners’ preferences and needs than e griext.

1.07 Situating the Researcher

My argument that a digital text can more easilylitate differentiation to meet
the needs of diverse learners than a printed taxicgrounded in my experience
teaching in the high school social studies clagarobam neither a digital “technophile”
nor a “technophobe” (Buckingham, 2008). Rathevould characterize myself as a
digital immigrant who remains technologically fluend digitally literate enough to
perform as a professional in the work environmeit @hgage in political, economic and
social spheres in the United States. Despitecdusious migration, three classroom
experiences have convinced me that our twentiathucg models of curriculum and
instruction are inadequate for twenty-first centstydents.

The first was Barack Obama’s 2008 presidentialpgagn. President Obama’s
campaign successfully galvanized the youngest tafidgmerican voters almost entirely
through digital media. In doing so, the campaigocessfully reversed decades of
established political science research on theipaliapathy of young Americans. My

high school social studies students, most too yaongte, were, nevertheless, highly
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engaged by the Internet’s capacity to harnessigallictivity. Many signed up for social
media groups that supported the Obama campaigatebmodest amounts of money, or
volunteered. Most impressively, many of my studdrdlped their parents become more
involved in the election because of their excitetroer participating digitally. This
experience convinced me that digital technologiesevengaging high school students in
the democratic institutions of the United Statesarsuccessfully than traditional paths to
participation could.

Three years later, the “Arab Spring” stunned thelavby dramatically
overturning centuries of dictatorship apparentlgronght. The people of Tunisia, Egypt
and Libya used the unprecedented voice and accesgyagement that digital
technologies offer to make the many more powelfahtthe few in power. Today, the
waves of democratic revolt continue to break acBmsthwest Asia, with the dictators or
monarchs of Morocco, Syria, Jordon, Saudi Arabiem€én and Bahrain in the most
precarious positions they have ever faced (Camm@if2). While the success of a
democratic future is uncertain everywhere, Midddestern policy experts such as
Cammett (2012) argue that digital technologies hheepotential to upend many of the
most entrenched assumptions about the permanemdeotifjarchies or the potential for
political and social change in the Middle East.e Brab Spring is the most dramatic, and
the most hopeful, example of the power of digikghinology to contribute to healthy
political participation.

Finally, my experiences teaching summer schoolktinb students that failed the

Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAK&}eg and writing components
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compelled me to explore the possibilities of pravidgreater equity by integrating more
digital technology in public education. Most Oregiudents now complete the OAKS
by computer, facilitating a faster turn-aroundesttresults. A computer-based state
assessment assumes that students are comfortatydetiog academic work on the
computer and have basic technological fluency. sTthis assessment format becomes a
barrier for students to exhibit their reading anding skills when the assumption about
students’ technological comfort or fluency is notarate. Many of the students that |
have worked with to remediate reading and writikigssfor the OAKS do not have
computers in their home and until 2011, OAKS preddtudents a pencil and paper
version when they re-take the assessment to gz@snter-intuitively (for me), when this
population of students was given the option of acpeand paper version or a digital
version, they were overwhelmingly determined tokweith the digital version to hone
their reading and writing skills on the comput&tany of these students openly
acknowledged their lack of confidence with theimoi@chnological fluency and
expressed a desire to use computers as often siblpds “catch up” with their peers.
For the past several years, many of the studeatd trave worked with in this
summer remediation program have used my classreamn anofficial personal
computer lab during the academic year. Over hutsdog lunches, and many early
mornings or late afternoons, | have withessedhinstl how the access to digital
technology has vitally increased the engagemesetdenf our high school’s most
vulnerable students. Students check their acaderagress online; record multimedia

videos and post them to the Internet for clasgyassents; create digital presentations
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and practice them before going to class; log arlass websites for missed assignments;
and blog with teachers and classmates. In shantyratudents find a way to engage in
digital learning opportunities in their free timesahool because they do not have this
option in their homes. This experience promptedaorexplore the potential for
developing greater technological fluency and diditaracy in the classroom as one
avenue for providing greater equity in the pubticieation system. Students of color and
students of poverty in the high school where | haweked for the last seven ye&rsow
that they need the same technological fluencytttet white and middle class
counterparts have gained at home in order to beesstul at school and in the world
beyond.
1.08 Research Questions

The literature reviewed in the following chaptertiois dissertation is
overwhelmingly enthusiastic about the potentialdmital technologies to increase the
relevance of curriculum and instruction as welsaglent engagement. Despite this
optimism, very little of the existing literature dingital technology in education offers
more than anecdotal evidence of the positive benefiincreasing the role of technology
in the classroom (Berson and Balyta, 2004). Theeroarefully expressed optimism is
tempered by strong appeals for more empirical reee@n how digital technologies are
impacting engagement and learning in the classr@ogy, Mason, Berson, Diem, Hicks,
Lee and Dralle, 2000; VanHover, 2004; Shiveley &Wassen, 2008). This appeal

provided a key motivation for this research. Treisearch hopes to provide a better
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understanding of the potential benefits and linotat of integrating digital social studies
texts from the important perspective of the clagsro

Despite the arguments | have made for the potdngiaéfits that digital
technologies may offer the social studies classyaoynown epistemological orientation
is grounded in human interaction. In short, | &&d our most powerful learning
experiences often occur in human relationshipsat@anot mediated by technology.
Therefore, my curiosity about the role that digieathnology should play in the
classroom seeks an understanding of where techyalag enhance or bring additional
opportunities to a classroom learning communitiieathan replace the power or
centrality of learning through relationships. Thastend, Shiveley and VanFossen (2008)
and Mason, Berson, Diem, Hicks, Lee and Dralle (2@0gue that the following
guestion: “Does technology allow students to leamnways that they could not without
technology, or to learn in more authentic or meghihways?” (In Shiveley &
VanFossen, 2008, p.8) provides a useful framewarkeichnology integration.

The literatures on digital learning and studergagement reviewed in the
following chapter of this dissertation strongly gegt that digital learning opportunities
offer students a qualitatively different learningperience than relying on the traditional
curricular resource of printed text can. This Wydghared conclusion is also
substantiated by the few empirical studies thagteoth how students interact with digital
technologies in the classroom (Davies, Ramsay,flaltdand Couperthwaite, 2005;

Reynolds and Caperton, 2011). Therefore, the relsemestions began from the
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assumption that a digital text offers a qualitdindifferent learning experience to
students and sought evidencéhofvthese experiences differ.

The following research questions guided this wajkin what ways, if at all, does
a digital text provide high school social studisidents different affordances and
academic skills than a print text? and b) Howt il§ do high school social studies
students interact differently with a digital tekah a printed text, if at all? The term
affordancesn the first research question is intended to wapthe complex and
intersecting classroom dynamics of students’ devégarning needs, multiple learning
styles (i.e. auditory, visual, textual) and studemgagement. The relevant academic
skills referenced in the first research questi@ tachnological fluency, reading
comprehension, and analytical thinking expressatlyoand in writing. This research
could offer key insights into so-called “best prees” for offering high school students
curriculum and instruction that is relevant to tHeies today and will prepare them for

democratic participation as adults.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This literature review addresses the relevant et research to argue that
including digital technology in the social stude@assroom can provide relevant
curriculum and instruction for twenty-first centulgmocratic participation, support
student engagement in learning academic contenskilisland in so doing, provide
greater equity for students of color and povertthie K-12 public education system. |
begin by addressing how integrating some aspedgitél technology into social
studies curriculum and instruction may facilitatgrbcratic participation in the twenty-
first century. Next, | draw upon the last decadXtensive literature on student
engagement to provide a theoretical framework fpresearch on the experiences and
perspectives of a social studies class as they withka digital text and to address the
implications for equity of increasing student engiagnt. | then articulate the unique
ways that digital technology can support situagadrning and student ownership of their
learning. | conclude by addressing the significdrallenges raised by embracing
technology in the classroom with blind exuberanicargue that technology is merely a
tool that can support—never replace-- effectiveicutum and instruction. In order to
take advantage of its potential, | believe thattdigechnology must be integrated
thoughtfully by content and pedagogical experts wadmain cognizant of the power of
human interaction in the classroom.

In the section to follow, | argue that teachingdgtiots how to use digital

technologies to engage in political, social ancheooic institutions in the U.S. is an
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appropriate goal for social studies education enttrenty-first century. Specifically, |
offer that digital natives, while often well versedusing technology informally, need
explicit development of digital literacy skills theupport democratic engagement. |
believe that the secondary social studies classisdih®e most appropriate context for
these connections to be established. To illustrat@argument, | explore how democratic
participation in the United States is changing ttumcreased access to information and
new opportunities to participate through digitalheologies. Finally, | present the
empirical work in the literature reviewed here thagjgests digital natives prefer to
participate politically through digital technologry support my argument that teaching
technological fluency and digital literacy througldigital technology such as a digital
text may positively impact future democratic engagat.
2.01 Digital Democratic Participation

Digital natives, despite their early immersion igithl worlds, often do not know
how to translate their social experiences withtdlgechnology into civic engagement
(Bennet, 2008; Berson & Berson, 2004; Berson anuFgasen, 2008; Rheingold, 2008;
Thieman, O’Brien, Lee, & Hinde, 2009). To thiddeRheingold (2008) aptly cautions:
“participants, like literate citizens, aren’t autatically produced by computer
ownership” (p.103). In other words, although mahydents are well versed in using
digital technology to learn informally, social sieslteachers have a vital role to play in
facilitating the development of explicit criticddibking skills for learning with digital
technology (Thieman, O’Brien, Lee and Hinde, 200Bpr example, social studies

educators may offer students a more nuanced uaddisg of how digital media can
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provide a greater voice in our democratic institasi than they may be able to arrive at
on their own. Rheingold (2008) argues that:

By showing students how to use Web-based toolschadnels to inform publics,

advocate positions, contest claims, and organizeraaround issues that they

truly care about, participatory media education daaw them into positive early
experiences with citizenship that could influenoeit civic behavior throughout

their lives (p.102).

A growing number of social studies scholars ardpae the skills that Rheingold
(2008) enumerates above are more likely to bevau#d in the context of the classroom
because the teacher’s content and pedagogicaltesepean guide students to think
critically about how to influence democratic ingtions (Berson and Balyta, 2004;
Rheingold, 2008; Thieman, O’Brien, Lee and Hindg)®). To this end, the National
Council for the Social Studies (2009) argues that:

the better we can prepare our students to crijicplestion the information and

media they are seeing, hearing, and using, the hketg they are to make

informed decisions and to participate as citizehs wan shape democracy for the

public good (p.6).

Therefore, social studies curriculum and instructioust use digital technology in the
classroom to explicitly develop the digital liteyagtudents need to navigate the complex
world online and to engage in the digital worlddasnocratic citizens.

The most compelling argument for incorporating tilgiechnology, technological

fluency and digital literacy into social studiesuedtion is the reality that information
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technology has changed the ways we engage as daimantizens in the United States
(Benkler, 2006; Bers, 2008; Levine, 2008pntgomery, 2008; Rheingold, 2008;
VanFossen, 2006). On a practical level, the Itehas made far more information
accessible to more people than ever before in hunsdory. Therefore, VanFossen
(2006) argues that that the Internet is actualtyaasing the “degree of political
knowledge Americans possess” (p.25). He makesitpertant observation that the
Internet not only allows citizens to easily gaifommnation but also to use that
information to influence the political process thgh the Internet. Writing a
representative, signing a petition, joining grasts@ctivist groups, or donating money
are only a few examples of political activity tltain occur much more rapidly than ever
before because of digital technology (VanFosse@620

Further, digital technology is increasing the imgaat individuals have on
political and economic institutions (Bonk, 2009ylEa Schussman, 2008; Levine, 2008;
Montgomery, 20008; Rheingold, 2008). The democnatice provided by the ability for
anyone with Internet access to share ideas andoogimwith a global audience is widely
documented in the literature reviewed here as timegpy way in which individuals have
most significantly increased their political infume (Benkler, 2006; Berson & Berson,
2004; Bonk, 2009; Levine, 2008; Montgomery, 200BeRRgold, 2008). Benkler (2006)
and Levine (2008) both characterize the new larmqmseaought by digital technology as
a world where democracy is no longer the “spectsport” of the past as citizens have

many more opportunities to impact political andremaic causes they care about online.

22



When this increased democratic voice and its astenpolitical influence
intersect with robust digital literacy skills, tleeaire further opportunities to organize
interest groups in order to impact political andreamic institutions. Therefore, social
studies education can contribute to expanding pp®unities for democratic
participation through digital media by explicitlgaching students how to use digital
technologies for civic engagement.

Another important reason to integrate digital teslbgy in social studies
education is the growing evidence that young peppéer to engage in democratic
institutions through digital technology despitekiag many of the requisite skills to do
so (Bennet, 2008; Bers, 2008; Raynes-Goldie & Walk@08; VanFossen, 2006, Xenos
& Foot, 2008). Raynes-Goldie and Walker’s (2008gasive qualitative analysis of the
civic engagement preferences of youth found thatesits “rely on the Internet for
information about causes important to them, conoestto like-minded peers and
organizations, and for ways to organize and madil{p.170). Similarly, VanFossen
(2006) found that “70% of 18-25 year olds beliepefitical campaign information found
on the internet was more useful” than other meditets (p.26). Importantly, Raynes-
Goldie & Walker (2008) argue that when studentsgaren opportunities in the
classroom to make civic connections digitally, thezke positive change in their lives
and in their communities, demonstrating that th@a®r result of online engagement is
occurring offline” (p.170).

In summary, digital technology offers new opporti@s to engage in civic life.

Given the growing evidence that many digital natipeefer to participate in both the
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social and political spheres through digital tedbgg, explicitly teaching students how
to use digital technology for democratic participatmay offer secondary social studies
educators a powerful opportunity for cultivatingmtecratic engagement in the future.
Because one important predictor of the democratgagement discussed above is a
student’s level of academic engagement in the safiool classroom, the following
section addresses the current literature on stiefegggement.
2.02 Student Engagement

The literature on student engagement providesaekieal framework to inform
this study’s focus on the experiences and perspectf a high school social studies
class as they work with a digital text or a prewtt Measuring student engagement in the
K-12 classroom has become increasingly importaetuncational research because key
engagement indicators have been consistently edeckivith long-term academic
success (Appleton, Christenson, Kim & Reschly, 2606dricks, Blumenfeld & Paris,
2004; Fredricks, McColske, Meli, Motrosse, Mord&&looney, 2011; Marks, 2000).
Marks (2000) concisely summarizes the prevailingeben the literature that “students
who are engaged with school are more likely torletr find the experience rewarding,
to graduate, and to pursue higher education” ().1B&yond the measurable academic
benefits of student engagement, Kuh’s (2009) wotkfl that student engagement is key
for developing “the habits of the mind and heaat #nlarge their capacity for continuous
learning and personal development (p.5). Thusca&tthnal research has focused on

improving student engagement in response to theapee apathy or alienation from
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school that characterizes up to sixty percent gh lsichool students’ experiences (Marks,
2000).

Two nuances to the research on the overwhelmingaté of disengagement are
particularly relevant for this research. Firsg theta-analysis of the literature on
engagement conducted by Fredricks, McColske, Nitrosse, Mordice and Mooney
(2011) found that disengagement increases as argtpbgresses through the K-12
system. In fact, by high school, engagement irctagsroom has plummeted for many
students. Second, the number of students of dodrdisengage and eventually dropout
of high school is significantly higher than the ruem of white students who dropout
(Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004; Darling-Hanmdp 2010; Marks, 2000).
Engaging students of color and poverty to incréhsi academic success is particularly
relevant because the existing research on how rsisidgeract with digital technologies
indicates that students find digital technologeveaint to their lives regardless of their
racial and ethnic or their socioeconomic backgro{fmupleton, Christenson, Kim &
Reschly, 2006; Marks, 2000; Raynes-Goldie & WalR&X)8; Reynold’'s & Caperton,
2011). In fact, Reynolds and Caperton’s (2011) ieiocg research on how digital
technology “mitigates gaps in public education”ibgreasing student access to the
technological fluency they need for many typesartipipation outside the classroom
offers evidence that students of color report hidgbeels of engagement with digital
learning opportunities than with traditional cuaiiem and instruction (p.268).

Over the past decade, the literature on studergggament has come to

understand engagement as a dynamic and complereiateon of behavioral, cognitive
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and emotional components (Appleton, Christensom &id Reschly, 2006; Fredricks,
Blumenfeld and Paris, 2004; Fredricks, McColskeliMéotrosse, Mordice & Mooney,
2011; Marks, 2000). Importantly, student engagdrsebest understood as a multi-
dimensional construct because each domain of engagdends to reinforce the other
two (Appleton, Christenson, Kim and Reschly, 20Bx@&dricks, Blumenfeld and Paris,
2004).

Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) define baralengagement as “effort,
persistence, concentration, attention, asking guesaind contributing to class
discussions” (p.62). Thus, behavioral engagenseotten measured through an
observation of how students participate in learrfing., Marks, 2000). In contrast,
cognitive engagement is not readily observed. ksl Blumenfeld and Paris (2004)
and Marks (2000) both refer to studentestmentin learning as the defining feature of
cognitive engagement. Fredricks, Blumenfeld anisHa004) also include
“thoughtfulness and willingness to exert the efftgtessary to comprehend complex
ideas and master difficult skills” (p.60). Emotadmengagement is associated with
students’ experiences beyond the classroom (Appl€bristenson, Kim and Reschly,
2006), such as extra curricular involvement inetib$ or a student’s sense of social
belonging within their peer community. Because gomal engagement is most often
observed outside the classroom, this researchédsaus the constructs of behavioral
engagement and cognitive engagement. Figure @wvberovides a visual summary of

each domain and the aspects of engagement thahignge to each.
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Cognitive:
Inferred investment in
learning such as
connections to prior
knowledge.

Emotional:
Connections to school &
community outside the

classroom.

Figure 2: Three Domains of Student Engagement

2.03 Situated Learning

Laird and Kuh'’s (2005) finding that student usermdbrmation technology “has a
strong positive relationship with an overall measoent of student engagement” and
“may increase their opportunities for other typésmmgagement” provides an important
indication that effectively integrating digital tawology in the high school social studies
classroom can positively influence student engageifpe211). In particular, the digital
text piloted for this research was designed to sttpgiudent engagement through
situated learning.Situated learning theory argues that the most uskfsisroom
experiences offer students the “tools” they negditocommunities of shared beliefs and
practice in the United States (Brown, Collins & Didy 1989; Lave, 1996). In this vein,
Brown, Collins and Duguid (1989) argue that wherdshts are offered the opportunity
to practice their “tools” of knowledge in a contétait mimics how those tools are used
outside the classroom, they are more likely to Ithan increasingly rich implicit

understanding of the world in which they use tr@s@nd of the tools themselves”
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(p-33). In the social studies classroom, diggahihology can help situate students in
online communities that intersect with their pckti or social interests (Bers, 2008;
Bonk, 2009; Davidson & Goldberg, 2009); meet viltipavith experts in relevant fields
(Kim & Hannafin, 2008; Lee, 2002); and engage iliadmration and peer review that is
not limited to the classroom (Bers, 2008; Bonk,20im & Hannafin, 2008; Lee, 2002;
Prensky, 2010; VanFossen, Friedman & Harsthorn@Q0
Much of the literature reviewed here refers todpplications of digital

technology as a kind of “participatory learningattits within the situated learning
paradigm described above (Bers, 2008; Davidson &llt&wg, 2009; Kim & Hannafin,
2008; VanFossen, Friedman & Harsthorne, 2009).id3an and Goldberg (2009) define
participatory learning as “the many ways that leasr(of any age) use new technologies
to participate in virtual communities where thenghideas, comment on one another’s
projects, and plan, design, implement, advancsinoply discuss their practices, goals,
and ideas together” (p.12). Davidson and Gold2099) argue that because
participatory learning is “socially networked” atmbllaborative” it more readily allows
students to “fashion workarounds when straightfedasolutions to problems or learning
challenges are not forthcoming” (p.30). In corttr@®avidson and Goldberg (2008) argue
that traditional curriculum and instruction matésibave been developed in the interest
of serving an individual and high-stakes assessmeudiel that emphasizes “competition
and hierarchy, rather than cooperation, partneaimdymediation” (p.30).

An important aspect of the situated learninguigtodigital technology inferred

in the examples offered in the two previous parnalggds the increased access to both
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experts and an audience beyond the classroomexaonple, the digital text developed
for this research intentionally integrates shdn ftlips of a variety of experts from the
field of human rights work discussing complex cqiseor controversies to provide
students access to multiple perspectives beyondalssroom. Students can also use
digital technology to communicate with relevant jplecacross the United States or the
globe through blogs, online forums or video confieneg to discuss or debate the issues
as they are developing new understandings in soeial studies class. For example,
some high school classes with access to the régtesihnology infrastructure have set
up Skype videoconferencing exchanges with adolésderraq or Afghanistan in order
to discuss the U.S. military commitments in eadpeetive country. Conversations with
their Afghan or Iraqi peers-- who have differentgpectives on the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan than American students (and who hagéedenterests in U.S. foreign
policy)-- have provided students with valuable giés that may well shape their own
political decisions as American voters.

The opportunity to deliberate on issues with retdyeeople both within and
beyond the context of the classroom can developbiigy for students to connect with
interests groups or effectively deliberate withesghon political issues that they want to
impact as citizens. Thus, when students are ndatelihto the community of the
classroom, they are provided a wider variety oficé®for how to apply their learning or
“situate” themselves in the world with an audietita may be more authentic than a
single teacher or classroom (Bonk, 2009; PrensB$0®2 Bonk (2009) argues that this

expanded audience adds relevance to the contela Ri@insky (2010) asserts that
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students produce their best learning products wiheynknow their work will be shared
with an audience beyond the classroom. In this, &dgarning environment that
thoughtfully integrates digital technology “enablesvices, otherwise unable to
participate in the real-world experiences, to ergagauthentic problems and activities
while in classroom settings” (Kim & Hannafin, 20@8172). In short, students can
participate in civic life in some of the same mansrtbat they will participate outside the
classroom.

In a similar vein, Lee (2002) and Mason, BersoremiHicks, Lee and Dralle
(2000) offer examples of how situated learningrisgets with digital technology to allow
students to think like an historian because ofrtimereased access to information that
they can build their own interpretations from. Ma®t al (2000) argue that the
unprecedented access to the “raw materials of ast’ provided by digital primary
documents allows students to construct history rittae ever before. Similarly, Lee
(2002) argues that digital technology allows stislén “stand side by side with
professional historians generating an infinite nemdf interpretations” (p.508) and
emphasizes that the most revolutionary benefliesehcouragement of “a view of the
past that is tentative and process oriented.. dinéimear complexity supported by the
Web is a means to deal more effectively with thdtiple sequences, voices, outcomes
and implications of historical narrative” (p.508Dpffering students the opportunity to
truly “write history” is one powerful example of Wadigital technologies open the gates
to the communities of practice where students afiigir new knowledge and in so

doing, make learning more relevant and salient K3@009; Bers, 2008).
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2.04 Student Autonomy

Digital texts also have the capacity to bundle imétia or multimodal content
and embed multiple learning supports for differatetil learning in a single delivery
package. This aspect of a digital text can supbertstudent autonomy” that Fredricks,
Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) found increases stueleg@agement in the classroom. For
example, a single digital text can support oneesttid understanding of key vocabulary
with an embedded dictionary and another studentisl@ment opportunities with
embedded interdisciplinary connections. In thiyveadigital text allows students in the
same classroom to choose a learning path thahétsindividual needs from a variety of
text, audio and visual resources.

Digital texts further support student autonomy hesestheir software capacities
provide students a greater variety of ways to er&rning products than the single
medium of print (Bers, 2008; Prensky, 2010). Bareple, digital technologies such as a
digital text facilitate the flexible use of textpages and music for multimedia learning
products. Bonk (2009) argues that the latesttitaraf digital “Web 2.0” technologies
has allowed a shift “from a culture that passiwelgeives content” to one that “actively
participates in it by adding content” (p.41). Heogdates this shift in the following
statement:

the combination of free and widely distributed eatianal resources with tools that

enable learners to add to or comment on such resswar build entirely new ones
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begins to redefine what learning is—it becomes petidn or participation, not

consumption and absorption (p.42).
Bers (2008) similarly characterizes “technologyatitearning as an environment in
which “learners are engaged in learning by makingating, programming and
communicating” (p.145). In short, digital text® ame example of how a digital
technology can offer students a greater varietyootent resources, access to relevant
communities beyond the classroom for meaningfulieajons of their learning, and
powerful tools to create multimedia learning pragun a single delivery package.
Figure 3, below, provides a visual summary of titegrated learning supports unique to
digital texts and similar digital technologies. i kisual captures the potential benefits of
situated learning and student autonomy that aalitgthnology can provide to increase

student engagement in the classroom.
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Situated
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experts & practice
democratic
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Figure 3 Unique Learning Opportunities Afforded by Digifedéchnologies in the Classroom

While curriculum and instruction that support siedhlearning and student
autonomy to increase student engagement is cgriaasisible without digital
technology, the literature reviewed here makesnapatling argument for the tremendous
increase in access and ease of use provided lmathestorage capacities, software
applications and Internet access of digital tert$ similar digital technologies (Bonk,
2009; Rose and Meyer, 2002; Prensky, 2010). Intshbelieve that a digital text that
thoughtfully integrates learning supports and dmmient opportunities in a single
delivery package allows students to differentiatgrtown learning in new and powerful

ways.
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My argument-- that digital technology can offer thstinct advantages over a
printed text described above-- is informed by my@acial constructivist learning
perspective. Ernst (1994) articulates the funddaat@pistemological orientation of
constructivist thought as the belief that “knowisgctive, individual, and personal”
(p.2). Using digital technology as one way to p#tidents situated learning
opportunities and greater student autonomy impfibibnors this constructivist
orientation to learning. Ernst (1994) further itfes the central metaphor of social
constructivism aspersons in conversationp.8, italics in the original) inferring that
human relationships can play a critical role inrméag. Digital technology can support
socially constructed learning through human refegiops in that it offers students the
chance to practice engaging in conversation anbetation with relevant peer and
expert audiences both within and beyond the classro

However, my argument to thoughtfully increase thle of digital technology in
the classroom is tempered by an awareness of tieeant limitations of technology. In
the section that follows, | explore the most siguint aspect of this challenge as
presented in the current literature on digital héaag.

2.05 Limitations of Digital Technologies in the Clasroom

Nicholas Carr (2008) is the most outspoken oppoatdigital reading
experiences replacing books. He argues that rgamtiw information digitally impairs
our “ability to interpret text, to make the rich mal connections that form when we read
deeply” (p.91). Most significantly, he argues that reading throdggital technologies

does not allow for the “quiet spaces opened ugbystistained, undistracted reading of a

34



book” which allows us to “make our own associatjargw our own inferences and
analogies, foster our own ideas” (p.94).

Carr’s (2008) critique of our society’s growingiegice on digital technology as
the primary medium for learning is well placed ifasas it cautions us against a blind
embrace of technology for its own sake. Howe@arr openly acknowledges that his
argument lacks empirical evidence from neurologacal psychological literature that
would substantiate his claims about digital techggls impacts on cognition. More
importantly for the context of K-12 education, Caaritique is undergirded by an
unacknowledged assumption that most people leatnamel think most deeply by
reading through the printed page.

In contrast, Rose and Meyer (2002) argue persugsagainst the inequity of
“barriers” created when “classrooms continue ta@bminated by a single medium—
usually printed textbooks” because “a person whmeays learning disabled in a print-
bound, text-based environment may look extraordinskilled in a graphics or video-
based environment” (p.6). They further argue thatinherently multimedia nature of
digital technologies allow for “flexible methodsdcamaterials that can reach diverse
learners” (p.3).

Davies, Ramsay, Lindfield and Couperthwaite (209%)ork on a “blended
approach”-- where technology enhances rather thglaces traditional classroom
curriculum and instruction such as “face-to-faasdrhing (p.840)-- provides a
compelling model for understanding the potentiatsaiddressing the needs of diverse

learners that Rose and Meyer’s (2002) work catkEngéibn to as well as the limitations
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technology can pose to learning and thinking thaihé focus of Carr’s (2008) critique.
For example, Davies, et al's (2005) empirical stoflpost-secondary students’
overwhelmingly positive reports on their experient@arning with computer-based
materials supports their conclusion that digitahtelogies “produce a stimulating and
motivating environment” that “encourages independearning” (p.840). Therefore,
they argue that educators should focus on undelistgfwhat technology can usefully
add to or enhance, rather than replicate and rejptatd conclude that “a blend of
traditional and computer-based approaches” toaultnm and instruction offers the
“greatest potential” for meeting all students’ ne¢p.840).

Digital texts that retain an emphasis on readindendiso offering hyperlinked
support and embedded multimedia content have ttempal to harness the benefits of
this blended approach by making content more aitdeds diverse learners than a
printed text does. The benefits to learning apzeislly powerful when a digital text is
integrated into the context of the classroom wiséudents have the opportunity to learn
through dynamic relationships with teachers andge€hus, a digital text can
powerfully replace the medium of the printed textbhdut cannot substitute for the
classroom learning community. This orientatioteichnology in the classroom closely
parallels the aforementioned “litmus test” offelgdMason, Berson, Diem, Hicks, Lee
and Dralle (2000): “Does technology allow studdntkearn in ways that they could not
without technology, or to learn in more authenticraningful ways?” (In Shiveley &

VanFossen, 2008, p.8).
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2.06 Conclusion

My argument that digital technology should playaykr role in social studies
education than it currently does is grounded irt mamy strong belief that digital
technology cannot produce learning by itself. Texdbgy-- from the wheel and stone
axe, to the Internet and hand-held computer-+id,aways has been, a tool for human
beings to use both in their pursuit of knowledgd as they participate in their society.
The literature reviewed here rests upon the assamiitat digital technology is one of
the most important tools for accessing new knowdeaigparticipating in our society
today. Nevertheless, technology is “merely a footeachers to use” (Bulpett &
Friedman, 2008, p.34).

Marc Prensky’s (2010) argument that “the verbseafiing are unlikely to
change” hints at what | believe are the imperatofgsublic education today. We must
embrace ever-changing technology to tealtlstudents in the United States how to learn
for themselves, how to innovate, how to solve peotd creatively, how to collaborate
with one another and how to participate in allke# political, economic, social
institutions they wish to have access to (Darlirmatinond, 2010). The public education
system is the only place that Americans can gueeathiat all students have access to
learning these skills through digital technologynder to effectively engage in our
society for the rest of their lives.

The American public education system emerged ihgsa response to the

United States transformation from an agricultuoahm industrial economy and from a
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rural to an urban society (Kliebard, 2004; Ravitt®74). The twentieth century brought
radical changes in the knowledge and skills thagtmanericans needed to navigate an
increasingly “complex technological world” (Klielegr2004). In this context, John
Dewey struggled to define how curriculum shoulddbesigned in order to “put children
in command of the intellectual resources of thaelture” (Kliebard, 2004, p.72). 1
believe that the current revolution in informati@chnology presents educators in the
twenty-first century with a strikingly parallel dienge. In short, offering students an
“intellectual command” of their twenty-first cenyuworld will be increasingly difficult
to accomplish without technological fluency anditdigliteracy.

| have argued that K-12 social studies studentd tebe explicitly taught how to
translate technological fluency into democraticagement, and the classroom is the
most appropriate context for this critical learntogake place. Much of the literature
reviewed here supports the belief that teachingabetudies through a digital text may
positively impact democratic engagement. Most irtgrdly, providing technological
fluency and digital literacy to students who lackls access at home is fundamental to
providing equity in the classroom as well as athgallemocratic system in the United
States. Social studies educators can offer twirgtyeentury students relevant
curriculum and instruction by thoughtfully integreg the potential benefits of digital
curriculum into the social studies classroom tahestudents to think critically in a

landscape of overwhelming information.
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CHAPTER Il
RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY
In the following section, | outline my researchthmlology and design in detail
and provide explicit rationales for how this desajlowed me to address my research
guestions. Table 1 (below) provides a brief ovamof the key methodological and
design elements that are discussed in detail thiauwighis chapter.
Table 1:

Research Methodology & Design

Research Questions: a. In what ways, if at all, does a digital textyide high school
social studies’ students different affordances asatiemic skills
than a printed text?

b. How, if at all, do high school social studiesdgnts interact
differently with a digital text than a printed text

Research Paradigm: Constructivist

Methodology: Mixed-Methods Multiple-Case Study (4 Cases)

Primary Unit of Tenth-Grade World History Class

Analysis:

Embedded Units of a. 2 classroom teachers

Analyses: b. 118 students in World History classes

Contexts: Print: 2 tenth-grade World History classes charastd by a print-

text version of human rights unit

Digital: 2 tenth-grade World History classes chigeezed by a
digital-text version of human rights unit

Site: Large High School in Portland Metropolitan area
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Table 1:

Research Methodology & Desig@ontinued)

Participant Selection:

Purposeful sampling of World History Classe
with similar student & teacher demographics;;
“replicate” (Yin, 2009) the procedures for ea¢

case

Data Collection Strategies:

a. 16 (4 per class) Classroom Observations
b. 118 Student Surveys

c. 16 Student Artifacts

d. 2 Semi-Structured Teacher Interviews

Qualitative Data Analysis Strategies:

a.

Coded student responses to open-en
survey items; analyzed data to
determine emerging themes within
each case; comparatively analyzed
themes across cases

Coded teacher interviews; analyzed
data to determine emerging themes
within each case; comparatively
analyzed themes across cases
Assessed quality of critical thinking
from student artifacts with critical
thinking rubric; comparatively
analyzed critical thinking assessment
across cases

Coded classroom STROBE
observational protocols, audio-video
footage & field notes; analyzed case-
by-case data to determine emerging
themes within each case;

comparatively analyzed themes across

cases

Quantitative Data Analysis Strategies:

Analyzed student survey responses
with contingency table & Pearson’s
Chi-square to determine if type of tex
is a reliable predictor of student
experiences
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3.01 Research Questions

The research questions guiding this study aren a)hlat ways, if at all, does a
digital text provide high school social studiesid#nts different affordances and
academic skills than a print text? and b) Howt il§ do high school social studies
students interact differently with a digital tektah a printed text? My use of the term
affordancess intended to capture the complex and intersgatiassroom dynamics of
multiple learning styles, student perceptions tdwvance, student ownership of their
learning and student engagement. The academis siitvant for this inquiry are:
technological fluency, the ability to comprehentbrmation in a text, the ability to
express relevant thinking orally, and the abildyekpress creative or analytical thinking
orally or in writing.

In order to answer these questions, | compareetperiences of two tenth-grade
social studies classes working with a pilot digigait on human rights to the experiences
of two tenth-grade social studies classes workiit & printed-text version of the same
unit. Therefore, the class is the primary uniapélysis. Several sub-research questions
address the main research questions with gregbéi ded nuance. The sub-research
guestions also guided data collection on the twbesided units of analyses: the
classroom teacher and individual students. Theresikarch questions are displayed in

Table 2 below and linked to their relevant soumedata.
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Table 2:

Research Sub-Questio&sData Sources

Sub-Research Question Data Source
a. In what ways, if at all, does a digital text suppdifferent academig a. Classroom Observation
skills for a high school social studies class taginted text? b. Student Survey
c. Student Artifacts
d. Teacher Interviews

b. Does a high school social studies class perceiv&ingwith a a. Student Survey
digital text as more relevant (i.e. content orlskihat can be used
beyond the context of their social studies cldsahtworking with a
traditional text and if so, in what ways?

c. Does a high school social studies class perceiv&ingwith a a. Student Survey
digital text as more engaging than working withriaed text and if
so, in what ways?

d. Do student artifacts reflect a difference in thalgy of thinking a.Student Artifacts
when a social studies class works with a digital ¥ersus a print
text and if so, in what ways?

a. What indicators obehavioraland/orcognitiveengagement are a. Classroom Observation
present when a class works with a print text? b. Student Survey
c. Teacher Interviews

. Classroom Observation
. Student Surveys
. Teacher Interview

b. What indicators obehavioraland/orcognitiveengagement are
present when a class works with a digital text?

O oo

c. Do teachers report a difference in support for digdearning styles a. Teacher Interviews
when a class works with a digital text versus atgext and if so,
what evidence of this do they offer?

This research is intended for an audience of hitjoal social studies teachers,
school administrators, teacher educators and ssttidies curriculum developers

interested in the thoughtful integration of digitathnology in the classroom. The
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decision to focus on the classroom as the primaityad analysis for this research was
motivated by a belief | share with Rose (2011) thestnaining attuned to students’ lived
experience and fostering their sensitivity to théune of that experience is essential in
achieving a sound pedagogical response to emeiggmniologies” (p.525). An empirical
understanding of the differences between how stsdaeteract with a digital text versus
a print text may provide social studies educatdtk waluable inferences about how
engagement and learning may best be supportedgiindigital technologies.
3.02 A Constructivist Research Paradigm

A constructivist paradigm provided the most appiadprtheoretical research
framework for this design. Guba and Lincoln (198#)culate a research paradigm as
“the basic belief system or worldview that guides investigator, not only in choices of
method but in ontologically and epistemologicalipdlamental ways” (p.105). Guba and
Lincoln (1994) emphasize that a researcher’s chafigaradigm reflects their
fundamental beliefs about “the nature of the ‘wotide individual’'s place in it, and the
range of possible relationships to that world dagharts” (p.107). Constructivism
coincides with many of my beliefs about the natfresality and how human beings
experience reality, in keeping with Guba and Limt®lunderstanding of the essential
framework such a paradigm provides. Further, nwdrifie most important assumptions
of constructivism are embedded in the researchtiquesposed by this inquiry. For
example, | believe that an inquiry into how studenteract differently with a digital
versus a printed text was best addressed by dalieetultiple forms of data

(observations, surveys, artifacts, interviews) frmmtiple sources (multiple classes,
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students and teachers) to capture the complexaydasersity of experience that coexist
in the classroom as well as between classes. Dhtisthe inquiry and the subsequent
data collection strategies stemmed from an ontoddgissumption that reality is
subjective and relative (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).

Importantly, constructivism’s epistemological apgeb insists that knowledge is
“never certifiable as true but problematic and esfeanging” (Guba, 1990, p.26).
Therefore, my research design built in multiplesperctives with significant triangulation
of data, while acknowledging that “ever changingbiwledge is an intrinsic limitation to
what can be inferred from this inquiry. Howevehil the constructivist paradigm
acknowledges the inherently fluid nature of humaavidedge and experience, it also
seeks to “identify the variety of constructionsttaaist and bring them into as much
consensus as possible” (Guba, 1990, p.26). Inviirg my use of a constructivist lens to
address the research questions posed here thraughiple-case study research design
offers insights into both the diversity of studarieractions with each version of the text
as well as a range of student and teacher pergpsatithin and between cases.
Constructivism’s emphasis on consensus, ratherdedainty, further provided an
appropriate lens for articulating commonalitieshivitand between cases.

Finally, a constructivist paradigm supported a aese design that valued
democratic participation. Constructivism underdtathe researcher as a “participant and
facilitator” in the process of inquiry because kiedge is “created as the investigation
proceeds” with the investigator and participants/plg equal roles (Guba & Lincoln,

1994, p.113). This approach is distinct from thsifivist and post-positivist paradigms
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that both implicitly privilege the role of the instigator as the “expert” (Guba & Lincoln,
1994). In contrast, in my role as the researdhexplicitly addressed how student and
teacher perspectives on curriculum and instrugtr@vided the most vital expertise for
improving social studies education to each of thdygs participants. In summary, |
believe that the research questions posed herehgsteaddressed by data collection and
analysis strategies informed by a constructiviseaech paradigm that enabled me to
capture multiple dynamics in the complex environtredrihe classroom.
3.03 Research Methodology

This research inquiry relied upon both quantitatine qualitative methodologies.
A qualitative approach was especially importanegimy interest in hearing student
voices as they experienced either version of thieitethe context of their high school
social studies class (Creswell, 2007). A qualiatiesearch approach also required
extensive data collection from multiple sourceg #ilmwed for a more robust description
and interpretation of the similarities and diffezea between cases that worked with a
digital text and cases that work with a printed {©&reswell, 2007). A quantitative
methodology was also used to collect and analytlzeaaa class’s perceptions of their
learning experiences with a digital versus a pgenrt; academic skills supported by a
digital text; and the perceived relevance of thie. ufihe results of this quantitative
analysis further guided the subsequent collectideacher interview data as well as the
analysis of classroom observation data and stuatéfects for the most triangulated

approach to data collection and analysis possible.
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Multiple-Case Study Research Design

This inquiry relied upon a multiple-case study agwh with replication as its
organizing principle to compare the experiencesvoftenth-grade World History social
studies classes working with the digital humantsgbxt to the experiences of two tenth-
grade World History social studies classes workitity) the printed text. According to
Yin (2009), a case study is an “empirical inquingttinvestigates a contemporary
phenomenon in depth and within its real-life cotit¢m.18). For this design, the social
studies classroom served as the primary unit diyaisawhile individual students and
classroom teachers served as two embedded subtiaitalyses. Figure 4 (below)

provides a visual overview of the multiple-caseigiestructure.

AN

Print Digital Print Digital
Case Case Case Case

Figure 4 Comparative Structure of Multiple-Case Study DQesi

Yin (2009) argues that case studies are most ukefuhderstanding “complex
social phenomena” and for capturing the “holisitind meaningful characteristics of real-
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life events” (p.4). Thus, an interest in focusorgthe complex dynamics of the
classroom as the primary unit of analysis inforrtteelchoice of a multiple-case study
design. The multiple-case study approach offerebee “robust” design than a single
case study because replicating the study in fagscboms provided greater external
validity and is therefore, “often considered mooenpelling” (Yin, 2009, p.53). Thus,
the cases were carefully selected to meet theierfia providing a literal replication’

of the study with each case or classroom (Yin, 2@0®4). The decision to focus on the
entire class as the unit of analysis allowed mepttect and interpret data from the
classroom learning community and to compare maltigarning communities in the
cross-case analysis, while the subunits of analysesded a more refined interpretation
of the experiences and interactions of the cla#is the print or digital text (Yin, 2009,
p.52).

Case studies are often limited to one or two casdsCreswell (2007) notes that
case study researchers typically select no moreftha to five cases because the goal of
gualitative research is depth of information. emgied from the assumption that multiple
classroom dynamics such as the role of the teatifeerelationships that students share
with their peers, and a student’s previous expegdstwith learning social studies content
all mediated students’ experiences with and petsfmscon the text. Therefore, |
included four case studies and two teachers toremgeater reliability and confidence in
the “emerging themes” across multiple cases (Crigs@7). While by nature a case
study is not generalizable (Creswell, 2007), reqtirgy the inquiry in four different

classes offered greater insights into the potefdrahtegrating digital technology in
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social studies curriculum and instruction than mparison of two cases that shared the
same teacher could have.

Finally, the multiple-case study design ensured tt@adigital case studies were
the first World History sections taught by eachpexgive teacher and the print case
studies were comprised of subsequent sections ofidWiistory. This design decision
intended to avoid a circumstance where the appasitive experiences of the digital
case studies were, in fact, more reflective oftédaeher’s ability to adapt later iterations
of the curriculum and instruction to meet studezeds identified while teaching the first
section of World History. Therefore, the print eatudies were kept in the most
advantageous timing sequence in order to avoielfaldtributing positive student
experiences and interactions to the digital tetkterathan an improvement in instruction.
Research Site

This research was conducted at a large suburbarshigol in the Portland
metropolitan area where | taught social studiesif2®05 to 2012. | made the decision to
conduct the research in the district where | workedseven years in order to achieve the
greatest access possible for conducting thorougghatdlection in the field (Yin, 2009).
My data collection strategies are elaborated infaHewing section but | will mention
them briefly in order to discuss my site choicéneTnultiple classroom observations,
student surveys, student artifacts and teachawietes that comprise my data collection
instruments all required considerable time spetiénfield. Due to my experience as a
classroom teacher, | knew that | would need to oelgtrong and positive relationships

with the participating teachers in order to be tgdrirequent access to their classrooms.
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This study also required district and building adistrative approval that was, again,
greatly facilitated by my existing professionalatenships at both levels.

This research decision offered my design greatasilbdity while simultaneously
posing two significant limitations. First, condingt research in the district where | have
taught for the past seven years raised signifigaastions about the role of the
researcher. My own participation in the organ@aai structure of the district informs
my assumptions about what is normal in the clagsrenvironment and could have
potentially led me to disregard data that a lessemtned researcher might find
noteworthy. Inversely, my “insider” status coulavie influenced my interpretation of the
data by encouraging me to make inferences thairdyerelevant for the particular
context of the site.

The case study design negotiated this challengewbat because the goal is
depth of understanding about the particular ceastber than generalizability to another
context (Creswell, 2007). Additionally, the coresidble time in the field that addressing
my research questions required led me to priortizeaccess and feasibility that working
within my own district provided. Therefore, | addsed the limitations posed by my role
as the researcher by asking my fellow doctoralesttglat Portland State to review my
preliminary interpretations of the data from ant&der” perspective and “offer
alternative explanations” as Yin (2009, p.72) swsigie
Demographics

The high school site selected for this multipleecatudy design is located in the

metropolitan Portland area. The Oregon DepartrokBtucation reported the school’s
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population as 1,868 for the 2011-2012 school year

(http://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/repaxtsihe school is predominately white (70%) with

a large and growing Latino minority population (19&d smaller minority populations

of Asian (7%) and Black (2%) studenkdtp://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reports/

During the 2011-2012 school year, 28.1% of theesttglqualified for free and reduced

lunch http://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reporits/

The theoretical framework of equity (see sectidd®?) guided the decision to
conduct this study in tenth-grade World Historysskes. The larger research goal of
better understanding the implications of integmgtiligital technologies in the classroom
for students of color and students of poverty viagsprimary motivator for my decision
to conduct this research in tenth-grade World Hystdasses. Two demographic details
are important to address for understanding thecehioi pilot the unit in tenth-grade
World History classes during the 2012-2013 schealry

First, this class had a larger population of stislefcolor than all previous
classes at the school site. During the 2011-206had year, white students made up
64.5% of the ninth grade class while students tframade up 35.5%

(http://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/repaytsMost of this additional diversity is accounted

for by a more than 4.6% increase in the numberatihb students in the current tenth
grade class.

Second, the unit was piloted in classes where dipallptions of students of color
and poverty are disproportionately representedthéiselected site, World History is

typically offered to tenth grade students who akanpart of the International
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Baccalaureate History Program. Because the Irtiena Baccalaureate History
program begins at the sophomore level, many o$theol’s affluent white students were
not represented in World History classes. In fdm,tenth grade classes that piloted the
unit were significantly more diverse than the shid®dy as a whole. Table 3, below,
provides a summary of key demographic charactesisti the student population of the
four case studies while Figures 5 & 6 provide ai@isummary of the case studies’

racial/ethnic and linguistic compositions.

Table 3:

Demographic Characteristics of Student Populatib@ase Studies

Total
(N =118)

Gender [n(%)]

Male 65 (55.1%)

Female 53 (44.9%)
Race & Ethnicity [n(%)]

White 62 (52.5%)

Latino 36 (30.5%)

Asian 6 (5.1%)

African American 1 (0.8%)

American Indian 4 (3.4%)

Pacific Islander 6 (5.1%)

Other 3 (2.5%)
White Students v. Students of Color

Whites 62 (52.5%)

Students of Color 56 (47.5%)
Primary Language

English 82 (69.5%)

Spanish 26 (22%)

Other 2 (1.7%)
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Figure 6: Primary LanguagRepresentation in Student Population of Case S

As the methodological choice of World History cles$iad anticipated, ti
student population of the case studies was contpata higher population of students

color than the school site’s gen¢ student population would suggest. Although stusl
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of color makeup 35.5% of the current sophomorescédighe site, 47.5% of the case
studies’ student population were students of coftudents of color were predominately
represented by the 30.5% Latino population of #eectudies. While white students
comprise 64.5% of the general population of the&sgophomore class, they represent
only 52.5% of the student population of the casdiss. Because the case studies
exhibited similar proportions of whites and studewit color, the analysis of data
provided a more robust picture of the experiendéebverse students that allowed for a
more reliable interpretation of the possible imations for equity of using digital
technologies in the public education system, ashberetical framing of the inquiry had
intended.

The final key demographic characteristic accoufdedh Table 3, above, is the
primary language of the student population of #hsecstudies. Nearly a quarter of the
student population is made up of students who teddhat their primary language was
not English. The vast majority, or 22%, of studenho reported being non-native
English speakers identified Spanish as their pynerguage. This large minority of
non-native English-speaking students was accountad the quantitative analysis of
data to determine the influence that primary laggyand its attendant culture, may exert
on students’ experiences of social studies, theamunghts unit, and technology. In fact,
primary language was found to be one of the masissitally significant predictors of a
student’s experience and perceptions during thatgaave data analysis. The results of

this analysis, as well as its implications, areradsled in detail in section 4.04.
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3.04 Development of the Digital Text
The digital text piloted in this study was develdpe collaboration with the
Choices Program for the Twenty-First Century. Tmices Program is a non-profit
curriculum development organization affiliated wikie Watson Institute for

International Studies at Brown Universityww.choices.edy The team at Choices

develops curricular materials that engage highalcktodents in consideration of current

and historical international policy issuesv(v.choices.edy The goals of the Choices

program are tightly aligned with the goals of sbstadies education. Their program
name and its accompanying motto: “explore the [®wstpe the future” both capture their
commitment to developing educational resourceswtiiboffer students an
understanding of their critical role as decisionkera in American democracy and the
world.

The pedagogical approach of Choices curriculaasiggied in the social
constructivist learning theory (Ernst, 1994) addeegsin section 2.04. Curriculum units
offer students the tools they need to build theinainderstanding and opinions about
complex and controversial issues and to practieayibpes of decision-making and
deliberation that they will need in order to autlieadly influence policy creation in the
United States as democratic citizemsus,Choices units are designed around a
framework of policy alternatives that challengedstots to consider multiple perspectives

(www.choices.edu).
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Role of the Researcher

My decision to collaborate with the Choices Prograas motivated by my use of
Choices curriculum units in my high school soctaldses classroom over the last seven
years. To my mind, no other social studies culuicuresources available for high
school students are more effective in engagingestiscand encouraging deep thinking
because they offer students detailed and nuangadretions of a spectrum of
viewpoints on controversial issues along with esipkxplorations of the values that
motivate diverse perspectives on a single issugnaPy resources are also carefully
integrated throughout each unit to ground contnggperspectives in quotes from
relevant leading thinkers or political representi

The curriculum developed by Choices respects tieerfal role that individual
students, the classroom learning community, andetheher all play in effective social
studies education. In this vein, every unit isigiesd around a role-play that encourages
students to simulate historical or current decigitakers as they explore policy options.
Importantly, the team at Choices does not beliavaaking instructional decisions for
classroom teachers because they believe teachieespedagogical experts. Instead, they
seek to provide rich content designed for optirtedibility such as historical context
summaries, summaries of contrasting perspectivesassue, relevant primary
documents, relevant music and video resourcessousision prompts to provide teachers
with resources to choose from in order to fit thatiple and diverse needs of their

particular classroom context.
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Despite the many positive contributions that Cheicerricula have made to my
own instruction and the potential | believe thaji@il Choices units hold for improving
curriculum and instruction in the social studiesrenbroadly, my relationship with the
curriculum development team at Choices posed omtigeainost significant limitations to
this study. Given my intimate involvement in thevdlopment of the digital human
rights unit, | was especially attuned to my potani bias the research by looking for
positive feedback from students and teachers ddneglata collection and analysis
phases of the research.

The Human Rights Unit

The unit piloted during this research is titl€@bmpeting Visions of Human
Rights The unit addresses the following themes: Whathaman rights? Are human
rights universal? How are human rights enforced® Hoes international law impact
human rights? When is humanitarian interventiotifjed? What is the role of human
rights in foreign policy? An excerpt from the fgad text version of the unit is provided
in Appendix A.

The unit consists of four main components. Th& farovides a brief history of
the development of human rights in the twentiethtwey. The second part provides an
overview of human rights in practice today by d#sog the role of governments in
providing and protecting rights; non-governmentgiamizations such as the United
Nations that work to promote human rights; majaliegimges to defining and protecting
human rights; and human rights policy in the Unigtdtes. The third part offers five

case studies of human rights in practice. Each sagly examines how a particular
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human right such as freedom of expression or heatlbfined and protected in a
different country. The fourth component providesients with four competing policy
options for defining, protecting & promoting humiaghts that the United States could
pursue. The unit includes suggestions for usiegadir policy options to create a
classroom simulation of a decision making body sagthe committee on foreign
relations in the U.S. Senate.

The digital version of the unit focuses on suppgrstudents as they read the text
for the first three components. The digital leaghsupports included are displayed in
Table 4, below. Each of these supports was degignsupport multiple learning styles,
differentiation and literacy based on the relevaetature discussed in chapter two of
this dissertation. Importantly, the design teamidksd not to digitally support the
simulation in order to encourage that portion @f timit to remain grounded in human
interactions in the classroom. Again, this decisi@s informed by the belief that digital
technology can significantly enhance traditionakteng in the classroom but cannot

replace the power or salience of learning througimam relationships.
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Table 4:

Digital Learning Supports

<

9%
o

A. | Note-taking function that allows students to creatggin “sticky” notes in four different
colors as they read the text. These notes canrberted to a digital document that can be
printed, downloaded, or shared electronically.

B. | Color-coded highlighting of the text that cande®verted to a digital document that can be
printed, downloaded, or shared electronically.

C. | Book-marking function that allows students to manggage. These bookmarks can be
viewed in a “Table of Contents” and students carigade the digital unit to the pages the
have bookmarked.

D. | Embedded dictionary

E. | Embedded encyclopedia to reference concepts, peopkents

F. | Audio readings of the text that can be turnedfbn

G. | Embedded audio clips of all quotes from primaryrees

H. | Two minute (or less) video clips of human rigbttiolars discussing key issues embedd¢
where the clip is most relevant for supporting stud’ understanding of a challenging
concept

I. | Multimedia clips of relevant music for understargiuman rights from different cultural
perspectives.

J. | Poems, artwork and photographs that capturstithggle for human rights from different

cultural perspectives.

The decision to build a digital version of the Gles unit on human rights was

the result of surveying teachers as well as engagiconsiderable discussion and debate

among the entire team over several months. ThecEhprogram has nearly forty

curriculum units that could have provided the foatnah for building a pilot digital text.

The following four questions served as our critelda teachers find the unit relevant?

Do teachers feel required to teach the contentidtead in the unit? Would the content in
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the unit be significantly enhanced by a digitabfiat? Will the unit fit flexibly across
multiple grades of high school social studies andtipie classes?

To initiate the decision-making process, we usesd parchasing data from the
Choices program to determine which units were sottle highest volume. After
creating a list of the top ten units sold, the clive of professional development at
Choices sent an electronic survey to teachers waldghrchased more than three Choices
units to determine their level of interest in eacdiit. The responses indicated that
teachers found the human rights unit relevant aqpéd to include it in their classroom.
Many of the units sold in the greatest volume astlan aspect of World War |1, World
War Il and the Cold War. Teachers’ responses atditthat they felt “required” by their
school, district or state to teach these unitswéiger, unlike other units sold in high
volume, the human rights curriculum was not a thrat teachers felt “required” to teach.
This distinction expressed by teachers who ofted tise Choices curriculum was
important for the decision to focus on human rigbtghe digital unit. We wanted to
build a unit that teachers felt was relevant fairtlclassroom while avoiding content that
teachers believed to be “high-stakes” in order ioimmze the level of anxiety a teacher

might feel about implementing a digital pilot.

59



3.05 Data Collection
Teacher Participants

The teachers selected to participate in this strefgrred to by their respective
pseudonyms of Greg & Brian, were purposefully sadpb account for differences in
years of teaching experience or comfort with tedbgppthat might significantly impact
how a class interacts with the digital or printegtt Both Greg and Brian had more than
ten years teaching experience at the school sitdatween fifteen and twenty years of
total teaching experience. Significantly, bothcteers had also been recognized by staff
at the school as well as by the district’s InforimafTechnology staff as “early-adopters”
of new technology in the classroom.

The decision to conduct the case study in classsdethby teachers with prior
experiences integrating technology in the classra@s informed by the challenges
many “digital immigrants” face in offering studermsgital learning opportunities
(Prensky, 2001; Shiveley & VanFossen, 2008; ThiemdBrien, Lee and Hinde, 2009;
VanFossen, 2000; VanFossen & Waterson, 2008) andritical role that a teacher’s
attitude towards technology in the classroom piayts integration (Ertmer, 2005). This
was a necessary and appropriate design decisien gt the primary focus of this
research is on students and the skills they nesddeessfully navigate the twenty-first
century. In short, accounting for a teacher’s lef¢echnological fluency and comfort

with technology in the classroom allowed for a maceurate understanding sttident

interactions with and perceptions of a digital teitnally, neither Greg or Brian had
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previously taught human rights using the Choicesauum unit. Therefore, the unit
was implemented from a similar baseline of teacHamgiliarity and experience with the
content and resources included.

Data Collection Strategies

Johnson and Christensen (2008) note that case stathodologists encourage
research designs that “take an eclectic approactiata collection by relying on
“multiple methods and multiple data sources” (p)A0Bherefore, | selected multiple data
sources in order to effectively triangulate theadatd provide a detailed picture of each
case for interpretation (Creswell, 2007). Impottigrihe opportunities for cross-case
analysis provided by the selected design also gealvsignificant triangulation and the
attendant “confirmatory” evidence of the differencelass experiences and interactions
with a digital versus a printed text (Yin, 20091@0).

Each data collection strategy and instrument wasldped to capture meaningful
differences between working with print and digittts in the classroom. Construct
validity was supported by multiple sources of enickeas well as multiple data collection
formats (Yin, 2009). For the purposes of dataemibn,affordancegdefined in section
3.01)was operationalized as a composite of the followa)deachers’ perceptions of the
text’s support of diverse learning needs as redarteéeacher interviews; b) student
perceptions of the unit’s relevance as reportexlimeey responses; and c¢) student
engagement as observed in classroom observatidngparted on student surveys.
Relevant academic skills were operationalized ateachers’ perceptions of students’

technological fluency as reported in teacher iné&vg; b) the ability to comprehend
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information in a text as observed in the classrotservations, on student artifacts and
reported in teacher interviews; c) the ability xpeess relevant thinking orally as
observed during classroom observations and reportedcher interviews; and d) the
ability to express analytical thinking in writingn student artifacts.

Instruments

Although my dissertation proposal indicated thablld conduct two classroom
observations for each of the four case studiesntlacted twice as many classroom
observations. My decision to conduct four obseovetfor each case study-- a total of
sixteen observations for the entire study-- wasemnadesponse to the two participating
teachers’ decision to spend nine class days ohuthmean rights unit. The significant
increase in number of classroom observations atlawe the opportunity to collect
substantial data on the particular classroom dyoadneach case study as well as to
observe numerous classroom experiences with epehofytext.

Each of the first three classroom observations warety minutes in length while
the fourth and final classroom observations weoh darty-five minutes in length. The
observations were conducted on days two, four,rsand eight, respectively, due to the
fact that these lessons focused primarily on tke t& complete timeline of the
observations is included in Appendix B as parthef tesearch log of data collection
activities. The three strategies employed to coieeaningful data during the classroom
observations were 1) the use of an observatiomabpol 2) field notes recorded
immediately following each observation to captuiabgl trends and 3) video recordings

of each classroom observation. The primary dataatmn instrument used was the
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STROBE classroom observational protocol which wasetbped and validated by
O'Malley, Moran, Haidet, Seidel, Schneider, Morg&elly & Richard (2003. Research
field notes and the video footage of classroom fagi®ns were each analyzed to
determine if either source challenged or providether confirmatory evidence of the
themes that emerged from an analysis of the classabservational protocols.
Therefore, these two sources primarily served pplsmental data.

The STROBE classroom observational protocol useddta collection was
developed to specifically measure student engagebyeimeducing thecomplexity of
activity in a classroom to a manageable subseisafete behaviors” and to further,
“record a representative sample of those behainaasmanner that enables reliable
information gathering, efficient data managemend effective analysis” (O’Malley, et
al., 2003, p.88). An extensive field test of tHeR®BE instrumentprovided strong
evidence for validity” of its measurement of studengagement (p.86). h€ protocol
uses repeated observation cycles to capture ctassegents during timed intervals based
on a recognition of th8imitations of the human observer who can attenty o a small
number of visual stimuli simultaneously” (p.88) he use of an observation cycle also
assumes thatécording behaviors during a period of time resulta representative
sample of the behaviors of interest in the settipyd3). A sample of the STROBE
classroom observational protocol used for dataecttin is provided in Appendix D.

The second data collection instrument used wasdest survey that captured
data on the embedded “student” subunit of analylses&lministered the survey (included

in Appendix C) on the ninth day that the humantsgimit was addressed in each of the
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four case studies in order to encourage the raplootgesty that may have been biased if
the classroom teacher administered the survey iEksgd McColske, Meli, Motrosse,
Mordice & Mooney, 2011). Before administering gwevey, | explicitly addressed the
value of student experiences and perspectivei®résearch. | also reminded students
of the voluntary nature of their participation. eTsurvey was confidential rather than
anonymous to provide the opportunity to link studamvey responses with the student
artifacts data collection strategy discussed bel@iven this, | reassured students that
their identities would not be shared publically mayuld their responses be shared with
their teachers or any other interested partiesmayathat might clearly link their answers
with their identities.

The timing of the survey’s administration was irtted to capture student
perspectives after the maximum number of days sperking with the digital and print
texts. Collecting survey data on the ninth dathefunit's implementation also provided
fidelity in the replication for each case. Eackecatudy had finished all reading and
learning activities associated with the contenth®yninth day of the unit and were
preparing for their final writing assessment (sahled for the following class period).
This decision was informed by my assumption thstudent’s experience with
technology is mitigated by the student’s comforwthat technology.

The student survey instrument was developeddi eldividual student
responses to the following components: key demdugecagharacteristics such as gender,
race or ethnicity, and primary language spokeroatd) access to relevant digital

technologies and student perceptions about theairteshnological skills and fluency;
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student interest in social studies, World Histang éhe human rights content; student’s
expected grade in World History; student’s peraapiof the relevance of the content
and skills addressed during the human rights anid; student’s expectations of future
engagement in human rights issues outside of Wentd History class. | used the
following criteria for survey validity developed §uh (2009) to guide the design of this
instrument: information requested is known to #gpondents; questions are clearly
phrased; questions refer to recent activities; tijpes merit a thoughtful response;
answering the question does not threaten the regpoiip.4). Further, Smith, Caputi
and Rawstorne (2007)’s work on measuring subjectreputer experience guided the
design of the Likert-scale portion of the survé&ynally, Reynolds and Caperton’s (2011)
gualitative measures of student engagement duettgnblogy use guided the
development of the four, open-ended survey question

This survey instrument was piloted in June of 2Bithree classes of tenth-grade
students at the selected research site. Impoytdhd pilot data provided no evidence of
systematic error for any of the survey items. $tuglents were also both forthright in
their opinions and specific and detailed in theisctiptions of key constructs such as
academic skills that the survey was designed toegamformation on.

The third data collection strategy drew a stratifimndom sample of four student
artifacts from each case study for analysis. Thdent artifacts analyzed for this
research were created as the final written assegsshstudent learning on the last day of
the human rights unit in each of the four caseisfudStudent artifacts responded to the

following prompt:What human rights policy option should the Unitéaté&s pursue and
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why? The quality of thought reflected in the studemifacts was assessed using the
critical thinking rubric included in Appendix F.

Before analysis, all student artifacts from eactecaere organized into key
demographic categories by the two participatinghiees to ensure a stratified, random
sample that equally represented both genders, lhasvine racial/ethnic and linguistic
diversity of the student population could be drawihen drew four student artifacts
from each case study at random that representéddemcographic category. Therefore,
the total sample of student artifacts includechis tlata set is sixteen with men and
women, students of color and white students, atigenand non-native English-speakers
all equally represented in each case study’s saamulehe aggregate sample. A sample
student artifact from each case study is providgefigpendix E.

Teacher interviews comprised the final data calbecstrategy. The teacher
interviews were conducted using Yin’s (2009) sutjgeshat the most productive
interviews for case studies are “guided converaatrather than structured queries” and
“fluid rather than rigid” (p.106). The teacherentiew protocol is included in Appendix
H.

The teacher interviews took place in the week foilg the conclusion of the
human rights unit in each of the teachers’ respeatase studies. The interviews
consisted of a one-on-one conversation betweeandsar and participating teacher and
were approximately one-hour in length. Each intemtook place at a restaurant of the
teacher’s choice in order to encourage a conversatexchange about their experiences

implementing the human rights unit over a sharedlme&he interviews were audio
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recorded with the teachers’ permission and therstm@bed, verbatim, to accurately
capture all of the information given. A copy oétappropriate transcript was shared with
each teacher after transcription. The teachers wcouraged to review the transcript to
check for the accuracy of the representation af fierspectives. Teachers were also
offered an opportunity to add or clarify any adufil information they wanted to share
after reviewing the transcript of their interview.

In the dissertation proposal for this researchigigested that | would analyze data
from four teacher interviews after conducting twterviews per teacher. Although a
second round of interviews was completed with é¢aabher, the data proved
problematic due to a significant change in thegtesif the four participating World
History classes. Although the participating teash®ad each maintained a print case
study and a digital case for the purpose of tregaech design, immediately following the
conclusion of the human rights unit, both teackdested to switch all of their classes to
a digital design. Therefore, the data collectednfthe second round of interviews no
longer allowed for a rigorous comparison betweent@and digital models and has not
been included in the findings.
Methodological Limitations

The data collection strategies used for this rebepose some significant
limitations. Perhaps the most important weakneske research design is the absence of
student interview data. Student survey data, ésihedata collected in response to the
open-ended prompts, provided the most authentiwmpf student experiences with and

perspectives on the human rights unit in their @aices. However, this format did not
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provide the opportunity to probe more deeply wiahadw-up questions that would have
been made possible by an interview. Although @t does include further student
experiences and interactions captured in the dassiobservation data, the analysis of
this data relies heavily upon my own interpretatiosimilarly, the teacher interviews
rely upon teachers’ interpretations of student eéepees and perspectives. Therefore,
the extent to which the implications of this resbaaccurately and holistically capture
student experiences and perspectives is limitedhs&uent research could focus more
specifically on collecting data through studeneimtews or similar strategies.

The classroom observation data also has limitatidnsignificant weakness of
collecting data through direct observations isgbssibility that the classroom dynamic
was changed by the presence of an outside obgdntanson & Christensen, 2008).
However, my decision to conduct this researchsoleol where | am an adult with an
established identity and a familiar role mitigatbi reflexivity challenge to some extent
because classroom visits and observations betveeehers in the school are a common
occurrence. Further, the decision to conduct formal observations for each case study
allowed students to become familiar with my pregeindhe classroom. In addition, |
made several classroom visits to each case studyelibe formal observations and also
conducted a pilot observation to check the funetiiby of the audio-video equipment in
each case study. In short, students were provtteedpportunity to grow accustomed to
my presence in the classroom before data was tedid¢or this study.

Finally, surveys may pose a challenge to validistudents have different

interpretations of the meaning of the same questidohnson & Christensen, 2008).
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Therefore, the pilot and subsequent retooling efdilrvey was undertaken to address
areas where interpretation posed a potential thoestcurate data collection. Open-
ended survey questions were also included to guaichpting students to a particular
answer and to allow students to express their éxpags in written responses. Finally, |
explicitly encouraged students to ask for clariima when necessary while
administering the student survey. The subsequelysis of student surveys revealed
that 2%, or less, of student responses indicatetenats experienced trouble interpreting
the survey instrument.
Ethical Considerations

The most important ethical consideration for tieisearch design was its focus on
the classroom and the participation of students areaninors and may have been both
psychologically and emotionally vulnerable. Mymtisportionately powerful role as an
adult and a known teacher at the site requiredlttatefully ensure students felt no
coercion to participate in this research. My decito conduct case study research in
tenth-grade World History classes was guided imh ipathe ethical challenges raised by
my role as a teacher in the district becauseatradtd me to avoid as much as possible
including students in the study who | had previgualight or might teach in the future.
This precaution was taken to minimize any presguparticipate a student may have felt
due to a prior or future student-teacher relatignskthical considerations also informed
my decision to research classrooms as the casgsfutmary unit of analysis rather

than focus my inquiry on individual students.
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The following steps were further taken to ensueg this research design was
ethically conducted: a) both students and pareusived a letter of informed consent
that clearly articulated the data collection ati&g involved in the study as well as the
voluntary nature of the study and the fact thadleta participation would have no impact
on grades for the class and b) | visited all pgoditting classes twice before beginning
data collection to explain the purpose of the stiadstudents verbally, address student
guestions or concerns, and assure students tlyaivere free to decline to participate in
the research at any time without impact to theadgt

Another important ethical consideration was theeptiél for students in World
History classes that are not part of this caseystoideel that they were receiving a
discrepant educational experience from their pekr®rder to address this potentially
negative impact, | offered access to the digitél an human rights to all World History
teachers during the second semester when dataonasger being collected for this
research. Several classes not included in thadystid, in fact, choose to implement the
digital unit that they were provided free access to

3.06 Analyses of Data

The analyses of data relied on both quantitativecaralitative methods of
analysis. The quantitative analysis of studentesyudata used the statistical software
package SPSS to complete an analysis of assoclasioreen key variables using
Pearson’s Chi-square. The qualitative analysesuafent survey data, classroom
observation data and teacher interview data useddfiware package HyperResearch to

code each data set and subsequently analyze tkd dath for emergent themes.
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HyperResearch also facilitated cross-case comparisbdata. The qualitative data was
initially transcribed, coded and analyzed on a ¢asease basis. Similarly, the
guantitative analysis of data first determinedatistically significant associations
existed between the type of text and key indicaimrgngagement within each case
study before performing cross-case analyses ofaeteassociations. Figure 7, below,

provides a visual summary of the approach to dad#yais undertaken.

Phase I Data Analysis: Analysis of Individual Case Studies

} Themes Emerging Themes Emerging Themes
y from Analysis of from Analysis of
Greg's Brian's Brian’s
ital Case Print Case Digital Case

Phase III Data Analysis: Comparative Analysis of Brian’s Print v. Digital Case Studies

Emerging Themes Emerging Themes

from Analysis of from Analysis of Emerging Themes
Brian’s Brian’s "D"::"“'yg
Print Case Digital Case of Brian’s C:

Phase IV Data Analysis: Comparative Analysis of Print v. Digital Case Studies Across Teachers

Emerging Themes
from Phase ITT
Data Analysis
of Brian’s Cases

Figure 7 Approach to Data Analysis for Multiple Case Studsign

In the initial phase of qualitative data analysisch of the qualitative data sets
were open-coded in order to ensure that all okttisting data was analyzed without

reference to the particular research questionBemretical framework of this inquiry.
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These codes were used to generate themes thad#droad portrayal of each case
study’s experience with the printed or digital tekt the second part of this first phase of
analysis, structural coding facilitated the ideaoéfion of the emergent themes most
relevant for this inquiry by case study. In thew® and third phases of data analysis,
cross-case comparisons of data between print @ididiase studies that shared the
same teacher were performed to account for therntapiorole of the teacher in mediating
the learning experience. The final phase of datdyais included a cross-case
comparison of data across all four case studié fihdings from this final phase of
analysis are summarized in chapter four as a catiparanalysis of the persistent
similarities and differences to emerge betweemtite and digital case studies in
response to the research questions guiding thisring
Quantitative Analysis of Student Survey Data

During the data analysis phase of this researaysthe quantitative analysis of
the student survey data was undertaken first ierai@ support the triangulation of data.
In effect, the quantitative analysis of survey datavided a “snapshot” of important
trends in the data that subsequently guided futbkection of data and informed the
analysis of qualitative data. For example, anahquantitative analysis was completed
immediately following the collection of student gey data and preceding the teacher
interviews in October, 2012. Thus, this initiatstical analysis guided the development
of the teacher interview protocol (see Appendixo)providing a holistic overview of
the data that could subsequently be probed fondéutieacher insights. The quantitative

analysis of data was also completed in advanceec&halysis of the qualitative data of
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classroom observations, student artifacts or teaokerviews in order to allow the
guestions raised by the relevant significant asdiaris to be probed further through the
triangulation of these complimentary data sets.

A complete copy of the student survey instrumeestus collect the data
discussed here is included in Appendix C. The titzive analysis of the student survey
data consisted of the analysis of student respdosestegorical survey items using the
SPSS statistical software program. Both the inddeet variable (type of text) and
dependent variables (indicators of student engaggraee categorical variables.
Therefore, Pearson’s Chi-square analysis was aseétérmine if the type of text (print
or digital) could reliably predict a class’s respes to survey items. Two portions of the
survey provided the most important theoretical @mtions to the research questions
posed here. First, eleven survey items on a fointpikert-scale addressed student
enjoyment of the class and the unit; student péiaep of the relevance of the content
and skills addressed; and student perceptionseathllenge of the human rights unit’s
content and skills. These survey items were siradtto serve as proxy indicators of
cognitive engagement based on the literature atestilengagement (see section 2.02).
Second, five dichotomous survey items addresselikiignood of the content and skills
learned during the human rights unit translatinfutare democratic engagement.

The quantitative analysis first tested the statidtassociation between student
survey responses and key background demographibsasugender, race and ethnicity,
primary language spoken by the student, accegstmology, student perceptions of

their own technological fluency, student attitudbsut social studies classes and a
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student’s expected grade in World History, in orbeensure that the potential impact of
any of these important intervening variables waanoted for. Next, the quantitative
analysis tested for any statistically significags@ciation between student survey
responses and the classroom teacher in order twiaictor the potentially powerful
influence on student perceptions and experienashk teacher’'s pedagogical style,
teaching skill associated with both the human ggluntent and the type of text, and the
teacher’s rapport with students may have exerted.

A statistical analysis of student survey data melglvant to the specific research
guestions posed for this inquiry followed this imitanalysis of the influence of important
demographic characteristics. Table 5, below, sunz@sthe demographic composition
of the two case studies that experienced the faxtthuman rights unit versus the
demographic composition of the two case studiesetkerienced the digital text human
rights unit. An analysis of statistical associatietween key subgroups of students and
the type of text used was also conducted to erikatéhe subsequent analysis of
association between type of text used and key atolis of student engagement had
appropriately accounted for potentially intervenyragiables such as a student’s primary
language status or reported frequency of technalegy The composition of case studies
using the print text was ascertained to be sinbdildhe composition of the case studies
using the digital text across all relevant demobi@apategories and no statistically

significant associations were found where minopaligies occurred.
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Table 5:

Demographic Characteristics by Digital Text or Rrifext Context

Demographic

Gender
Male
Female

Race/Ethnicity
White Students
Students of Color

Primary Language
English
Non-Native English
Speaker

Frequent Use of

Technology*
Computer
Laptop
Internet
SmartPhone
iPod
iPad

Student Reports Strong
Technology Skills

Print Text [n(%)]

34 (52.3%)
24 (45.3%)

29 (50%)
29 (51%)

40 (48.8%)
18 (52.9%)

44 (76%)
39 (68%)
56 (96%)
43 (74%)
42 (73%)
20 (35%)

53 (51.5%)

Digital Text [n(%)]

31 (47.7%)
29 (54.7%)

33 (55%)
27 (49%)

42 (51.2%)
16 (47.1%)

42 (71%)
49 (81%)
58 (96%)
40 (69%)
44 (73%)
23 (38%)

50 (48.5%)

otal [n(%)]

65 (55%)
53 (45%)

62 (52.5%)
56 (83)5

82 (70%)
34 (30%)

86 (73%)
88 (75%)
114 (96%)
83 (71%)
86 (73%)
43 (36%)

103 (87%)

* Student reports using the relevant technologgitimer a daily or weekly basis.

Qualitative Analysis of Student Survey Data

In addition to the thirteen categorical survey isettmat provided data for the

guantitative analysis discussed above, the stuglemey instrument included four open-

response items. These survey items asked stuergspond in their own words to the

following four prompts: 1) The most important infioation | learned during the human

rights unit was... 2) The most important academisabrool skill(s) that | practiced

during the human rights unit was... 3) The best pathe human rights unit was... and
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4) The worst part of the human rights unit wasud8nht response rates were generally
high across all survey items and all four caseisfith a 93% average response rate.
Student responses to each open-response survewésarfirst transcribed by
both question and case study. These transcripes tiven open-coded on a case-by-case
basis using the qualitative analysis software pgekblyperResearch. Following open-
coding, student responses were structurally codieddtential links to the research
guestions posed for this inquiry. Next, emergbattes were identified within each case.
The emergent themes within each case were thenarechpcross digital and print case
studies that shared the same teacher. Finallgss-case comparison across all four case
studies was completed to identify persistent treamiess cases that indicated a similar
experience was provided by both types of text dsagevhere salient differences
between the print and digital contexts emerged.
Qualitative Analysis of Classroom Observation Data
The classroom observation data was first open-goaliglalout reference to this
inquiry’s research questions or theoretical fram#s/oin order to provide an accurate
and holistic picture of each case study’s expegemith the printed or digital text
without regard to how the differences may or malyhave offered a qualitatively
different learning experience. The analysis ofstaom observation data began with the
transcription of each of the sixteen observatigmatocols as well as the field notes
recorded immediately following each classroom olet®sn. The second phase of
analysis involved the open-coding of these trapsstising the HyperResearch

gualitative analysis software package. Emergesrhts were identified within each case
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study following open-coding. Next, both the videotage from each case’s four
respective classroom observations and the obsenafiield notes were analyzed to
identify any disconfirming or confirming evidenceétbe emergent themes that had been
identified for each case study using the classrobservational protocols. Themes that
were consistently confirmed across all three saiofelassroom observation data were
then accepted as accurate representations of attales experiences.

The classroom observation data was then furthdyzedhto identify the
dominant themes to emerge within each case stadywdre most relevant to the
research inquiry. During this phase of analysisturned to the definition difehavioral
engagementirawn from the literature on student engagemesd ¢ection 2.02) to
determine if, and how, the data offered evidenca lody indicator of student
engagement. Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris (286#ie behavioral engagement as
“effort, persistence, concentration, attentionjrgkjuestions and contributing to class
discussions” (p.62). Marks (2000) further offdrattbehavioral engagement is best
measured through an observation of how studesntscipatein learning. Therefore,
each of the dominant emergent themes, summariz&dpendix N, is indicative of an
important hallmark of behavioral engagement toedéht degrees.

Although behavioral engagement was the primarydaifuhe classroom
observation data, two additional indicators prodiggidence of the less-readily-observed
construct of cognitive engagement in the classrobseervation data (Fredricks,
Blumenfeld and Paris, 2004; Marks, 2000). Thediiere on student engagement

emphasizes that when students pose academicalyarglquestions or make content-
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related comments, they are providing strong evidaricognitive engagement

(Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris, 2004). Therefdega was collected on the prevalence
of academically relevant questions and commentsg@ach observation and included

in the analysis of data.

This analysis of themes within each case was fabblwy a cross-case analysis
between the digital and print cases that sharedahee teacher to determine the most
salient common and diverse experiences betwees vagea common teacher. Finally,
a cross-case analysis of key similarities and iifiees between the two print case
studies and the two digital case studies was paddr The dominant themes to emerge
from the final phase of cross-case analysis ararganmed in Appendix N. A detailed
discussion of the definition of each emergent thasevell as illustrative examples of
common coded data captured by each theme is alkmed in Appendix N.

Appendix O provides a summary of the frequency dag indicating the
presence of each of the themes discussed in Appéhdias observed by case study as
well as a summary of the frequency of student gorestand student comments on
academic content by case study. Appendix O algaiges a comparison of the
prevalence of each theme by print or digital contex
Qualitative Analysis of Teacher Interview Data

In the preliminary analysis phase of the teachieruew data, each teacher
interview was transcribed, verbatim, from the audicording of the interview.

Following transcription, the interview data was om®ded using the qualitative research

software program, HyperResearch. Once codedntbeview data was further analyzed
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to identify emergent themes within each case stidigxt, a cross-case analysis of the
differences and similarities in emergent themeweéeh case studies with the same
teacher was conducted. Finally, a cross-case sinalgmparing the dominant themes to
emerge across all four case studies, as well as@npelling differences between the
print and digital case studies, was undertaken.

A summary of the dominant themes that emerged franiinal cross-case
analysis of the teacher interview data is inclugiedppendix I. An illustrative example
from the data is also included along with the ral@wesearch question each emergent
theme was determined to address during the anali/dista.

Qualitative Analysis of Student Artifacts

Student artifact data was first transcribed by etiidind by case study. Next,
student artifact data within each case study wessagd according to the rubric included
in Appendix F that was drawn from Northeastermdls University’s Critical Thinking

Rubric fttp://www.neiu.edu/~neassess/pdf/CriThinkRoger-lpdf). Student artifacts

were analyzed in order to better understand ststdahbiiities to: a) address the prompt b)
frame an analytical argument; c) understand maasdn a text & interpret content; and
d) express creative thinking (i.e. make independsatdisciplinary or prior knowledge
connections) in writing. A sample student artifcoin each case study, selected to
reflect a median score for the case study, is deain Appendix E.

Student artifact data was then comparatively amalyacross case studies that
shared the same teacher for notable similaritidsd#ferences. Finally, a cross-case

comparison of student artifact data across all sasdies was performed to determine if
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persistent differences between print and digitakcstudies were apparent. Appendix G
provides a detailed summary of how individual studetifacts scored within each case
study. The average performance for each case &uadso included in Appendix G to
facilitate a cross-case comparison.

The following chapter offers an analytical discossof the key findings that
emerged from the final phase of data analysisdchef the complimentary data sets
collected for this research. This phase includetbas-case comparison of data to
identify the persistent similarities and differead®tween the print and digital case

studies that are most relevant for the researchtiquns guiding this inquiry.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The analysis of data offered strong evidence tlthgital text supports unique
and important academic skills that are not equinthtesupported by the print text, as
well as several important differences in how highaol social studies students interact
with a digital versus a print text. The analydisiata also offered some valuable
inferences about how the use of digital techno®@iehe public education system may
support greater equity for students of color andents of poverty. To begin, Table 6,
below, provides an overview of the most importdfdardances provided by a digital text
along with the relevant sources of data that supgamh finding while Table 7 provides
an overview of the compelling differences in howdgnts interacted with a digital text as
well as the relevant sources of data. Finally,l@ &summarizes the most important
findings about the experiences of students of cal@vant to the research questions.

Table 6:

Findings from the Data That Inform the Research<fioa: In what ways, if at all, does a digital
text provide high school social studies studerfteint affordances and academic skills than a
printed text?

Key Finding Source(s) of Data

A. The digital text supported unique academic slslich as e Classroom
technological fluencyand the creation of mosmphisticated Observations
learning products. e Student Survey

e Teacher Interviews
B. The digital text provided students additiongbort for the e Classroom
reading experience. Observations

e Student Survey

e Teacher Interviews
C. The digital text provided more opportunities differentiation e Teacher Interviews
and greater support for diverse learning styles.
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Table 7:

Findings from the Data that Inform the Research €fio@: How, if at all, do high school social

studies students interact differently with a dibigxt from a printed text?

Key Finding Source(s) of Data

A. Students were momdgnitively engaget in the digital case Classroom

studies on the following indicators: a) perceivekbvance of the Observations

content & skills and b) frequency of content-speabmments Student Survey
Teacher Interviews

B. Students were moliehaviorally engagecin the digital case Classroom

studies on the following indicators: a) observddntr investment Observations

in learning & b) peer-to-peer collaborative leamin Teacher Interviews

C. Students in the print case studies were moedylito exhibit Classroom

strong indicators oflisengagement than students in the digital cas Observations

studies.

D. Students in the digital case studies experieacduft from Student Survey

understandingechnology as a recreational todlo understanding
technology as an academic tool

Teacher Interviews

F. Teachers were often frustrated by the oassroom
management challengemanifested in their digital case studies.

Teacher Interviews

G. The digital text required a muatore significant investment of
classroom time

Classroom
Observations
Teacher Interviews

Table 8:

Summary of Findings Addressing the Experienceunfedits of Color

Key Finding

Data Source(s)

A. Students of color and white students had stgikin a. Student Survey Data
similar experiences of both the uniqgue academic | b. Classroom Observation Data

challenges and the unique benefits of the digetet t

B. English Language Learners benefited from the | a. Classroom Observation Data

multimedia learning supports embedded in the digita
text
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The following chapter offers an extensive discussibeach of the academic
affordances and differences in student interactthsglayed in Tables 6 and 7, above.
These findings are briefly summarized here to mtewan overview of the discussion to
follow. Student survey data, teacher interviewadatd classroom observation data all
provided evidence of a few unique affordances stppdy a digital text. Technological
fluency, the creation of more sophisticated leagymroducts and differentiation for
multiple learning styles were the most persistéiardances provided by a digital text to
emerge in the analysis of data. The teacher i@rdata and the student survey data
both also offered evidence that the digital texivited students additional support for
the reading experience.

The analysis of data suggested several key difteem how students interacted
with a digital and a print text. The student syrdata, teacher interview data and
classroom observation data all indicated that stisdeere more cognitively and
behaviorally engaged in the digital case studisgth@n the following indicators: 1)
perceived relevance of the content and skillsy&jdency of content-specific comments
offered by students; 3) observed effort or investhie learning; and 4) peer-to-peer
collaborative learning. In a related finding, slagm observation data provided
evidence that students in the print case studies mere likely to exhibit strong
indicators of disengagement than students in thigatlicase studies.

Despite the apparent academic benefits and sufgp@tudent engagement of a
digital text implied by these results, the analydigata also offered a picture of

consistent challenges and some obstacles to Iggpoised by the use of a digital text.
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Both the student survey data and the teacher ietertata provided substantial evidence
that students and teachers experienced the digitbhs a more challenging, and often
frustrating, learning experience. Students indigital case studies were somewhat
unenthusiastic about using technology for acad@miposes instead of the recreational
pursuits they had most often used technology fevipusly. In parallel, teachers were
often frustrated by new classroom management ciggie manifested in their digital case
studies. These struggles are related to one dftthegest themes to emerge from a
cross-case analysis of the teacher interview daddlee classroom observation data: the
use of the digital text required a much more sigaiit investment of class time than the
use of the print text.

In addition to the evidence of clear differencethia experiences of the print and
digital case studies articulated briefly above,dhalysis of data also provided important
indications that no discernible differences exidietiveen the experience of working
with a print text and the experience of workinghnat digital text in several aspects. For
example, the analysis of student artifacts offer@d@ndication that the type of text
influenced students’ ability to communicate th&inking in analytical writing. In
contrast, this data strongly suggested that a ézacability to offer appropriately
supportive instruction during the writing procesasviar more impactful than the type of
text used. Similarly, the student survey datadattid that students summarized the
human rights content in strikingly similar termgaedless of the type of text used.

Finally, the classroom observation data did novjol® compelling evidence that the type
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of text influenced how students engaged with tlsk tf reading or posed questions about
the content.

Despite much evidence of the digital text posimgngicant new challenges for
students and teachers alike, as well as someinldiaations that the type of text was not
influential, both the student survey data and daeler interview data demonstrated that
students in the digital case studies would likedntinue working with a digital text.

This preference was also shared by teachers amthbirconveyed in the teacher
interview data. Thus, the overall picture providgcthe data suggests that the digital
experience was both more challenging and more dBagfor the participants in this
research study. The discussion that follows hgiité the most important evidence that
demonstrated how a digital text provided each efkéy academic affordances and
differences in student interactions that emergenthfthe analysis of the multiple data
sets.

4.01 Unique Academic Affordances
Technological Fluency

Perhaps the most evident academic affordance pd\bg a digital text was the
development of technological fluency. The benedftthe increased opportunities for
students in the digital case studies to hone teelinology skills was apparent in the
student survey data as well as the classroom ddisemvdata and the teacher interview
data. Most strikingly, the qualitative analysisstifident survey data revealed that an
average of 20% of student responses made spesfifience to technology skills as the

most important academic skill practiced. This trevas slightly higher in Greg’ digital
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case study with 23% of students making referen@gther the digital text or the iPad
platform versus 17% of students in Brian’s digdate study. Nevertheless, the
persistence of this response pattern indicatedlaaty students perceived the technology
skills developed while using the digital text toreéevant. Given the close relationship
between perceptions of relevance and cognitivegergant discussed previously in
section 2.02, this data further suggests that idieatitext supported cognitive
engagement in tandem with the opportunity to pcadichnology skills.

Similarly, the qualitative analysis of student syvlata for the open-ended
prompt about “the best part of the human right$’undicated that students perceived
the opportunity to practice technology skills devant and engaging. For example, 45%
of students in Greg’s digital case study descridmtde aspect of the digital text as the
“best” part of their experience with the human tgganit. While Brian’s digital case
study had a less robust rate of reference to gjeatiext, 24%-- or nearly a quarter-- of
student responses, also referenced the digitabtettie “best” part of their experience.
The following examples capture the referencesealiital text most common to both
digital case studies: “learning how to use the iRad textbook, notebook and computer”
and “iPads made work easier & more fun.” The tgdhat over one-third of the student
population of the digital case studies cited thiétglio learn new skills with the digital
text as the most positive aspect of their expederat only provides evidence of the
technological fluency supported by the digital teXhis evidence further supports an
interpretation of gaining technological fluency lwihe digital text as a consistently

engaging learning experience.
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The classroom observation data also provided aheigzations that the digital text
supported the development of new technology skilthe classroom. For example,
students were often observed exhibiting technoijis that had been explicitly
addressed by their teacher such as accessing flimetia content embedded in the
digital text. During the third and fourth classmo@bservations, students were frequently
observed declining the technical support offeredhayr teacher because they had
developed greater technical comfort after onlyva days of working with the digital
text. Importantly, the frequency with which thieetne was manifested across digital
case studies was strikingly consistent. For exapipth digital case studies had
fourteen different observed instances of studeatsahstrating increasing technological
fluency in the coded observation data.

Finally, the teacher interview data also providethpelling evidence that the
digital text supported increased technologicalriltye Broadly, both teachers
characterized the technology skills required toigte the digital text as adding a layer
of complexity to student learning. Greg offered #pt analogy of students “learning to
ride a bike at the same time they’re trying to khédbout the United Nations” to capture
the challenge of learning technology skills andteahsimultaneously.

However, the teachers also qualified the additichallenges presented by the
digital text as an important benefit for studentdost significantly, when explicitly asked
if the requisite technology skills created a barteeunderstanding the human rights
content for the digital case studies, both teacteegjuivocally refuted the idea. Brian

was most adamant in his response to the notiortiibaechnology posed an obstacle to
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learning. He assessed the positive impact ofkhtis sffered by the digital experience in
the following terms:
They're struggling with the technology but thinkvhanany jobs we have where
we have to figure out [technology]....we have to jarepthese kids to go out and
make a living in the real world and we want mosth&m to be able to doitin a
professional sense. The reality is that they'rago have to be very flexible
and fluid in the way they engage with technologg aary comfortable with ‘OK,
I’'m learning this. How do you learn it?’ And a loft how you learn these things is
you play with them. So we give them opportunitesay, ‘What do you? How do
I?” 1 think that’s good.
Throughout their respective interviews, both tesshmade numerous similar references
to the technological fluency gained through the afsthe digital text as a long-term
academic advantage for students.
More Sophisticated Learning Products
The creation of more sophisticated learning praglues another important, and
related, academic affordance supported by thealligikt. In addition, both the
classroom observation data and the teacher intedéta offered evidence of cognitive
engagement supported by the digital creation pscEsr example, when students
worked in groups and used the digital text to @dadrning products that reflected their
understanding of the human rights content, thealexbd nonverbal expression of
enthusiasm related to the learning process asas¢lie number and quality of student

interactions with an academic purpose (i.e. degatomplex ideas or demonstrating
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academic skills for one another) were quite nobbehigher in the digital case studies.
Such collaborative and energetic classroom dynamées noteworthy on multiple
observation days in both of the digital case studie

The analysis of teacher interview data offerechggidating evidence for this
finding. Brian’s descriptions of the key differescin academic experiences between his
digital and print case studies focused extensigalyhe process of creating learning
products using the text. When students createdrguras of content they had read,
Brian felt the digital case study was “more engdgeul the process was “significantly
better.” In contrast, Brian asserted that the fifeduct is awful and the process is bad”
in the print context. Brian described the prodaegse print case study as one where only
“one or two kids” in a group are engaged. In castirhe characterized creating digital
learning products as “more interesting and excitfog students because “they’re
engaging the world in the way that they know howengage it.” Greg also referred to
the unique affordance provided when students wodkgithlly on “creative projects’—
although less extensively than Brian. Greg explditnat the digital environment was
noticeably better because students could “do their artwork, make their own
music....create all kinds of stuff.”

The assertion by both participating teachers thaprocess of creating learning
products was qualitatively better in the digitaseatudies closely parallels an argument
in the literature on digital learning advanced barithg (2008) that the practice of
“bricolage” or the integration of “diverse bits @dntent and communication” using

digital media “crucially involves cognitive processof selection and judgment” that are
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quite valuable for students. Both teachers intethat just such higher-order thinking
was more noticeably at work when students usedtiigmodal affordance of the digital
text and iPad to demonstrate their understandiigeohuman rights content.

The analysis of teacher interview data furtherriref@ that the digital experience
supported a more cognitively engaging learning @ssc In this vein, Brian described the
digital experience as one where students “havedthrengage the material in a way they
haven't in the past” and added that working digytétiakes more time” but is “a much
better experience.” Greg echoed a similar sentiwéh his belief that the work the
digital case study engaged with “was more valuabfdthough largely reliant on
inferential evidence, both teachers identifiedtthieking required to create digital
learning products as more complex and the prodsctaore sophisticated. In this way,
their descriptions of the learning processes akwothe digital case studies are quite
similar to the “bricolage” that Herring (2008) kmles to be one of the clearest indication
of critical thinking in the digital environmentn khort, the classroom observation data
and the teacher interview data offered clear iridioa that both a qualitatively better
creation process and learning product were affolgetthe digital text.

The Reading Experience

The student survey data and the teacher intervagw @ach suggested that the
digital text offered students some additional supfm the reading experience. Students
provided the strongest evidence that the digitpkernce afforded a qualitatively better
reading experience in the open-response survey déwa qualitative analysis of

responses for the open-ended survey question tbaibed students to describe the
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“worst part of the unit” indicated that a majordf students in both the print and digital
case studies perceived the academic skills reqdinedg the unit to be the “worst”
aspect of their experience. Students commonlyerted: “writing a paper”; “reading”;
or “taking notes” as their most negative experiance

Importantly, although the struggle with fundamermighdemic skills was clearly
present in all four of the case studies, the stisdi@rthe print case studies reported these
academic challenges to be the “worst” part of thi¢ a considerably higher rates than
students in the digital case studies. For exarddl®g of Greg’s print case study reported
challenging academic skills to be the worst pathefunit versus nearly half that, or
24%, of Greg’s digital case study. Strikingly, Geeprint case study also made four
times as many references to the reading of theeabas their specific area of struggle.
In a parallel pattern, 50% of Brian’s print casadstreported challenging academic skills
to be the worst part of the unit versus only 28%Bé&n’s digital case study. Similarly,
Brian’s print case study made more than twice asymeferences to the reading as the
specific area of challenge experienced. This oty provide an important indication
that despite the initial hurdle of acquiring newthtrology skills posed by the use of a
digital text, the experience of reading the conteitlh the digital text was more positive
for students, or, at the very least, less likelpéogperceived as the “worst” part of their
learning experience.

Additionally, teacher interview data provided somedest indications that the
digital text supported a better reading experidocstudents. Many of Greg’s

reflections on the differences in academic expegsrbetween his print and digital case
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studies focused on the reading experience. Mgstitantly, Greg felt that the digital
text “seemed to help the kids stay more engageu twé reading task.” Although Brian
did not focus on the reading experience for eitherdigital or print case studies during
his interview, the English Language Learner (ELpg¢dalist who worked in his
classroom provided a parallel perspective to Gre@tse ELL specialist offered
individualized academic support to students witty\ienited English language
proficiency in Brian’s World History classes. Dagione classroom observation, she
offered her unprompted opinion that the digitat’'®rnhanced multimedia features
provided ELL students much greater access to utad®lisig the human rights content
while reading than the traditional print text.

One final noteworthy perspective on the digitaldiag experience emerged from
Greg’s teacher interview. In addition to his bielfeat the digital text offered a more
engaging reading experience, Greg implied thatipieal text sometimes distracted
students from learning the human rights conterg.deiscribed the distraction in this
way: “They can go here or they could go there amdlzey can touch this, and so,
sometimes you just want them to focus on the writtentent.” When asked to explain
more about how he had simultaneously charactetlzedigital text as a better reading
experience and as a more distracted reading experi&reg attributed the apparent
contradiction to his sense that he had not “qugteréd out how to teach the reading with
the digitally integrated book.” Greg felt that ieeded to develop more of an “explore-
at-your-own-pace approach” to reading instructimamthe currently used in order to take

greater advantage of the increased engagementibedakthe digital text afforded
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students. Greg'’s insight seemed to imply thatifaere able to pair the digital text with
instructional strategies that allowed his studgnémater autonomy in the reading
experience, the digital reading experience woulé\®n more powerful than he had
initially noted.
Differentiation

The final academic affordance of the digital texitlent in the analysis of data
was greater support for differentiation. The datpporting this affordance was isolated
to one of the teacher interviews and thus, theesdd is less robust than that provided
for the affordances of technological fluency, sefibated learning products and a better
reading experience. Brian explicitly offered tha digital text allowed him “ways to
differentiate more effectively” with his studentsle also emphasized that the digital text
offered “many different avenues for exploration gfaly” and characterized the digital
experience as “drawing in” diverse learners suchireskid who'’s really technical and
likes to read or the gal who's really artistic.”ok& explicitly, Brian argued that the
digital text “allows you ways to differentiate mag#ectively.” Although the digital
text’s support for differentiation was not broadiyparent in the data analysis, the
evidence offered in Brian’s interview is noteworihgofar as it very closely parallels the
prevalent theoretical argument in the literaturaemital learning that multimodal
experiences are inherently supportive of the migltiggarning styles that diverse students

bring to the classroom (Berson and Balyta, 2004e=and Meyer, 2002).
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4.02 Differences in Interactions with a Digital Tek

Cognitive Engagement

In addition to the unique academic affordances ipiexV’by the digital texthe
analysis of data provided numerous indications shadents often interacted differently
with the digital text than the print text. Mostportantly, the student survey data, the
classroom observation data and the teacher inteata all provided substantial
evidence that the digital text provided a moognitively engagingxperience for
students. To begin, Figure 8, below, offers a lgiapnapshot of the frequencies with
which each case study reported positively for thjeyement of technology use in class
and the usefulness of the information learned béyba classroom as indicators of
cognitive engagement in the student survey datdlel, below, displays the results of
the Chi-square quantitative analysis of statistassociations between the type of text
used and these two indicators. A complete tabiensary of how students responded to

all survey items is also included in Appendix M.
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Table 9:

Indicators of Student Engagement by Digital TeXRrnt Text Contexts

Greg’s Print Greg's Digital Brian’s Print Greg’s Digital
Case Stud» Case Study Case Study Case Study
n=33 N=27 n=30 n=26
Enjoyed using 25 (92% 24 (73%)* 27 (90%) 18 (69%)*
technology in class.
Will use the
information learned 19 (70% 28 (85%) 20 (66%) 23 (88%)

outside of class.

*p < 0.05 for Chisquare Statistical Analysis of Strength of Assden

First, and most powerfully, the quantitative anayaf student survey da
revealed that a statistically significeassociation existeldetween the type of text us
andhow students report their enjoyment of using technology in clasStrikingly,

aaoss the digital case studies for both teacheudesits reported that they ot enjoy
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using technology in class at much higher levels stadents in the print case studies.
The negative association between the use of aatligitt and reported enjoyment of
using technologies in class was significant atiélrel of p< 0.044. Students in the
digital case studies reported enjoying using teldgies in class at a 20% lower rate, on
average, than students in the print case studies reported enjoying using technologies
in class at rates of 90% or above.

At first glance, this finding seems to contradia prevailing wisdom of digital
learning enthusiasts who advocate for integratiggal technologies in the classroom to
increase student enjoyment in the hopes of algeasing student engagement.
Therefore, the relationship between student enjoymoktechnologies in the classroom
and the type of text used was a primary focus etdélacher interview protocol in order to
further understand the inverse relationship betwbemnse of technology and the
enjoyment of technology revealed by this quantieainalysis.

The most relevant theme to emerge from an anabysesacher interview data was
a connection between the additional academic pgsed by the cognitive and technical
skills required by the use of the digital text damaered student reports of enjoying the
use of technology in the classroom. Both teaciméesred that students struggled with
the academic challenges posed by using a digitalnevays that encouraged student
engagement rather than diminished engagement. ediés@m this vantage point, the
negativeinfluence that the use of a digital text exertstudent enjoyment of technology

may well be gositiveindicator of cognitive engagement. The associdiemveen the
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type of text and student perceptions of the relegasf the content and skills learned
during the unit provided further confirmatory eunde for this interpretation of the data.
The association between the type of text used atddent’s perception of the
applicability of the information learned during theit outside of class exhibited an
association at the level 0f¢0.066, just above the accepted threshold for fogmice of
p < 0.05, across case studies. Eighty-five percefref)’s digital case study reported
finding the information relevant and useful beydhe classroom versus just 70% of
students in Greg’s print case study. A paralleti more prominent, disparity in reported
relevance and usefulness of the information leaexested between Brian’s classes.
Eighty-eight percent of students in Brian’s digitake study reported finding the
information relevant and applicable versus only Gif%Brian’s print case study. This
finding supports an interpretation of the digitaperience as one that students perceive
to be more challenging as well as more relevanttam$ferable to multiple contexts.
The higher rates at which students in the digéalkecstudies reported finding the
human rights content relevant and applicable tw tifie outside the social studies
classroom offers some of the strongest evidendesthdents were more cognitively
engaged by the use of the digital text than steste by the print text. This finding is
especially valuable for educators interested in hadigital text might support
engagement in the classroom given that Fredricksn8nfeld and Paris (2004) and
Marks (2000) emphasize that student “investmentéamning is the definitive indicator
of cognitive engagement and students are moreyltkehvest themselves in learning

that they find personally relevant.
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Once again, the results of the open-ended studeveysprompt on “the best part
of the human rights unit” offers compelling corroiting evidence of the cognitive
engagement supported by the digital text. The hadg of references to the digital text
by both digital case studies, discussed previoumsection 4.01, further confirms that
many students perceived the digital text to beragaging learning experience. This
gualitative data offers a more complex picturetatlent experiences with the digital text
than the responses for the quantitative portioh@fsurvey could provide on its own.
While students in the digital case studies repoetgdying the use of technology in class
at significantly lower rates than their counterpantthe print case studies, over one-third
of students in the digital case studies made dpeeiferences to their enjoyment of the
digital text during the unit. Taken together wiitle interpretation of the technology as
challenging but engaging offered in the teacharinéw data, these results again seem to
indicate that students both struggle with and apate the new challenges posed by
learning to use a digital text in their social sésdclass.

Finally, the classroom observation data suggesigikie digital text supported a
more cognitively engaging experience in one criticsgoect. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and
Paris (2004) argue that when students offer condated comments without being
prompted to do so, they are providing strong ewieesf cognitive engagement. Students
initiated comments on academic content 20% momenaft the digital case studies than
in the print case studies. Table 10, below, surmasaithe prevalence of student-initiated
comments on academic content by case study. Tthisaitor of student engagement

signals demonstrably higher levels of participafiotheir own learning exhibited by
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students in the digital case studies in this paldicaspect. Importantly, this difference
further provides some evidence that the digital teaty have contributed to a
qualitatively better learning experience than thatgext.

Table 10:

Prevalence of Student-Initiated Comments on Acacl@uitent by Case Study

Theme Greg’s Greg’s Brian’s Brian’s Digital Print
Digital Print Digital Print Case Case
Case Case Case Case Frequency Frequency
Student 14 0 82 63 60% 40%
Comments

Behavioral Engagement

The analysis of classroom observation data redelkg students were more
behaviorally engaged in the digital case studietherfollowing indicators: a) observed
effort or investment in learning and b) peer-tospamlaborative learning. Both the
theme of “effort or investment” and the theme ddltaborative learning” were 34%
more frequent in the digital case studies tharptive case studies. Table 11, below,
displays the prevalence of each of these themeady study. Additionally, a table
summarizing all of the themes that emerged frongtaditative analysis of classroom

observation data is included in Appendix N.
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Table 11:

Frequency oBehavioral Engagement Indicators from Classroomedetion Data by Case
Study

Theme Greg's Greg's Brian's Brian's Digital Print
Digital Print Digital Print Case Case
Case Case Case Case Frequency Frequency
Collaborative 23 15 13 3 67% 33%
Learning
Effort or 21 8 21 13 67% 33%
Investment

The theme of “collaborative learning” emerged frooded data that
demonstrated students working closely with thearpé¢o build their academic skills or
content knowledge. Some characteristic examplégloéviors that were analyzed as
exhibiting “collaborative learning” are: 1) a studigosing an analytical question about
the human rights content to their peer(s); 2) stteldebating differences in their
opinions on content with one another without bgagngmpted to do so by their teacher;
3) a student demonstrating how to perform an acadskill for their peer(s) such as
identifying the main idea in a text; or 4) a stud@@monstrating how to perform a
technical skill such as toggling between multipdéware programs on the iPad.
Examples of coded behavior that demonstrated #maelof “effort or investment”
included the enthusiastic expression of body laggua addition to contextually

appropriate body language (i.e. verbally expressegrs or disappointment; hand-
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raising in response to teacher or peer promptiagyell as behavior such as remaining
after a class had ended to continue to discusgbwith the teacher and/or peers.

The increased prevalence of “collaborative learhargl “effort or investment”
observed in the digital case studies indicategtleence of two important constructs
that Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris (2004) arguesistently increase student
engagement: authenticity of learning task and studetonomy. As noted previously in
section 2.03, in the high school social studiessfaom, authentic learning tasks give
students the opportunity to practice democratitiggpation, as when students were
observed debating complex issues. Similarly, msta where students were either
observed patrticipating in their own learning byuesting that their peers demonstrate
technical or academic skills for them, or by deldteg with a peer group without being
prompted to do so, provide strong evidence thaathienomy (discussed in section 2.04)
that Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris (2004) beliegébe a hallmark of engagement was at
work in the case study. Thus, the increased peecal of such observed behaviors in
both digital case studies was an indication thatdigital text was supporting a more
engaging learning experience for students.

The teacher interview data further indicated tlmhlieachers observed students
to be behaviorally engaged in learning digitalBtudent engagement was most clearly
inferred when each teacher was asked to reflebbanstudents in their digital case
study might respond to returning to a classroomreninent that no longer integrated
digital texts or the iPads. Perhaps surprisinghgig the significantly lower rates at

which students in the digital case studies repagtgdying using technology in the
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classroom in the quantitative student survey daith teachers were unhesitating in their
belief that students would be disappointed to kaszess to the digital learning
environment. Brian summarized this complex stuadtitude to new technology in the
following terms:

After a certain amount of time, the kids totallym/éghe technology because it

does make a lot of things simpler....there’s a loten@mu can do with

technology. There’s a larger universe you can expiesm to in social studies.

But the actual use of [technology] is tricky.
Greg described a similar understanding of his sttelexperience in the following
assertion: “They may be frustrated but they understhat we’re trying
something...they recognize that [working in printjwe be taking a step back....they
would be a little bit disappointed.” This belibft students would prefer to work
digitally, expressed in quite similar terms by bte#hchers, infers that the teachers also
perceived students to be engaged by the digitarexquce in ways that benefited student
learning.
Shifting Attitudes Towards Technology

In a related finding, one of the richest articidas of student attitudes about
using new technology to emerge in both teachenies was a description of students
as experiencing a complex and, at times, cont@agicthift from understanding
technology as a “toy” or a “recreational device'uraderstanding technology as a tool to
use for academic work. For example, Brian condatite prevalent attitude toward the

digital text and iPad in his print case study dfyant to try that toy” with his digital case

102



study’s challenge to understand, “how do | actuaflg it?” Similarly, Brian felt that his
print case study assumed the digital text was ‘Igigkciting, attractive and sexy” while
his digital case study expressed frustration withdharp learning curve they experienced
when working with the digital text. To this end;dh noted that in his digital case study,
“the students have a whole new routine” to learth practice and therefore, “some
element of struggling with the tech skills” was apmt to him.

Greg described a parallel dynamic at work in hisecstudies. He felt most
students approached new technology with the assoimibtat “it’s a recreational device”
and “associat[ed] with relaxing.” Greg describaatents in his digital case study as
experiencing a notable shift in this initial atd&i“when it becomes a work device.”
Greg also believed that, at times, students felhtid by the “extra steps involved” in
using the digital text. Nevertheless, Greg waseqclear that most of his students
preferred the digital experience despite theseaesteps.

In short, the teacher interview data offered sutigthevidence that the learning
experience provided by the digital text was worthevbespite the significant challenges
and frustrations it posed for students. Both shit in student attitudes noted by
teachers, and the previously discussed, frequérereces to the digital text as the “best
part of the unit” on the student survey, furthercedate the apparent contradiction in the
significantly lower levels at which the digital eastudies reported enjoying technology
and the perception that students preferred to wmikally. These data support an
understanding of students as struggling with tfelamic applications of digital

technology while also beneficially engaged by tieggle.
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Classroom Management Challenges Increased in the @iial Case Studies

In sharp contrast to the cognitive and behaviangbgement supported by the
digital text, both the classroom observation daia the teacher interview data provided
substantial evidence that classroom managemenaWasmore significant challenge in
the digital case studies than the print case sfudrethe qualitative analysis of classroom
observation data, the emergent theme of “classmamagement challenges” designated
instances where students appeared distracted &amihg by the presence of the digital
text and the iPad technology. Additionally, thieme included behavior that was often
difficult for the teacher to be aware of and addrge to the nature of digital technology.

One commonly observed behavior that fit within tiheme of “classroom
management challenges” was the use of unrelatdatajppns on the iPad, such as the
camera function, at times when students were s@opimsbe engaged with reading the
digital text or creating a learning product. Anatlirequent example of “classroom
management challenges” posed by the specific chipedof a digital text was students
engaged in reading websites that were unrelatdtetbuman rights content or their
World History class such as ESPN.com. This belasian example of a challenge that
was unique to the digital learning environment bseastudents who were reading
unrelated websites often appeared to be readindigital text. The nature of the
unrelated content could only be observed at vaygecphysical proximity.

In parallel, the teacher interview data revealed both teachers were frustrated
by the significant classroom management challepgssd by the digital text, despite

their previously noted enthusiasm for its uniquadaenic affordances and capacity to
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engage students. This key difference in the digitd print experiences was especially
striking in that, as veteran teachers-- with mbamntfifteen years of classroom
experience, respectively-- both teachers expressgutise at the persistence of the
classroom management issues they experiencedyamtbgrated the digital text and
iPad

In describing his struggle with new classroom managnt challenges, Brian
made numerous references to how his classroom rearead approach became
appreciably more “controlling” in his digital caseudy. Brian recounted his realization
that he had “made a very bad assumption” aboulilgy to address potential classroom
management issues before integrating the digitalbtecause “these things are
gateways.” Further, he expressed surprise at bawitreally heavily monitor....far
more than you would in a typical class” his digitake study in order to prevent students
from “[taking] off and running in the digital landape.”

Much like Brian, Greg expressed a need to chaigyeléissroom management
style when the digital case study failed to mestihitial assumption that he would be
able to appropriately manage the use of iPadsarcldssroom. He acknowledged that
his approach to the digital case study had, dt fieen: “I don’t want to take away most
of the capabilities of this digital device” but gkily became much more restrictive.
However, Greg qualified his realization that thegitdil case study needed more
restrictions than he had anticipated with the fellmy assessment: “most of [the students]
do a really good job” but, as in the print casagtisome students “mess with [the

iPad].”
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Greg’s reflection on the struggles with classrananagement that were unique
to the digital context often centered on how furtieehnological developments could
address many issues posed by a one-to-one deticénréhe classroom. He offered
several suggestions about how Apple, the iPad'gdes might develop a more
classroom-friendly version of the iPad digital fdatn or how iPad applications such as
NearPod might support the ability to use the digéat with far fewer classroom
management challenges. In summary of these rigite;the offered that teachers
pioneering similar technologies in the classroom“atl looking for ways” to keep
students on-task because:

there’s no question that the same 10% or 15% whoatr paying attention to you

in the standard, traditional lesson, are also potglit [in the digital context] and

now they’re doing their email or whatever bazilliother things they're doing on
the iPad.
Clearly, the digital context posed new and diffi@lassroom management challenges
that were not equivalently experienced in the prage studies. This finding is especially
striking given the lengthy classroom experiencénlpatrticipating teachers had, which
likely made these challenges less overwhelming thay might have been for more
novice teachers.

Given the significant classroom management chadlempsed by using the
digital text, the teachers’ shared resolve thatibéal text was well worth pursuing and
preferable to the print environment seems espgaialeworthy. Greg expressed this

preference in the following quote: “There are tlsintigat will be really potentially
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powerful that we simply won'’t be able to do anyestivay.” Brian expressed similar
optimism as he referred to the digital text andlipkatform as “really cool tools with a
lot of potential” and emphatically added, “| waathnology in my [class]room.”

Brian also referred to a wider purpose for techgplm education to explain his
preference for the digital text. He felt that thgital environment allowed his students to
“access this world of information” and “producends that reflect the current
technology” in a way that the print environment dat. Perhaps Brian’s insistence that
“we’re trying to prepare kids to go out into thendo...they need to be able to engage in
the technologies that are there” most aptly captudey the considerable challenges
posed by the digital case studies did not dimieisimer participating teachers’ preference
for the digital text.

Disengagement

In a converse, but related, finding to the incrdadassroom management
challenges produced by the digital environment athaysis of classroom observation
data revealed that students in the print caseesekhibited stronger indications of
disengagement than the students in the digital staskes. The theme of
“disengagement” designated behavior where studgigisared to be completely off-task
from academic learning. For example, instancegevbieidents were observed sleeping
or keeping their heads down on their desks fondeneled period of time, or, instances
where students were observed walking around tresidam at an inappropriate time
without a specific purpose were coded as “disengage.” Table 12, below,

summarizes the frequency of observed disengagedmyeardse study.
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Table 12:

Frequency oDisengagement Indicators from Classroom Observdiata by Case Study

Theme Greg’s Greg’s Brian’s Brian’s Digital Print
Digital Print Digital Print Case Case

Case Case Case Case Frequency Frequency
Disengagement 3 6 0 3 33% 67%

“Disengagement” behaviors were 34% more prevatettie print case studies
than the digital case studies. This evidence sffemore complex picture of the
differences between digital and print experiendesshort, the complimentary analyses
of multiple data sets portrayed the digital texaamore temporarily distracting
experience than the print text while also a moiestically engaging experience. More
longitudinal data than that included in the ning-daot undertaken for this research
study would likely further elucidate the appareminplex and contradicting experiences
of distraction and engagement that emerged fromahalysis.

The Digital Text Required a More Substantial Invesient of Classroom Time

The final important difference in student interano8 with the print and digital
texts was a discrepancy in time required to effetyiintegrate the digital text in the
classroom. Both the analysis of classroom observatata and the analysis of teacher
interview data made this difference quite evidefdr example, in the classroom
observation data, the theme of “differences intdlgiersus print contexts” emerged to
capture a frequent occurrence of different voluofdsuman rights content being

addressed between the print and digital case stuaight by the same teacher. The print
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case studies were observed to read more quickbsateachers and therefore, addressed
more content than their digital counterparts. &iry, because the learning products
created in the digital and print case studies weth qualitatively different and often
required more sophisticated academic skills, stisd@nthe print case studies often
created learning products in less time than stsdenthe same teacher’s digital case
study.

A second, and related, theme of “time to implenteahnology” that emerged
from the analysis of classroom observation datduca@ coded data that emphasized the
additional time required to effectively implemehetdigital technology in the classroom.
For example, instances where the teacher spentisag class time teaching students
new technology skills, discussing behavioral protedor the appropriate use of the iPad,
or instances where class time was spent resoleigical issues are all captured by the
theme of “time to implement technology.” Similgrly “hybrid model” theme emerged
to designate observations of the teachers usimgegprihandouts to facilitate their digital
case study keeping pace with their print case sty example, a teacher handing out
printed note-taking templates for their digital€asudy to use rather than relying on the
multiple note-taking functions provided by the didjitext indicated that the teacher was
relying on a “hybrid model” rather than a purelgitkl one.

The teacher interview data further emphasizedgheth a “hybrid model” was
used to address the time constraints producedebglitfital text. The teachers often
referred to classroom activities such as readimgerd and creating learning products as

more time-intensive in the digital case studiesthBeachers also referred to their sense
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that using digital texts effectively would continteerequire more time than the print
context over the future months of the school yasteachers and students developed the
new skill sets required. In this way, the teachtgrview data triangulated the key

finding of the classroom observation data thatitleeeased time required by the digital
case studies was an important difference in th& pnd digital experiences.

Brian’s assessment of the time-intensive natutbedigital case study was
generally more positive than Greg’s. Brian ofteliofwved his references to the digital
case study requiring more class time with an iesist that “it's a much better
experience.” Greg’s description of having “lessdito teach” because of the necessity
of teaching “another routine” to the digital catedy suggested more negative
connotations. In fact, the additional time regdite work digitally became enough of an
obstacle that Greg described feeling “forced” ta@do a hybrid model where the
students could opt to take notes on the text oot@te in print rather than electronically
for the sake of “efficiency” because “it's fasterdamore accessible” for many students.
Although Brian had similarly adapted the digital/@onment to a hybrid model when he
felt it was necessary, he did not express similatfation with this adjustment. Taken
together, these two perspectives suggest thatitaldigxt undoubtedly required
additional classroom time. However, the levelrafration experienced by teachers as
they integrated the digital text varied consideyabl

Both teachers expressed a shared belief thatdlasses needed to work with a
digital text over several months in order to bettederstand the differences between the

print and digital contexts. Greg made several cemmabout the need for more time to
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accurately understand the impact of the digitall $exch as: “We don't feel like we're
leveraging what [the digital text] can do yet.” i@r more explicitly insisted that “it's
going to take time” because of the significant amaf “experimentation” involved.
Ultimately, Brian believed he might need “a couuf years to really roll something out
effectively” with a new digital technology.

The insights offered by these two teachers on thethime-intensive nature of
using a digital text in the classroom and the tedltiat both students and teachers
required time to adjust to the implementation aksv technology in the classroom offer
some compelling cautionary wisdom for similar cotgerying to implement digital
technologies. However, the additional time reqiibbg the digital text may considerably
diminish over time or may be less significant iooatext where students have more
experience with the technology. The research dagitjzed for this inquiry
intentionally sought data on just such initial esigeces of a class working with a digital
text by asking teachers to implement the humartgighit in September, as their first
content unit of the academic year. Additionalhg survey data collected on student
experiences with the iPad or similar tablet techgigs revealed that the population of
the case studies had somewhat limited experientetia@ specific technological skills
necessary for effectively using the digital tekbr instance, the quantitative analysis of
student survey data indicated that less than 208tudents across all case studies
reported using an iPad on a weekly or, more fregbasis. This background
characteristic, as well as a research design #mticed very early classroom

experiences, may, therefore, be best understooffaasg a snapshot of the baseline for
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integrating a digital text and may overstate tteeipancy for a more technologically
fluent context.
4.03 Countervailing Evidence

Although the data demonstrated that the digital peavided a qualitatively
different academic experience to a certain extaetdata also provided clear evidence of
several areas in which the type of text did nov® unique academic affordances or
distinct student interactions with the text. Th&dent artifact data, teacher interview
data, student survey data and classroom obsendsianall provided key indications that
at times, the type of text had little to no impantstudents’ learning experiences. Table

13, below, summarizes the most important takeavrays these analyses.

Table 13:

Summary of Key Points of Countervailing Evidence

Key Finding Source(s) of Data
A. Minimal discrepancy existed in how students express e Student Artifacts
relevant, analytical thinking in writing by type tefxt e Teacher Interviews
used.
B. Students summarize human rights content similarly e Student Survey

regardless of type of text used.

C. Type of text did not influence students’ abilityrtake e Classroom
connections to prior knowledge as an indicator of Observations
cognitive engagement.

D. Type of text did not increase the frequency of eotit e Classroom
related questions as an indicatocofjnitive engagement Observations
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The analysis of student artifact data providedntlwst unequivocal evidence that
the type of text did not impact important aspedtthe learning experience. Student
artifact data was collected to provide insights ithte following two sub-research
guestions: 1) Do student artifacts reflect a défere in the quality of student thinking
when a social studies class work with a digitat tetsus a print text and if so, in what
ways? and 2) In what ways, if at all, does a digé&zat support different academic skills
for a high school social studies class than agdinéxt? The student artifacts were
created as the final written assessment of studanting on the last day of the human
rights unit in each of the four case studies. €fwe, this data was intended to capture
any culminating differences in student thinkingttivare consistently apparent between
the print and digital case studies. Student atsfavere created in response to the
following prompt: What human rights policy optionaild the United States pursue and
why?

Student artifacts were assessed according to breriacluded in Appendix F
that was drawn from Northeastern lllinois Univey'sitCritical Thinking Rubric

(http://www.neiu.edu/~neassess/pdf/CriThinkRoger-lpdf). Student artifacts were

analyzed in order to better understand studentbtied to: a) address the prompt b)
frame an analytical argument; c) understand maasdn a text & interpret content; and
d) express creative thinking (i.e. make independsatdisciplinary or prior knowledge
connections) in writing. A sample student artificoin each case study, selected to
reflect a median score for the case study, is deavin Appendix E. Figure 9, below,

provides a graphic summary of the average studdméeement on the critical thinking
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rubric by case study. #ore detailed summaof how individual student artifac

scored within each case stiis included in Appendix G.
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Figure 9: AverageCritical Thinking Scores on Student Artifacts bys€&tud

The most significant disparity apjent in a crosgase comparison of the stud
artifacts wa the higher performance on the critical thinkingric achieved bBrian’s
case studies. Student artifacts frGreg'scase studies scored respective averag
56% and 58% versBrian’s case studies that scored redpe averages of 61% al
71%. More importantly for the focus of this inquiry, tpent case studies for bo
teachers scored slightly higher than the digitak studies. For example, stud
artifacts from Greg'print case study scored an averagénd percentage points high
than students from hiigital case studyA similar pattern, with aeven greate
discrepancy of 10%existed between the average scores for studefacstinBrian’s

case studies.
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Also noteworthy were the relatively small gaps werage performance between
three out of four of the case studies. A maximdiriive percentage points accounts for
the differences between three out of four of treecgtudies with only Brian’s print case
study scoring significantly higher at 71%. Theat®le consistency between student
artifacts was even more apparent when compariragstiperformance on individual
categories of the rubric. For two out of four gatees, student averages fell within a
half-point range of one another. For example, &adl four case studies, students
scored within the range of 56% - 68% on their &ptl interpret content. The relative
stability of the scores across all four case stutlighis category is especially important
because the ability to appropriately interpret eahimore directly refutes a claim that
quality of student thinking is influenced by th@éyof text used than a student’s ability to
address the prompt, frame an argument or dispkstige thinking.

Given that much of the difference between studdifbets was attributable to
Brian’s print case study, the student artifactsrabtlprovide compelling evidence of a
difference in the quality of student thinking basedthe type of text. The results of this
analysis prompted relevant additional data gatigetturing the teacher interviews to
provide a better understanding of the differenoexitical thinking assessed by the
written artifacts that were apparent from the teashperspectives. Despite some
evidence of a gap in performance between the tlayitad print case studies, neither
teacher expressed the belief that the print cashly $tad, in fact, demonstrated a greater
ability to address the prompt, frame an argumeaierpret content or offer creative

thinking relevant to the unit on the whole. Whekead explicitly if the print case study
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was able to perform slightly higher because thelyndit face the struggle of learning new
technology skills as they learned the content, bedlchers were quick to attribute the
difference in performance to a key aspect of tiseaech design instead.

In order to ensure that the digital case studiagwet predisposed to greater
success than the print case studies, the reseasaindequired that teachers implement
the digital text in their earliest section of WoHiistory. This research decision was
based on the understanding that subsequent seofiandass frequently receive a better
learning experience due to the reality that theheais able to adapt instruction to
address student needs that are discovered duerfgghiteration of teaching the unit.
Thus, both teachers independently cited the changégir own approaches to
instruction during the preparation for the writiagsessment and their increased ability to
support students in the print case study duringnttieng task due to the instructional
lessons learned during the first iteration withithespective digital case studies. Given
this triangulated evidence, it is even more diffita attribute the differences in student
achievement on the artifacts to the type of teetdusither than the increased teacher
support provided to the print case studies dubdabnstraints of the research design.

Taken together, both the analysis of studentaattilata and the confirmatory
evidence offered by the teacher interview data esigthat a digital text does not support
analytical writing more effectively than a prinkteloes. Differences in students’ ability
to address a prompt, frame an argument, interpraeat and display creative thinking
were more often attributable to the teacher thartype of text. Some differences in the

quality of thinking expressed in writing betweee thigital and print case studies may
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also be attributed to timing-- where latter casasdfited from intentional adjustments in
a teacher’s instruction. The most compelling rssol the analysis of student artifact
data undertaken here indicate that the role ofd@heher in general, as well as the
particular ability of the teacher to tailor insttion to effectively support students during
the writing process, has a more definitive impacstudents’ ability to express critical
and analytical thinking in writing than the typetekt used.

The qualitative analysis of student survey dataigiex parallel countervailing
evidence for the efficacy of a digital text in sopjing unique academic affordances.
Student response patterns to the open-ended sguesyion that prompted students to
summarize the most important content they had é&shduring the human rights unit
indicated that the type of text did not signifidgnmpact how students summarized their
learning. Regardless of the type of text usednthprity of student responses defined
human rights in general terms. Responses sucdhuasdns have certain rights” or
“everyone has rights” were typical across all foase studies. The second most
prevalent response pattern exhibited some levelitiéal reflection on the human rights
content. Responses such as: “Some countries lyrutalate human rights” or “Rights
are dictated by those in power” typified this paiteFigure 10, below, provides a visual
summary of the most important themes to emerge &oranalysis of student survey

response patterns for this prompt.
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Figure 10: Emergent Themes from Student Responses to the Brdiiipe most
important information | learned during the humaghts unit was..." B
CasBtudy

The most noteworthy disparity in tiquality of student responses between c:
was exhibited by Brian’print case study. In both Greglgital and print case studie
as well as Brian'sligital case study, 60% of student comments fédl the more general,
definitional category of human rights while 30%stiident comments reflected mq
specific or analytical thinking about the contertowever, a 50% majority (Brian’s
print case study’sesponses reflected critical thinking on the humights content whil¢
only 46% of student comments made more generalerafes to a definition of hum:
rights. Given that this increased level of crititanking closely parallels the highi
achievement by the same case study on the studéacts, it is most likely attributabl
to the indvidual abilities of the student population of Brgprint case study. Furthe

the strikingly similar rates of general respon$es persisted across the remaining tt
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case studies indicate that the type of text otteradid not reliably predict the quality of
student thinking about the human rights content.

The classroom observation data offered furthereangd that the type of text did
not demonstrably influence key aspects of the iagrexperience. Table 14, below,
summarizes the frequencies of the engagement bodsctnat were similarly exhibited

across all four case studies in the classroom vasen data.

Table 14:

Similarly Exhibited Engagement Indicators by Catal$

Theme Greg Greg Brian Brian Digital Print
Digital Print Digital Print Case Case
Case Case Case Case Frequency Frequency

Engaged with 27 26 18 17 51% 49%
Reading
Engageq with
Academic 65 58 75 57 55% 45%
Task
Student 69 38 51 56 56% 44%
Questions

Given this inquiry’s focus on the differences e iearning experience provided
by a print text and a digital text, coded behatthat provided particular evidence of
students’ experiences with the text constitutedvgortant theme of “engaged with
reading.” Behavior that was characterized as “gadavith reading” exhibited active or
focused reading that was qualitatively differeratrtlihe more consistent patterns of
reading exhibited by their peers. Behavior thas waded as “engrossed in the task of

reading for the entire fifteen-minute interval dfservation” or “active reading” (i.e.
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intermittently writing notes, highlighting or anming the text while reading) are the
most common demonstrations of coded data that deatpthe theme of “engaged with
reading.”

The analysis of classroom observation data revabhiidhe important emergent
theme of “engaged with reading” was experiencetecimilarly by both the print case
studies and the digital case studies. The twadaligase studies experienced 51% of the
behaviors that were analyzed as “engaged with mgadiersus the 49% of similar
behaviors observed in the print case studies. €fbe, one of the themes most relevant
to the research question of “How do high schoolad@tudies students interact
differently with a digital text than a printed textat all?” clearly indicates that no
gualitatively different level of engagement witletlteading was readily linked to the type
of text in the classroom observation data. Thidewe offers an important contrast to
the student survey data and teacher interviewwlateh both indicated the digital text
supported a better reading experience for studérts.triangulation of data suggests that
if a digital text does, indeed, provide importampgort for the reading experience, such
an affordance may not be readily observed.

Two other key themes similarly indicate that akatigly different experience
between the digital and print texts was not apgdretine classroom observation data.
The theme “engaged with an academic task” captilmetroadest category of data that
provided strong observational evidence that stigderte actively participating in their
learning (Marks, 2000). Behaviors such as readmgxcerpt of the digital or print text

aloud to a small group of students; highlightingaonotating a section of text in response
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to an explanation of content by the teacher ores; e listening to a speaker with
appropriate eye contact, body language and respofesial expressions are some
common examples of coded behavioral data that asléldethis theme. The frequencies
with which students were observed to be “engagéd an academic task” exhibited a
10% difference between digital case studies antt pase studies. Although the digital
case studies demonstrated the higher percentagesefved engagement for this
indicator, the difference is not as marked as tfferédnces that emerged between digital
and print case studies for several other indicatbesagagement. Therefore, it does not
offer irrefutable evidence of a qualitatively diféait learning experience provided by the
digital text.

The prevalence of academically relevant questignsase study was the final
indicator to provide important countervailing ewide. The literature on student
engagement emphasizes that when students poseracallierelevant questions, they
are providing strong evidence of cognitive engagsar(leredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris,
2004). In Greg’s case studies, the difference behnthe digital and print contexts was
29%-- with students in the digital case posing tjaas considerably more often than
students in the print case study. However, inBsi@ase studies, the frequency with
which students posed questions was nearly equivai¢imonly a 2% difference—and
slightly more questions posed in the print contean the digital. Therefore, the
frequency with which students posed questions adiasfour case studies offers a

picture of student engagement that cannot be setdkled to the type of text used.
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In summary, the differences between the digital pnivat case studies’
interactions and experiences were not apparensaalbacademic skills or all indicators
for engagement. The analysis of student artifatd devealed that the teacher was far
more influential than the type of text in suppagtinriting that exhibited critical thinking.
Similarly, the student survey data indicated thattype of text had no impact on how
students summarized the main ideas they had leatma the human rights content. In
the classroom observation data, “engagement wiheading”, “engagement with an
academic task” and the “questions” on academicerdngosed by students were
observed with relatively consistent frequency asm@bcase studies and do not appear to
conclusively depend on the type of text. Thereftre analyses of data did not present
an irrefutable or unqualified argument for the bas@f using a digital text in the high
school social studies classroom.

4.04 Digital Experience for Students of Color

The analyses of student survey data and classrbsermation data each provided
important insights into how students of color imtjgallar interacted with the digital text
as well as how the affordances of a digital texipsuted the learning experience of
English Language Learners. The data provided donited, yet important, preliminary
implications for how access to digital technologieasy intersect with persistent equity
challenges in the public education classroom.

The guantitative analysis of student survey dataigded important insights into
significant differences and similarities betweea #tademic attitudes and expectations

of white students and students of color as well@s different racial and cultural
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demographis reported havir access to technology. These background charaats

were analyzethased on the assumption 1 a statistically ginificant association betwe

a racial or cultural group arther academic attitudes or their access to technoiogy

meaningfullymitigate a student’s experience of the type of tesed during the humz

rights unit in theirsocial studies class. Table, below, provides a summary of acade

attitudes and expedtans by key delographic subgroupStudent demographics tr

demonstrated a statistically significant relatiapskith an academic attitude

expectation e indicatecas such. Figure 11, below, fifgtovides a graphic snapshot

the same information.

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Enjoys
Social
Studies

Enjoys

World Earnan"A" Earna"B" EarnaCor

History

Expectsto Expectsto Expectsto

Lower

- White Students

E Students of Color

. Native English Speakers

® Non-Native English
Speakers
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Table 15:

Academic Attitudes& Expectations of Student Popuiadf Case Studies by Demographic

Total
(N =118)
Student Reports Enjoying Social Studies
White Students 46 (75%)
Students of Color 38 (69%)
Native English Speakers 63 (78%)
Non-Native English Speakers* 19 (57%)
Student Reports Enjoying World History
White Students 62 (85%)
Students of Color 45 (80%)
Native English Speakers 68 (83%)
Non-Native English Speakers 28 (82%)
Student Expects to Earn an “A” in World History
Class
White Students** 46 (77%)
Students of Color** 20 (36%)
Native English Speakers 56 (69%)

Non-Native English Speakers**
Student Expects to Earn a “B” in World History
Class

10 (29.5%)

White Students** 7 (11.5%)
Students of Color** 20 (36%)
Native English Speakers 15 (18.5%)
Non-Native English Speakers** 12 (35%)
Student Expects to Earn a “C” or lower in World
History Class
White Students** 7 (11.5%)
Students of Color** 15 (28%)
Native English Speakers 10 (12%)
Non-Native English Speakers** 12 (35%)

*n < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Stréngf Association
**n < 0.01 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Strigngf Association

Primary Language & Race/Ethnicity Significantly Influence Academic Expectations
The quantitative analysis of student survey datecated that a student’s primary
language exerted the most significant and compshemfluence on a student’s

relevant academic experiences. Students who exptirat English was not their primary
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language were significantly less likely to reparjaging social studies classes than
students who reported that English was their prynle@mguage. Non-native English
speakers reported enjoying social studies less tifien native English-speaking students
at an alpha level of p 0.035, well below the g 0.05 accepted threshold for
significance.

A student’s language status also exerted a statilstisignificant influence on a
student’s expectation for their grade in World Higt Non-native English speakers were
significantly less likely to expect to earn an ‘@ a ‘B’ in their World History class than
native English-speakers while they were also sicgnitly more likely to expect to earn a
‘C’ or below than native English-speakers. Forregke, 69% of native English-speakers
expected to earn an ‘A’, while only 29.5% of nortiv@ English speakers expected to
earn an ‘A’. Inversely, 35% of non-native Engligteakers expected to earn a ‘C’ or
lower, or nearly three times as many as the 12%at¥e English speakers with parallel
expectations. The association between primaryulagg and a student’s expected grade
in their World History class was highly significaat the level of gz 0.001. Primary
language spoken clearly plays a substantial rolevirering a student’s academic
expectations in relation to their native Englisteaiing peers.

A similar disparity in academic expectations exidbetween white students and
students of color. A large majority of white statke or 77%, expected to earn an ‘A’ in
World History while less than half of that percegegaor 36%, of students of color
expected to earn an ‘A’. Inversely, students dbcwere three times as likely to expect

a ‘B’ as their white counterparts and more tharcénas likely to expect a ‘C’ or lower.
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While some of the students of color are also represl in the previously discussed
population of non-native English speakers, the paimn of students of color in the
sample is more than double the size of the pomuiaif non-native English speakers in
the sample. Therefore, the highly statisticalygnicant association between race and
ethnicity and a student’s expectations for thedrdgss of p< 0.001 indicates that race and
ethnicity play a role in determining a student'a@emic expectations independently of a
student’s primary language.

Two key findings in the data seem to indicate thatstudent academic
expectations reported here were strongly influermestudents’ prior academic
experiences. First, this data was collected irofmt of 2012, less than two months after
the start of the first academic semester and niane three months before the class’s first
semester grades would be assessed. Thereforensaxpectations for their future
grades in World History were likely influenced Ihetr previous grades in social studies
classes in general (or other classes that stugentgived to be similar) rather than by
their experiences in World History in particulé88econd, student reports of their
enjoyment of their current World History class giiaicontrasted the disparities in how
different demographic groups reported their enjoynaod social studies classes in general
or their expectations of future grades in Worldtblig. For example, student reports of
their enjoyment of World History were remarkablgngar across all key demographic
groups. Eighty-five percent of white students régab enjoying their World History class
versus 80% of students of color, with no statigifycsignificant association found.

Similarly, 83% of native English-speakers repoegbying World History versus 82%
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of non-native English-speakers. This relativelynomon experience of enjoying World
History class seems to indicate that studentsieliarly connected to the general
classroom experience across racial and culturalpgrat the time that this research was
conducted. Therefore, the similarities in howeli&nt demographic groups reported
feeling engaged by the content or skills of the Aonmghts unit may be more confidently
attributed to the relevant variable of type of teather than an intervening variable
created by contrasting subgroups’ perceptionseif #World History class.

Students of Color Report Similar Access to Technoffy & Perceptions of Technology
Skills as White Students

In contrast to the significantly lower academic esgations reported by students
of color, the quantitative analysis of student syrdata indicated that students had very
similar access to technology and perceptions of tdven technology skills, regardless of
their race and ethnicity or their primary languatgus. Figures 12 and 13, below,
provide a graphic summary of the most salient pagtef technology use reported by the
student population of the case studies. In addiiocomplete table reporting all data on

student access to technology collected by the gusviecluded in Appendix K.
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As the graphic summaries of students’ technology dsplayed above, indica

students reported strikingly similar access to dewiariety of relevant technologi
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across demographic groups. White students didtrépgher rates of access to all
technologies, excluding SmartPhones, than studémsior. Nevertheless, no
statistically significant association between rand ethnicity and a student’s access to
multiple electronic devices existed, nor did aistally significant association between
race and ethnicity or primary language and acaetset Internet.

However, a digital divide hovering close to statait significance was found to
exist between non-native English-speakers’ acaeti®etInternet and their native
English-speaking counterparts (See Appendix Klargan’'s Chi-square analysis of the
association between primary language and accdhks aternet was g 0.053. While
technically, the accepted threshold for signifiearecbelow the alpha level of 0.05, this
association is close to statistical significan@@e comparatively low level of access to
the Internet reported among non-native Englishlggrsamay well capture an existing
socioeconomic divide in the student population leetvnative English-speakers and
non-native English-speakers.

The subgroup of non-native English-speakers irsgimaple is likely populated by
students who have recently immigrated to the Untades or who are the children of
immigrants. Therefore, if primary language is s&g\as a proxy indicator of immigrant
status and, an attendant socioeconomic statustdhstically significant associations
found between primary language and student suegyonses throughout the
guantitative analysis of data likely indicate ttiad economic realities of non-native
English-speakers’ home lives exert a powerful ifice on these students’ academic

experiences and expectations, as well as theiriexpes with technology.
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However, as student perceptions of their own teldwical fluency surmarized

graphically in Figure 14kelow, and reported in Appendix Indicate, no-native English

speakers daotreport a perceived disparity of technical skillheTsimilar perceptions

technological fluency reported across key demogcagtoups may be a function of t

relatively equitable access to technological devibat the holistic picture of stude

aacess to technology provide
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Figure 14 Student Perceptions of Own Technology Skills by Dgraphit

Most importantly the data summarized in Figures 12, 13 anddye, captures

the reality that the disparities in access to tetgy for the population sampled do 1

mirror the national “digital divide(see section 1.02)The much narrower “digite

divide” present in the student population of thease studies may indicate t the divide

is rapidly shrinking anthat access for people of color in the United Staterease:

significantly between 2010 and 2(. Alternatively, the case studies researched imeng
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represent an anomalous picture of much more edeitadzess across racial and cultural
subgroups than the national picture bears ouhelfatter scenario is, in fact, the reality,
the implications of this research are likely ordyevant for sites where students report
similar access to technology across racial andi@tdswell as linguistic subgroups.

Race/Ethnicity & Primary Language Exert Limited Inf luence on Student
Engagement

Thequantitative analysis of student survey data intdit#hat students of color
and non-native English speakers reported quitdainavels of student engagement to
those reported by white students on the majoritydicators. However, race and
ethnicity and primary language status were sigaifity associated with how students
reported finding the human rights content challeggilmportantly, this disparity in
experience was consistent across case studiesamdat/appreciably increased by the
use of the digital text. Table 16, below, displ8ys results of the quantitative analysis of

student engagement indicators in the student sudatsy
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Table 16:

Indicators of Student Engagement by Demographig@uwip

Engagement
Indicator

Students felt
challenged by
content.

Students felt
challenged by
technology use in
class.

Students felt
challenged by class
work.

Students felt
challenged by
homework.
Student reports
enjoying learning
about human rights
content.

Students learned
information that
was relevant for
them personally.
Students will use
the information
learned outside of
class.

Students learned
skills they can use
outside of class.
Students will
discuss human
rights outside
class.

Students will learn
more about human
rights.

White Students
n=62

23 (37%)

14 (23%)

16 (26%)

8 (13%)

38 (62%)

55 (89%)

47 (77%)

43 (69%)

33 (54%)

22 (36%)

Students of Color
n=56

31 (56%)*

11 (20%)

19 (34%)

16 (29%)

36 (65%)

48 (86%)

43 (77%)

44 (80%)

28 (50%)

21 (37%)

Native English
n=82

31 (37%)

15 (18%)

20 (24%)

13 (16%)

52 (63%)

73 (89%)

62 (77%)

58 (71%)

44 (54%)

27 (33%)

Non-Native English
n=28

22 (67%)*

9 (27%)

13 (39%)

10 (30%)

20 (60%)

28 (85%)

26 (79%)

27 (82%)

16 (47%)

15 (44%)

*p < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Strgngf Association
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The quantitative analysis of student survey respoigdicated that students of
color were significantly more likely to report feed challenged by the content of the
human rights unit than their white counterpartthatlevel of p< 0.018, well below the
accepted threshold for statistical significance &f0.05. In parallel, non-native English-
speakers also reported feeling challenged by theahuights content at significantly
higher rates than their native English-speakinghtenparts. The statistical association
between non-native English speakers perceptionbalfenge was more highly
significant than those of students of color, a\eel of p< 0.007.

Like the significantly lower academic expectatioaegorted by students of color
and non-native English speakers, the associatitweles perceptions of challenging
content and race and ethnicity or language andreutiffers a substantial, and troubling,
indication that these students did not enjoy antalje learning experience with their
white counterparts. However, the persistenceesdtlsignificantly statistical associations
across both print and digital case studies, asagethe relatively equitable access to
technology reported across demographics, is a hbjmefication that the use of the
digital text did not, in itself, exacerbate exigtiacademic inequalities.

This reality is further substantiated by the laEktatistical association exhibited
between race and ethnicity or language and cudtndehow students reported feeling
challenged by the technologies used in classadh bnly 20% of students of color
reported feeling challenged by the technologiesl uiselass, at a slightly lower rate than
the 23% of white students who reported feelinglengled. Similar rates of native

English-speaking students reported feeling cha#idriyy technologies at 18% while non-
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native English-speakers reported at the highestaa27%. In addition, although
students of color and non-native English speakiersebort feeling challenged by class
work or homework at higher levels than white studem native English speakers, the
disparities in how students reported experiendiegé challenges were not statistically
significant.

More hopefully, students reported similar levelofnitive engagement across
demographic groups for multiple indicators of ergyagnt. For example, despite
reporting the human rights content to be challegygstudents of color and non-native
English speakers reported enjoying the human rigtrigent; finding the content
relevant; and learning information and skills thél} use outside of class at almost
exactly equivalent levels to those reported by &ktudents and native English speakers.
Similarly, no statistically significant associatieristed between how diverse students
reported that they would discuss human rights datsf class; or learn more about
human rights on their own. If the increased stu@egagement provided by a digital text
is, in fact, broadly shared across racial demogcapds this data suggests, students of
color and white students were equal beneficiari&ile quite preliminary, this finding
indicates that a digital text might positively cobtite to an equitable learning experience
for students of color alongside their white peers.

Taken together, the results of the quantitativdyareof student survey data
indicate that while race and ethnicity and languagg culture did significantly influence
a students academic expectations and their experigithe challenge of the human

rights unit, they did not exert a universal inflaeron student engagement. Critically, the
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disparities in the expectations and experiencesusfents of color and non-native
English speakers persisted regardless of the tiyfmxbused. In addition, students
reported similar access to technology, perceptidniseir own technological fluency and
experiences of technology in the classroom regssddé their racial and ethnic
background or linguistic status. Therefore, thalygsis of student survey data strongly
suggested that the digital text did not create bawiers for learning in the classroom for
students of color or non-native English speaketsrather, broadly supported cognitive
engagement. The classroom observation data pieideence that further triangulated
this finding.

Because the implications for equity when a clasgksvwiith digital technologies
were particularly important to this inquiry, studenf color were an explicit focus of the
STROBE observational protocol used to collect ¢ctzms observation data. As
discussed in section 3.05, the STROBE instrumgmtsedure relies on a detailed
observation of four students during each obsemati@le. Therefore, the observational
protocol explicitly focused upon four students tbtiered a representative balance of
gender and race/ethnicity during each observatyotec For example, each observation
cycle focused on two male and two female studentsedl as two white students and two
students of color. Of course, both gender and caethnicity are often not apparent to
an observer and may be misinterpreted due to thiecive biases of the researcher.
Nevertheless, an attempt was made to bring thigiadal awareness of how particular

subgroups of students were interacting in the od@ss to the observational procedure in
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order to better ensure that the data collected avacturately represent the experiences
of diverse demographic subgroups in the classroom.

In addition, the relatively equivalent represemtatof students of color and white
students in the population of the case studiesigeoMurther confidence that the
classroom observation data was capturing the legmxperience of diverse students. As
noted previously in section 3.03, students of cotmnprised 47.5% of the student
population while white students comprised 52.5%ege similar proportions of whites
and students of color, provided ample opportunitediscern if and how the learning
experiences of students of color and white studdiffered as they interacted with the
print or digital text over the sixteen discretesslaom observations. However, the
analysis of classroom observation data did notigeogvidence that students of color
were interacting with the print or the digital temtnoticeably different ways. In fact, just
as the relatively similar levels of cognitive engagent on multiple indicators provided
by the student survey data suggested, studentd@fmresented a quite parallel picture
of engagement to their white counterparts on mlel@gmergent themes of behavioral
engagement provided by the classroom observatitan da

In contrast to a potentially disparate experienowided by the digital text for
students of color, the classroom observation dateiged modest evidence that one sub-
group of students of color enjoyed additional supfrom the unique affordances of the
digital text. The classroom observation data iat#id that non-native English speakers
had notably positive experiences with the digiat tdue to the additional learning

supports provided by the embedded multimedia contda noted in section 4.01, the
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English Language Learning specialist in Brian’secsisidies provided data that strongly
suggested English Language Learners substantetigflied from the multimodal
reading experience afforded by the digital texhisTinding is especially important in
light of the fact that non-native English speakeqsorted significantly lower academic
expectations than their native English-speakinggel the academic supports provided
by a digital text are particularly beneficial todglish Language Learners as this data
suggests, the digital text may somewhat mitigageglp in academic expectations and
contribute to a more equitable learning experidncé¢his subgroup of students of color.

Finally, the teacher interview data did not prevel/idence that Greg or Brian
perceived that the type of text created eitheri@aetr opportunities or barriers for the
students of color in their print or digital casedies. For example, although both teacher
interviews provided substantial data about howesttglin the digital case studies
struggled with the technology skills required tothg digital text, neither teacher
believed that the students of color in their retipedigital case studies struggled more
than white students with this challenge. This stigrerception is further substantiated by
the comparable rates of technology use and pertédatinology skill reported by whites
and students of color as well as the similar ratigls which student subgroups reported
feeling challenged by the use of technology inglas

Table 17, below, provides a comparative summathoef students reported using
the iPad and similar tablet devices that would hareeided the most transferable
technology skills for the digital text piloted dog this study (see Appendix K for a

comprehensive summary of digital technology usstbgent demographic). Although at
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18%, white students had a slightly higher rateafydor weekly use of the iPad device
than students of color at 15% and 16%, respectivi\statistically significant
association existed between race/ethnicity and dPaablet use. Further, students of
color reported a higher rate of use of other tagletinologies than white students.
Similarly, although more native English speakeporeed using iPads on a daily basis
than non-native English speakers, a larger pramoif non-native English speakers
reported using the technology on a weekly basisn-hative English speakers also
reported using other tablet technologies more &atjy than their native English-
speaking counterparts. The roughly equivalent eegpee with the requisite technology
skills suggested by these data may usefully expldiy neither the classroom
observation data nor the teacher interview datgestgd that students of color had

noticeably different interactions with the digitakt than white students.
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Table 17:

Reported Use of iPad/Tablet Technology by Studentdagyraphic

Daily Weekly Monthly Never
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)
Whites
iPad 11 (18%) 11 (18%) 3 (5%) 33 (53%) 62 (190%
Tablet 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 59 (95%) 62 (100%)
Students of
Color
iPad 9 (16%) 8 (15%) 6 (11%) 32 (58%) 55 (100%)
Tablet 4 (7%) 6 (11%) 3 (5%) 43 (77%) 56 (100%)
English as
Primary
Language
iPad 15 (18.5%) 15 (18.5%) 6 (7%) 46 (56%) BR0o)
Tablet 1 (1%) 3 (4%) 1 (1%) 77 (94%) 82 (100%)
English as
Secondary
Language
iPad 5 (15.2%) 7 (21.2%) 3(9.1%) 18 (54.5%) (BB0%)
Tablet 3 (8.8%) 5 (14.7%) 3 (8.8%) 23 (67.6%) 34 (100%)

4.05 Role of the Classroom Teacher
In addition to the implications for the specifisearch questions that guided this
inquiry, the analysis of data persistently illunmetthe powerful role of the classroom
teacher in guiding student learning. Although absiudies educators have a critical role
to play in helping students develop robust diditalacy skills in the classroom, and a
substantial body of literature argues that teacaershe most significant factor for
successfully integrating technology in the claserq&rtmer, 2005; Prensky, 2001;

Shiveley & VanFossen, 2008; Thieman, O’Brien, Led Binde, 2009; VanFossen,
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2000; VanFossen & Waterson, 2008), the researcstigne posed here primarily
focused on the experiences and perspectives daérstisid Nevertheless, the influence of
the classroom teacher was overwhelmingly appaheatghout the data collection and
analysis phases of this research. Therefore, @arae discussion of the results and
conclusions of this research would be remiss # #ignificant finding was not explicitly
addressed here.

First, the methodological necessity of comparingtm@nd digital classroom
contexts that shared a single teacher was cletingnad by the experience of collecting
classroom observation data. Although this phenamésn difficult to articulate, much
less to quantify, the role of the teacher in sgtthe tone for the classroom dynamics and
for shaping the entire learning environment wasegp@lpable during every classroom
observation. For example, the frequency of studenated comments on academic
content (addressed previously in section 4.02 &d 8pseemed to very clearly depend
upon the classroom dynamic created by the teachgpsctations. Thus, in both Brian’s
print and digital case studies, student-initiatechments were far more prevalent than in
either of Greg’s case studies. Table 18, belospldys the frequency of student-initiated
comments by case study to reflect this disparity feemed largely dependent on the

teacher.
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Table 18:

Frequency of Student-Initiated Comments on Acad@umitent by Case Study

Theme Greg Greg Brian Brian Digital Print
Digital Print Digital Print Case Case
Case Case Case Case Frequency Frequency
Student 14 0 82 63 60% 40%
Comments

The pivotal role of the teacher was also manifestdte student artifact data. As
detailed in section 4.03, the analysis of studeifaat data revealed that the ability of the
teacher to appropriately support students duriegathiting process was the most
important determining factor in student performaanehe critical thinking rubric.
Perhaps most importantly, the student survey dati@ated that students across
all four case studies experienced the U.S. Seimatdation as one of the most powerful
and engaging aspects of the human rights unittyteaght percent of all student
responses to the prompt on the “best part” of thiernade references similar to the
following examples: “debating different options the United States on human rights”
and “trying to persuade the Senate to choose yatiwro” The frequency of student
references to the Senate simulation is notewordzabse both teachers substantially
guided this experience in each of their respeaase studies. Also significantly, this
simulation did not include any digitally enhancesnponents and was grounded entirely
in human interactions in the classroom (an impadragal conscious curriculum
development decision that was made during the dgdigse of the digital text) in both

the print and digital case studies. Students’'tp@sexperience with the U.S. Senate
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simulation, as well as their perception of its valece for their learning, reinforces the
notion that digital technology cannot substitutetfee power of learning through human
relationships.

Second, the powerful role of the teacher in deteimgi how students experience
learning through a digital technology was quitedewit in the teacher interview data.
Both teacher participants possessed consideraibitey expertise, high levels of
technological fluency, and clear enthusiasm foressfully integrating digital
technologies—despite the significant new challersyeh technologies posed for their
instruction. As both teachers expressed numeroestin the teacher interview data,
less experienced or less enthusiastic teachefardess likely to have enabled the same
levels of success with the digital text for theéudents. In fact, much of the data
analyzed for this inquiry seems to confirm the iimgithat teachers are the most critical
factor for successfully integrating technologyie tlassroom (Prensky, 2001; Shiveley
& VanFossen, 2008; Thieman, O’Brien, Lee and Hir€)9; VanFossen, 2000;
VanFossen & Waterson, 2008) as well as Ertmer'8%2@onclusion that a teacher’s
pedagogical orientation to technology is the bestligtor of a successful classroom
technology integration.

In addition to supporting an understanding of tmpelling influence of the
teacher, this data also suggests that there alg tix be significant limitations to the
transferability of the benefits of the digital tefiparent in this research to K-12 contexts
where teachers have less comfort with technologg the teachers included in this

study. In short, the strong and persistent indisathat the classroom teacher may matter
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most for offering students the potential academit @ngagement benefits of digital
technology offer an important caution against regyon the power of technology as a
learning tool in lieu of the power of human relasbips. This data affirms the
contention that digital technologies may be neagdsat not sufficient for social studies
education in the twenty-first century and that @igiearning opportunities are most
powerful when coupled with the content and pedaggigixpertise of the classroom
teacher.

4.06 Summary of Findings from Data Analyses

The analysis of data offered evidence that theofiiee digital text supported
technological fluency, the creation of more soptéded learning products,
differentiation for multiple learning styles andreore supportive reading experience due
to its multimodal features. The evidence furtheygested that these unique academic
affordances were not equivalently supported byugeeof the print text. However, the
type of text did not demonstrably influence howdstnts wrote about the human rights
content on either the student survey or the amalltiriting assessment or the frequency
with which students posed questions on the hunggnisricontent.

The analysis of data also suggested that studesres more cognitively and
behaviorally engaged in the digital case studiea bandful of key indicators. This
increased level of engagement was the most notewditference in how students
interacted with a digital text versus a print tekinally, the data suggested that the

digital text did not create a negatively discredaatning experience for students of color
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but, rather, supported increased student engagdoramith white students and students
of color.

The data also suggested that the digital text psgguficant challenges for both
students and teachers. The digital experiencereghstudents to learn new and
challenging technology skills. The digital text@kequired more class time and created
more classroom management challenges for teadiargtie print experience. Despite
these additional challenges, both students anth¢esseemed to prefer the digital
experience to the print. Thus, the digital texdreed to provide both a more challenging

and a more rewarding experience for the digitaécdsdies.

144



CHAPTER V
INTERPRETATIONS OF FINDINGS
The data analysis conducted for this multipleecgetsidy provided several key
results that inform the theoretical frameworks taitled this inquiry. Table 19, below,
provides a visual summary of the most importantlicagions of this research for the
frameworks of social studies education, studenagement and greater equity for

students of color and students of poverty in thelipieducation system.

Table 19:

Implications of Research for Theoretical Frameworks

Key Finding Relevant Guiding Framework

A. Digital text supported the development of 2% Century Social Studies Skills
technological fluency & may contribute to the
longitudinal development of digital literacy.

B. Digital text supportedognitive engagement Student Engagement
a. Better support for the reading experience

b. Increased perceptions of relevance of content

& skills

C. Digital text supportetiehavioral engagement Student Engagement
a. Effort or investment in learning
b. Collaborative learning
c. Student autonomy

D. Students of color and white students had stgikin Equity
similar experiences of both the unique academic
challenges and the unique benefits of the digitet t
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5.01 Implications for Social Studies Skills

Integrating greater technological fluency and digiteracy into high school
social studies education in order to provide thlissiinited States citizens increasingly
need to participate in American political, econolane social spheres was the first
theoretical focus of this inquiry. | have argubdtttechnological fluency is becoming a
prerequisite for full participation in the Unitedages (see section 1.03) and that many
key social studies scholars believe that digitaldicy is one of the most vital democratic
skills in the twenty-first century (Bennett, 20@rs, 2008; Berson & VanFossen, 2008:
Berson & Berson, 2003). Data collected from bt gtudent and teacher perspectives
provide strong indications that the opportunityvork with the digital text during this
study did, in fact, provide students increasedretdyical fluency.

First, over 20% of the students in the digital cstselies reported that the
technology skills practiced during the human rigimg were the most important
academic skills that they developed while more thaénird of students in the digital case
studies explicitly cited the opportunity to worktivia digital text as the most positive
aspect of the human rights unit. The quantitagivalysis of student survey data also
revealed that students in the digital case stugijgsrted enjoying the use of technology
in the classroom at significantly lower levels ttsindents in the print case studies.
However, students in the digital case studies @ported finding the human rights unit
relevant at significantly higher rates than studemthe print case studies. As discussed

in section 4.02, this seemingly contradictory repdithe digital text as both a negative
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and positive experience likely indicates that stuglevere challenged by the additional
academic skills required to work with the digitakt but also experienced that challenge
as relevant or worthwhile.

Importantly, both teachers very clearly articulatie€ir belief that the digital text
provided their students the opportunity to practie@me sophisticated academic skills
during the reading experience as well as duringptbeess of creating learning products.
Further, both teachers indicated that they beligliedncreased technological fluency
provided by the digital text created a more chaieg and relevant learning experience
that was also more applicable beyond the contettteo€lassroom for their students.
Thus, the teacher interview data provides the ggsnindication that the digital text was,
indeed, supporting the kind of situated learningo{@, Collins & Duguid, 1989) that
immerses students in classroom practices that eadily translate to contexts beyond
the classroom. An optimistic interpretation ofstdata could infer that such situated
learning can be translated to democratic partimpatHowever, more longitudinal data
is necessary to confirm the implications of thesdihgs for future democratic
engagement. Finally, both teachers expresseddteipreference for continuing to
work digitally-- despite the unique challenges dgital text posed for their instructional
practices. Both teachers also offered their iatulielief that students preferred to work
digitally regardless of the increased challenggeeagnced in the classroom and
expressed in student survey data.

Importantly, technological fluency is a prerequdibr developing the more

cognitively complex and vital skill of digital litacy. The results of this data analysis did
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not provide explicit evidence that students indigtal case studies were developing
digital literacy in addition to greater technolagjiiluency. However, the limitations of
the research design-- which observed a singleasnitell as students’ very early
experiences with a digital text-- did not lend lit$e providing the longitudinal data that
would offer greater evidence of how digital tectogiés may or may not support digital
literacy in the social studies classroom.

Further, | have argued that the development otalititeracy must be guided by
the expertise of the social studies teacher irckhgsroom. The powerful role that the
teacher plays in mediating learning in the classregas quite evident in the classroom
observation data (see section 4.05) as well asttlteent artifact data (see section 4.03).
Therefore, the evidence provided here seems toestigftpt integrating a digital text, or a
similar technology, in the social studies classramam provide a rich opportunity for the
development of digital literacy. However, succaBgthoning such a skill will ultimately
depend greatly on how the teacher chooses to addigital literacy in the classroom.

5.02 Implications for Student Engagement

The potential for the use of a digital text to e&se student engagement in the
social studies classroom provided the second ntiagarretical framework for this
research inquiry. The analysis of the multiple anthplimentary data sets collected for
this inquiry provided strong evidence that studsrgagement was indeed supported by
the use of the digital text. The aforementionedistically significant increase in
students’ perceptions of relevance for the humgimsiunit when they worked with the

digital text, as well as the substantial numbestatients who reported the digital text to
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be the most positive aspect of their experiench thi¢ human rights unit, provide strong
indications that students in the digital case gsidvere, indeed, willing to “exert the
effort necessary to comprehend complex ideas amstiemdifficult skills” that Fredricks,
Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) argue is a definitispeat of cognitive engagement (p.60).
The student survey data also provided evidencesthdents in the print case studies
found the experience of reading the human rightgerd more challenging than students
in the digital case studies. Again, this data seensuggest that as students gained
greater technical proficiency with the digital tetktey were offered additional support for
the reading experience.

The classroom observation data also provided eixieersidence that the digital
text supported behavioral engagement for the faligvindicators: effort or investment in
learning; collaborative learning that supports stuchutonomy in the classroom; and
student participation in their own learning as destmated by the frequency and quality
of student comments on academic content. Addiliprtae belief expressed by teachers
that the digital text provided more opportunities differentiation and greater support for
diverse learning styles also suggested that madests were engaged by the digital text
than the print text.

Despite these strong indications that the digéeal did support higher levels of
student engagement in the classroom, some impaamtervailing evidence suggested
that the digital text either posed substantial saallenges, or did not provide a
significantly different academic experience frore firint text. First, students’ ability to

comprehend and summarize the main ideas of the iuigtats content for the open-
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ended student survey data was remarkably simitaisaall four case studies, regardless
of the type of text used. In parallel, the anayistudent artifacts revealed little
discrepancy in how students expressed relevaniytana thinking in writing by type of

text used. Further, the classroom observationafé¢eed no evidence that the use of a
digital text increased the frequency of contenated questions. Thus, these indicators of
cognitive engagement showed no evidence that thefus digital text, or a similar
technology, might support student engagement ircldmsroom.

The classroom observation data and teacher intedéa both indicated that the
use of digital technology in the classroom createidue and significant classroom
management challenges. Specifically, the usegifaditechnology provided many new
opportunities for “off-task” behavior because stuidevere often distracted by the
additional opportunities to explore the digital étionalities of the iPad platform rather
than engage with an academic task. Despite tea elvidence, higher levels of
pronounced disengagement such as sleeping duasg af remaining off-task from
academic work for an extended period of time waseoked in the print case studies.
Therefore, future research might more explicitlgus on the relative gains in student
engagement versus the level of disruptive classnm@amagement challenges posed by
the integration of digital technology in the classn for a better understanding of the
benefits and tradeoffs for the classroom learnimgrenment.

5.03 Implications for Equity
The third, and final, theoretical framework thatdgd this research inquiry was

the potential for the integration of digital teclhogies to mitigate some of the persistent
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inequalities experienced by students of povertysindents of color in the public
education system. The gateways for full particgrain American society in the twenty-
first century increasingly require technologicaiehcy and digital literacy (Bennett,
2008; Bers, 2008; Berson & VanFossen, 2008; BegsBerson, 2003). Therefore,
providing students of poverty and student of ctih@ opportunity to develop
technological fluency and digital literacy could@lsupport greater participation in
American institutions by these historically mardin@d demographics.

Importantly, this data provided evidence that stusl®f color and white students
had quite similar experiences of and interactioitk toth the print text and the digital
text. Although students of color and non-nativglisth speakers reported feeling
academically challenged by the human rights ursigtificantly higher rates than white
students did, this relationship persisted acro#is figital and print case studies and
therefore, seemed more directly linked to the sicgntly lower academic expectations
reported by students of color and non-native Ehgjgeakers than particular barriers
posed by the use of digital technology in the clz@®. More hopefully, students of
color reported very similar experiences of techgglm the classroom as well equivalent
levels of cognitive engagement across multiplecattirs.

Further, the classroom observation data-- whicly egplicitly focused on the
experiences of students of color during the dali@citon phase—provided many
indications that students of color and white stasiérad strikingly similar experiences of
both the unique academic challenges and the uigunefits of the digital text. In fact,

the only clear discrepancy in experience obsergddltalong a relevant demographic
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fault line was an increased benefit to non-natinglish speakers provided by the
multimodal learning supports embedded in the diggtet.

While the larger implications for equity in the pigkeducation system and
increased participation in American political armbeomic institutions supported by
greater technological fluency and digital literasyong students of color and poverty
cannot be accurately assessed within the limitedesof this research design, the closely
parallel experiences reported by students of anorwhite students-- and further
confirmed by the classroom observation data-- seemdicate that digital technologies
could contribute to greater access to twenty-tiesttury academic skills in the classroom
for all students that may be broadly translategréater participation beyond the
classroom. Therefore, future research might tillitffocus on if, and how, students of
color and poverty-- who have significant accesdigital learning experiences in the
classroom over a sustained period of time-- traedlese experiences to participation
beyond the classroom.

5.04 Methodological Implications

The research inquiry undertaken here was intermledolvide some empirical
evidence of the differences and similarities betwieew high school students perceive
and experience a digital text versus a print texhe social studies classroom in response
to the lack of extensive empirical research indRisting literature on digital learning.

To this end, the conclusion that digital technol@agyhe social studies classroom can
provide relevant curriculum and instruction andmup student engagement in learning

academic content and skills for a diverse studeptfation was sustained by substantial
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empirical data drawn from complimentary data sé&tsvertheless, there is much more to
understand about the potential benefits and drakgbaicintegrating digital technologies
in the classroom. This is especially importamate from a methodological standpoint
because by nature, the implications of case steslyarch are largely limited to their
specific context. Therefore, future research shautlude more longitudinal data as well
as data from various other classroom contextsderaio more broadly assess the impact
of a digital text on student learning.

In addition to the empirical evidence offered h@erhaps the most significant
methodological contribution this research offerthis design’s intentional focus on the
contrast between digital and print case studiessthared the same social studies teacher.
Accounting for the powerful role of the teacheshmaping the entire learning
environment, as well as in guiding students’ paftic experiences with the text, provided
distinct insights into how a digital text offersigne academic and engagement benefits
at the same time that it poses new challengesseTtiredings would simply not be as
powerful if data from digital and print case stughith different teachers had been
compared because the role of the teacher versuslthef the text would have been quite
difficult to distinguish.

On a similar methodological note, the participatiegchers included in this
research study were veteran educators, who wehedxpierienced with digital
technology, and enthusiastic about integratingva teehnology in the classroom. The
persistent classroom management challenges posibeé loygital text and the

considerable investment of class time requirediteessfully integrate the digital text are
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both especially noteworthy due to the considerakfeertise each of these teachers
brought to the learning environment. Given thatdhata provided by this inquiry further
confirmed the pivotal role that the classroom teagiiays in mediating students’
experiences and perspectives, educators who wikeldol successfully integrate similar
digital technologies should consider the valuedehtifying enthusiastic and
technologically proficient teachers. Conversedgadhers with less classroom experience
or technological fluency will likely require morgofont training and ongoing support to
successfully integrate digital technologies in ¢hessroom.
5.05 Limitations of Research

Despite the empirical and methodological contritwmsi acknowledged above,
this research design was also significantly limiteds ability to offer conclusive
implications for how digital learning opportunitiegght impact democratic participation
in the United States or address the persistentyecjuallenges experienced by students of
color and students of poverty in the public edwratiystem. A more robust
understanding of how the development of technokddlaency and digital literacy might
influence future democratic engagement requireenumgitudinal data than the nine-
day digital pilot undertaken here could providemifarly, a thorough understanding of
how students of color and students of poverty nraypay not benefit from digital
learning opportunities in the public education sgstrequires longitudinal data well
beyond the scope of that provided by this modesstanech design. Nevertheless, this data
analysis suggests some reason for optimism thadheemic benefits and student

engagement supported by the successful integratithre digital text may be sustained
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over the course of a student’s high school sotialies education. Future research is
necessary to determine if and how such benefitinig translated into political
participation beyond the classroom, regardlessstfident’s race or socioeconomic
status.

Another significant limitation to this research gesis the lack of data collected
from student interviews or focus groups. Therefemmilar research undertaken in the
future should more explicitly focus on how studdantsonversation articulate their
perspectives and experiences with digital technefpr a more complete understanding
than the student perspectives gathered througsuttvey, classroom observation and
teacher interview data provided here.

5.06 Recommendations

Despite these substantial limitations, this rededaes recommend integrating a
digital text in the high school social studies sfa®m due to the potential academic and
engagement benefits supported by the data. Intfectesults of this research provide an
affirmative response to the following important gien posed by Mason, Berson, Diem,
Hicks, Lee & Dralle’s (2000): “Does technology alletudents to learn in ways that they
could not without technology, or to learn in motgheentic or meaningful ways?” To this
end, the data clearly indicated that the digitat seipported increased technological
fluency, provided a more supportive reading expeeeand enabled the creation of more
sophisticated learning products than the print t&tudents in the digital case studies
also exhibited higher levels of student engagerfagrdgeveral key indicators. Students in

the digital case studies perceived the contenséilid practiced during the human rights
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unit to be more relevant than students in the aise studies and offered more content-
specific comments during classroom observationgarallel, students in the digital case
studies demonstrated greater individual efforneestment in learning and more
collaborative learning with their peers.

However, several caveats to theses academicitseepefvided by a digital text
should be restated. First, both students and ¢éea@xperienced the digital text as a
more challenging, and often more frustrating, lesgrexperience. Students in the digital
case studies struggled with the transition to us#epnology for academic purposes
rather than recreational pursuits while the partiting teachers were frustrated by the
new classroom management challenges experiendbdiirdigital case studies. The
digital experience also required a much more sahatanvestment of class time than the
print experience. In short, while the digital texds clearly a useful tool, the limitations
of its role in the learning environment were algondnstrated. Again and again, the data
indicated that these limitations were navigatedhgyexpertise of the classroom teachers.
Thus, while this research recommends using a dligixato replace traditional print text
materials for the reading experience and the aeali learning products, it also strongly
recommends integrating this tool within the contafxa classroom where the primary
learning dynamics occur through human relationshigis teachers and peers.

These findings further clearly recommend identifyteachers who are
comfortable with technology and willing to invesinsiderable time in order to
successfully integrate a digital text. Additioyalieachers will likely require ongoing

professional development and support from othecaidus in similar contexts to sustain
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successful technology integrations. If teacheesadte to collaboratively develop new
instructional strategies for addressing the chgkenf explicitly teaching technological
fluency alongside content, as well as new managesteaiegies to address the
significant classroom management challenges pogduebuse of digital technology, the
potential benefits of a digital text are far makely to be realized. In other words, the
success of a digital technology tool in the classravill likely always depend on the
teacher.

Despite the considerable challenges posed by gigldiext, this research
indicated that both teachers and students preféneedigital experience to the print
experience. Thus, this research suggests thaigtal experience was often both more
challenging and more rewarding for the participamtis research study. In light of this
conclusion, this study recommends more empiricgdaech on integrating digital
technologies in the K-12 social studies classro®uoth data from diverse classroom
contexts and longitudinal data on students’ pefoaptand experiences would usefully
extend the preliminary findings on affordances,ag@ment and equity offered by the
very early experiences of four social studies @asgorking with a digital text provided

by this research.
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APPENDIX A
CONTENT EXCERPT FROM UNITCOMPETING VISIONS OF HUMAN RIGHTS

The following excerpt from the first chapter of theman rights unit is intended to
provide an understanding of the content addressdabth the digital and print case
studies during the course of this pilot research.

Introduction: What are Human Rights?

A political dissident is jailed in Myanmar withobeing given a fair trial. A massive oil leak in
the Gulf of Mexico threatens the livelihood of fishermentanAtlantic coast. A child is kidnapped,
drugged, and forced to take up arms in the conflict in gx@d&xratic Republic of the Congo. Young
Muslim students are banned from wearing traditional headsdart/esnch public schools. A man in
India without access to clean water dies of a treatable diseasard\lgaks on as an inmate is
assaulted in a Texas jail. A woman working at a businesdriitdew York is paid less than her male
counterparts.

Each of these scenarios remind us of how vulnerable each humgridt injustice. The scenarios
raise two fundamental questions: What are the basic freedomstélainemts of every human being?
How should we protect these freedoms and entitlements®ithis the idea of human rights that we
can look for answers to these questions.

What are human rights? Human rights are fundamental rightsessatbms that all people are entitled
to simply by the fact that they are human. Today, it is gdgexretepted around the world that
governments have a responsibility to ensure and protect cegtatis for their people. Human rights
laws mainly focus on how governments treat their peoplealbatmake governments responsible for
protecting individuals from abuse by other individuals.

Over the past several decades, discussion about human rightrimested international relations,
creating a surge in treaties, institutions, and social moveimdaman rights have been at the center
of many political struggles, and are a means to protect therfgss from the powerful.

Yet while the general principle of human rights has been br@adiypted, human rights abuses
persist and questions about the subject remain hotly cont@g¢ted .exactly are human rights? Given
the diversity of values held by people around the wasld,possible to agree on a definition of
human rights? Should some rights take priority over aibgbts? What action should be taken to
protect human rights? These questions have significant imphisgor the policy decisions of
governments and ultimately for the lives of individuals.

In the coming days, you will have the opportunity to erplhese questions and consider the
direction of U.S. human rights policy. In Part | of teading you will trace the historical progression
of human rights, marking the influence of major events induvaistory. You will also consider the
creation of the first international human rights agreememt3alt Il you will explore current
challenges and the large cast of actors that influence human sigtitsas governments, the United
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Nations, and individuals that drive social movements. I IRaou will consider five case studies
that highlight controversial topics in human rights. tdéiely, you will have the opportunity to
develop your own ideas about how U.S. policy should addiassn rights.

Part I: A Brief History of Human Rights

There is debate about the nature and scope of htigiga. Some believe that human rights only
encompass individuals’ civil and political freedar@svil and political rights include the right to
life, liberty and personal security, freedom frolavery, torture and arbitrary arrest, as well &s th
rights to a fair trial, free speech, free movemand privacy. Others argue that there are
economic, social, and cultural rights as well. Bhieelude economic rights related to work, fair
pay, and leisure; social rights concerning an adgstandard of living for health, well-being and
education; and the right to participate in theumalt life of the community. International
consensus is growing that human rights should epasmcivil and political rights, as well as
social, economic, and cultural rights. This is ofteferred to as the “full spectrum” of human
rights.

While the idea that governments should ensure atgldb for all of their citizens is relatively
new, questions about what rights are, to whom #reyextended, and how they should be
protected have been debated for centuries. Whahaneligious and philosophical origins of
human rights?

Many of the values underlying current ideas abowmén rights may be traced through history
and across cultures and religions. For examplewtiréd’s popular religions have long promoted
human dignity and individual worth. The ancienttseaf Hinduism promote the sacredness of
life; Buddhist teachings emphasize equality andearage compassion towards others; Islam
highlights charity and justice; the scriptures wddism pose guidelines for ethical behavior; and
Christianity underscores the importance of redutimgnan suffering and loving others as one
would love oneself.

For thousands of years, secular philosophies haveaddressed questions of moral
responsibility. For example, many ancient Chindspophers, rooted in a belief of common
humanity, promoted respect for others. They alsoudated ideas about the duty of a government
to be attentive to the well- being of its peopleariyl precolonial African societies emphasized the
importance of the well-being of individuals and commities and sought to shield people from
mistreatment by those in power. For example, themitha of East Africa were entitled to strip
oppressive chiefs of their power.

Ideas about human dignity, efforts to improve thenan condition, and attempts to be treated
justly by rulers emerged and evolved throughoueidig societies and regions of the world over
the course of thousands of years. But much of thedvg history is darkened by brutal conquest,
religious persecution, subjugation of women andamiiies, and widespread systems of slavery
and serfdom. It is only in the last three hundredrg that governments have undertaken
fundamental shifts towards protecting the rightalbindividuals.
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Examples of Civil and Political Rights

freedom from slavery, discrimination, and torture

eequal protection under the law

«freedom of movement

ssuffrage (the right to vote)

«freedom of thought, opinion, expression, assamigtand religion

Examples of Social and Economic Rights

«free basic education

social security

semployment

ofair wages and equal pay for equal work

ean adequate standard of living (including adeqtwdd, clothing, and housing)

Early Developments in Human Rights

Philosophies gradually emerged in some parts oivitréd that reframed issues of human
dignity and well-being as “rights” of individualBor example, during the seven- teenth
and eighteenth centuries, philosophers in Europertesi that men are born free, equal,
and entitled to certain rights and liberties.

“Man is born free, but everywhere he is in chains.”
—John-Jacques Rousseau

These new theories about the rights of individii@lavily influenced evolving ideas
about the relationship between citizens and th@regnment. Philosophers such as John-
Jacques Rousseau and John Locke argued that thesed! rights” (rights granted by
God at birth) are be- yond the reach of governneaemd,therefore a government’s power
over its people should not be absolute. Followg line of reasoning, some
philosophers affirmed that government must alsargeand protect the rights of its
citizens and that individuals should be en- titie@lect their leaders. How did evolving
ideas about human rights contribute to politicarae?

Ideas about human rights were influential in sev&raggles against autocratic rule,
such as the American Revolution and the French RBen. American revolutionaries
justified their split from Great Britain on the Imghat the king did not adequately ensure
their rights; the colonists claimed this entitlaem to revolt and establish a new
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government. The United States Declaration of Inddpace asserted individual rights
and freedoms and proclaimed that the legitimaayoeernment power is dependent on
public support and approval. The religious influeon the origin of the rights
proclaimed in the declaration is stated clearly.

“We hold these truths to be self- evident, that alinen are created
equal; that they are endowed by their Creator withcertain
inalienable rights; that among these are life, libgy, and the
pursuit of happiness. That, to secure these rightgovernments are
instituted among men, deriving their just powers fom the consent
of the governed; that whenever any form of governnm becomes
destructive of these ends, it is the right of thegople to alter or
abolish it, and to institute a new government....”

—Introduction to the U.S. Declaration of Indepenence

The U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights (1789-@d the French Declaration of the
Rights of Man and Citizen (1789) broke new grougigtoclaiming a wide array of civil
and political rights, such as freedom of expressioa right to vote, and protection
against arbitrary arrest and punishment. Thougsetldecuments were revolutionary for
their time, they generally extended the newly pamokd rights to only the sliver of the
population that was white, wealthy, and male. Ithiibe United States and France,
gender and racial inequality remained largely ungled, and religious discrimination
persisted. Both countries practiced slavery.

Nevertheless, these philosophies of equality asticgl reverberated among oppressed
people, spurring movements for change, as growaghsdo claim rights for them-
selves. For example, the successful uprising daeed people in the French colony of
Saint-Domingue (now the country of Haiti) was pallyt motivated by France’s refusal to
extend the rights of the French Declaration ted®nies and abolish slavery. Haiti's
constitution of 1801 was the first in modern higttr extend universal rights to all men,
not just whites.
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Options in Brief

Option 1: Lead the
World to Freedom

The United States was founded on the notion ttdiiguals are entitled to liberty and the right

to choose their government. These are the humatsrigat every human being is entitled to. Our
ideas about human rights continue to inspire oggepeoples around the world who desperately
seek freedom from tyranny. As the world’s superpowe have both the opportunity and the
responsibility to stand up for the human rightsilwérty and democracy in every corner of the
earth. We must be prepared to hold the world’s gteajors of gross human rights violations
accountable for their actions. A powerful, deteraitunited States leading the charge is the only
hope for spreading liberty throughout our world.

Option 2: Work with the
International Community

A strong and unified global commitment to promotargl protecting human rights is our
best hope for improving the well-being of individsiand maintaining peace and security
across the globe. The time has come for the UiStates to take a fresh approach to
rights. We can begin by embracing a wider undedstagnof human rights, including
economic, social, and cultural rights. Nothing seadtronger message than a unified
international commitment to human rights. The Whikations has the legitimacy and
capacity to develop and maintain a long-term eff@fromote human rights. We must
increase our commitment to the UN, and take a lshgerole to strengthen and support
its effectiveness in promoting human rights. We instasnd together with the
international community against gross violationsiofan rights whenever and wherever
they surface, and bring perpetrators to justice.

Option 3: Act Only When U.S.
Interests are Directly Threatened

We should not be swept up in the international hunights frenzy that is dominating
world politics. Human rights are nothing more tlgadistraction. By focusing on the
inter- national community’s idea of human rightg msk losing sight of what is truly
important for our country: a strong economy, nai@ecurity, and protecting our own
constitutional freedoms and way of life. Our toppty should be to make our country
stronger and safer, not to seek to change the waftdcan speak out against human
rights abuses, but unless abuses directly threatesecurity, risking U.S. lives and
spending huge sums of money is not sensible. We ahuays approach global human
rights problems by placing the interests of ourrtoufirst.
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Option 4: Focus Our
Efforts at Home

The only place that we can truly improve humantsgl on our own soil. Throughout
our country, citizens are demanding change, cafbndpetter education, access to health
care, and improved working conditions. These ecaaosocial, and cultural rights are
human rights that every U.S. citizen deserves. 8 heg other good reasons to focus on
human rights at home. The U.S. quest to promoteanumghts abroad has too often led
us into costly foreign policy failures. We shoufibak out against violations of human
rights around the world. But just as we would nea@rept another country telling us how
to govern ourselves, we must refrain from the textih to impose any single system on
other countries. So let us begin at home and mak®ah rights our top domestic priority.
We can lead by example, ensuring that every UtReai enjoys a life of dignity,
freedom, and equality.
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APPENDIX B
TIMELINE OF DATA COLLECTION
The table below offers an overview of key dataectitbn steps implemented during the

course of this research. Events are displayed i&flyrdescribed in their chronological
order of occurrence.

Date Event Notes/Description

8/29 e Met with teacher participants e Teachers signed informed
for 1.5 hours to discuss consent
pedagogical approach to unit
and finalize timeline of data
collection.

9/5 e Teachers sent student/parent e Almost all students had
informed consent forms home returned consent by 9/21.
with classes. e Scanned informed consent for

electronic record

9/14 e Email exchanges with teachers ¢ Added a third & fourth
to finalize curriculum calendaf observation on lesson days 4
& classroom observation and 7 to capture more detailed
dates. data.

9/19 e Visited Greg’s case studies td ¢ Conducted a pilot video
introduce study & prepare observation for technical
students for videoed classroom quality.
observations/answer questions
from students & emphasized
the confidentiality of data
collected & the voluntary
nature of participation.

9/21 e Visited Brian’s case studies to ¢ Conducted a pilot video
introduce study & prepare observation for technical
students for videoed classroom quality
observations/answer questions
from students & emphasized
the confidentiality of data
collected & the voluntary
nature of participation.
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(Timeline Continued)

Date Event Description/Activity
9/25 Classroom e Students read
Observation #1 of subsections of text in
Greg pairs or threes and
3A (digital) & 4A created slides (digital
(print) or posters (print) with
Day 2 of HR lesson main ideas &
inferences from their
assigned subsection t
share with the class
next class
9/27 Classroom e Students watch three

observation #1 of
Brian

2A (digital) & 4A
(print)

Day 2 of HR lesson

videos of human
rights experts defining
human rights on iPadj
individually (2A)
Students watch three
videos of human
rights experts defining
human rights on
Smartboard at the
front of the room as a
class (4A)

Students work in
groups of 2, 3or4to
read a subsection of
the printed text and
create posters with
main ideas from their
assigned section to
present to the class
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(Timeline Continued)

[¢)

i

Date Event Notes/Description
10/1 e Classroom Observation #2 for Students present Keynote
Greg slides in 3A (digital) of key
e 3A (Digital) & 4A (Print) ideas/subtext from subsectio
e Day 4 of HR Lesson of text
Use Apple TV & iPads to
present to class
Teacher explains homework
writing assignment (3A &
4A)
Class reads digital/print text
in small groups of 3-4
Answers guestions on a
printed (hardcopy) workshee
(BA & 4A)
10/3 e Classroom Observation #2 for 2A (digital) groups of 3-4
Brian on/complete digital slides of
e 2A (digital) & 4A (print) main ideas/key definitions
e Day 4 of HR lesson from group’s subsection of
text
Groups present (2A)
4A (print) students work in
small groups to rank their
human rights priorities
Groups respond to three cas
studies on human rights brie
reading/writing prompt
worksheet
10/11 e Classroom Observation #3 for Students work in groups with
Brian digital or print text to prepare
e 2A (Digital) & 4A (Print) a project presentation on a
e Day 7 of HR Lesson U.S. policy option for human
rights
10/16 e Classroom Observation #4 for U.S. Senate simulation
Greg (debate) on human rights
e 3A (Digital) & 4A (Print) policy options.
¢ Day 8 of HR Lesson
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(Timeline Continued)

1

Date Event Description/Activity
10/18 Classroom e U.S. Senate
Observation #4 for simulation (debate) of
Brian human rights policy
2A (Digital) & 4A options.
(Print)
Day 8 of HR Lesson
10/18 Student Survey e Researcher proctored
administered in the survey;
Greg’s print & digital emphasized
case studies confidentiality of
responses & voluntary
participation;
remained to clarify
student questions
during survey
10/22 Student Survey e Researcher proctored
administered in the survey;
Brian’s print & digital emphasized
case studies confidentiality of
responses & voluntary
participation;
remained to clarify
student questions
during survey
11/3/12 Interview with Greg e Audio recorded with
from 12:30 to 1:30 teacher permission
p.m. e Transcribed 11/5 to
11/18
11/7/12 Interview with Brian e Audio recorded with
from 4:00 to 5:00 p.m teacher permission
e Transcribed 11/8 to
11/18
12/7/12 Sent Greg & Brian e Received feedback of]

electronic copy of full
interview transcript
for their review

“no changes” from
both teachers by
12/12/12.
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APPENDIX C
STUDENT SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The student survey instrument included below wasldped to elicit individual student
responses to the following components: key dembgraharacteristics; access to
relevant digital technologies and technology sk#ksident academic expectations; and
student attitudes to social studies. The analystbe survey data provided some key
indications of student engagement in responsedaedblearch inquiry.

Name Period Aeac

1. Place a check mark beside any of the following teoblogies that you or
someone in your household owngYou may check more than one box.)

YES

a. Computer

b. Laptop

c. Internet Access

d. SmartPhone

e. iPod / iPod Touch

f. iPad

g. Tablet
(Slate, Xoom, Playbook)
h. Kindle

i. NOOK

177



2. Check the box that bestescribes how often you use each technology

At least At least
Almost Never once a month once aweek  AlgtdDaily

a. Computer

b. Laptop

c. Internet Access

d. SmartPhone

e. iPod

f. iPad

g. Tablet
(Slate, Xoom, Playbook

h. Kindle

I. NOOK

3. | have read a digital text (iBook, Kindle, No@t¢.) at home or at school before
studying human rights in this World History s3aPlease check your response).

YES NO

178



4. When | use technology at home or at school,dtratien feel that....

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. My technology skills are strong

b. My technology skills arstronger than most other
students my age

c. My technology skills araot as stron¢ as most other

students my age

5. | usually enjoy:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. Doing school work on computers

b. Taking social studies classes

c. Taking this World History class

d. Learning about human rights in this class

6. When we were studying human rights in this clasg,learned....

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. Information that is important to me

b. Information that | will be able to use outsitéest
class

c. Skills that | will be able to use outside this
class
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7. In this class, | have felt challenged by....

Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree

tréhgly
Agree

a. The information | am learning about human
rights

b. The work we do in class

c. The technologies we use in class

d. The homework

Please write your response in the box provided.
Feel free to ask questions or for clarification!

8. The most important
information | learned
during the human rights
unit was:

9. The most important
academic (school)
skill(s) | practiced
during the human rights
unit was:

10. Thebesi part of the
human rights unit was:

11. Theworst part of
the human rights units
was:
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12. After learning about human rights in this class| am more likely to:
(Place a check mark next to all activities you g in the future. You
may check more than one box).

YES

Talk about human rights with my family or friendstside of this
class.

Choose to learn more about a human rights issumyoown.

Participate in a school activity focused on humghts outside this class.

Participate in a school club focused on human sigggues.

Volunteer with a human rights organization outafi¢his class.

13. I am (Please check your response):

Male

Female

14. 1 would describe my race or ethnicity as (ché&call that apply):

Asian

American Indian

African American

Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

White

Other:
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15. The language | usually speak at home or with miamily members is:

16. My current grade level is (Please check your sponse):

10

11

12

17. 1 think my grade in World History this semesterwill probably be a
(Please check your response):

A

B
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APPENDIX D

STROBE CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONAL PROTOCOL
The classroom observational protocol included beleag used for data collection during the
sixteen classroom observations included in thisaesh designThe protocol uses repeated
observation cycles to capture classroom eventduiimed intervals to provide a representative
sample of classroom behavior over time.
Date: Time: Lesson Day:

Instructor: Number of Students: &¢uts of Color:

15-minute Interval of Observation

Field Notes:
Instructional Method : Structure of the Class:
Activity: Teacher’s Activities:

Students On-Task:

Student Academic Questions Posed:

! O'Malley, Moran, Haidet, Seidel, Schneider, Mordéelly & Richard (2003
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Student Comments on Academic Content;

Four Students Chosen at Random:

Description of Student #1's Observed Activities:

Description of Student #2's Observed Activities:

Description of Student #3's Observed Activities:

Description of Student #4’s Observed Activities:
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APPENDIX E
SAMPLE STUDENT ARTIFACTS

The student artifacts included below were selefrtad each case study, respectively, to reflect a
median score for the case study. The student etsifaere created as the final written
assessment of student learning on the last dayedfidiman rights unit in each of the four case
studies. Student artifacts responded to the fatigyprompt: What human rights policy option
should the United States pursue and why? Thetgualthought reflected in the student artifacts
was assessed using the critical thinking rubriduded in Appendix F.

Greg’s Digital Case Study
Sample Student Artifact

The best option to support is option #3 becaudestribes what the United States of
America needs to do in order to make the US atbelbdee, while only selectively helping others
in times of great need. Option three explains Wwthould not join the ICC because they force
the US to fulfill obligations that we should noteatoo. Also the United States should focus on
its own needs, before attempting to help anothentry with its needs. By helping ourselves we
can actually serve as an example to others sahéwpican base their policies around ours.

One historic example of the US serving as an examgback in the 1950s when we
granted land to Isreal and they modeled their gowent and policies after ours, and thus
succeeded as a country. Being a positive exampl&liers not only helps the effort worldwide,
but the efforts on the home front all along avairihe ICC.

Basing decisions a clear calculation the UnitedeSt®f America will enable our country
to concentrate resources that matter most to thiedStates. By respecting value of others we
will generate and increase cooperation with otloentries on critical issues.

Other countries may claim that not always helpitigets is an act of selfishness,
however, in actuality, not everyone needs our helppin fact, we very much need to help

ourselves. Overall, by helping others we are sgrama positive example to others.

185



Greg's Print Case Study
Sample Student Artifact

The United States should only act when it is belingctly threatened because it needs to
be more concerned on our economy, national secanty protecting our constitutional freedoms.
Option 4 will improve human rights and will set example for other countries. There is a full
spectrum of rights. Option 4 does not join the I@Goes not ratify international human rights
treaties. This option will only focus on the U.&dawill ignore other countries, but by doing so it
will improve the U.S.

When focused on our country we will have more ttmemprove human rights. Reason
one: The U.S. will be a better place. ResponsereTisea full spectrum of rights and everyone
will have at least right in which they agree onaBen two: It doesn’'t agree/approve on the ICC.
Response: The ICC (International Criminal Court)ssidat if you commit a crime in another
country you could go to jail/go to trial for theroe you commit. Violates human rights.

Many people may think its selfish to focus on ownaountry, but if we want to provide
a better country for our people then we will havédcus on our country Finally, option 4 is the
best option because it does not approve on theit®@s the full spectrum of rights, and it
doesn't ratify human rights.

While option 1 only focuses on civil and politiceghts option 4 has a full spectrum of
human rights and believes that every human shaxd kvery right. Option 2 believes we should
join the ICC when issued in major treaties, butefjoin it the full spectrum of human rights will
be violated and therefore there would be no readonto have a full spectrum of rights. Option

4 will improve human rights and make the U.S. ddpgilace for everyone.
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Brian’s Digital Case Study
Sample Student Artifact

I think that option one is the best option for thaited States. | agree with option one
because | believe that we have the right to voteadhner civil and political rights. Some issues of
the human rights are that people are argueingntéahould have more rights like we should
have food provided to us if we don’t work. My optis what freedom and rights that we all get.
For example the freedom we have is the freedonmobsing your own religion and your own
faith that you believe in. The rights that eaclspeargets is the right to vote. The political rights
says that every human being has the human rigkitkeserto them.

The option | choose is basically what rights amé&ffom does every human being get. |
think this option is the best because | agreedhah person should know what rights they are
entitled to. The reason | choose option one is tmeaf how much human rights does each
person get. Some of the human rights are votingchndsing our religion and the right to be
free. In the option | choose says that these amgahurights that are entitled to humans.

The arguments against my option are that humarsrigye only including civil and
political rights and not economic or social. Anathegument is that if someone is starving what
good would it do to vote. | aggre that option ohewdd focus on economic and social. | disagree
on the second argument because we are not res|gofwifeeding others that are starving we are
just responsible in giving people their human right

I think that option one is the best policy optian the United States. | choose option one

because it shows the rights that each of us get.
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Brian’s Print Case Study
Sample Student Artifact

The USA is supposed to be the most strongestthwvestl country in the world, but if it
really is the strongest and wealthiest countnhanworld then why can’t so many people afford
to live here. We should focus on our security @aaohomy before telling other countries how to
improve theres. Why would we help other countrigh wheir human rights when we as one
country have a bigger issue. We should only interfgnen the U.S. is being threatened. If we
focus on other countries then the U.S. will in &mel be the one that needs the most help.

Well now the question is what should we do. |déedi we must focus on our
unemployment rate, which is now lower than it wasrfyears ago. Also move away from
international human rights and focus on our natiseaurity. We must not join the ICC, because
it will give soldiers more motivations to proseauts and that will violate their constitutional
rights. If we do all this then the people livingdean ultimately have a better and protected life.

Our resources are very limited and should onlydet to protect the U.S. If we try to
help countries with there human rights, other coestmight not have the same values as the
U.S.A. We should respect there cultures humansightve interfere and somehow go to war
lives might be lost and we would be spending aiahoney that we don't have right now. But
most importantly human rights treaties would theeahe constitution of the United States.

If we only act when the U.S. is threatened, wé belbetter off. We don’t have enough
resources to lead the world to freedom or the tightell countries how to run there society. But
also if we work with the UN it would be a wastetiofie. The UN operates slowly, innificient and
doesn’t cover foreign policy issues. So if we foous efforts at home but do not interfere when
the U.S. is threatened then it would make the dritates seem a little bit weak.

So as you can see this is the best option fodtBeright now. To focus everything on
our country, to leave other countries to figure looiv to live without our help. Because even if
we help other countries, whey would they take aglffiom a country that has the same problems

and haven't done anything about it.
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APPENDIX F

CRITICAL THINKING ASSESSMENT RUBRIC

The rubric displayed below was drawn from Northeastllinois University’s Critical Thinking
Rubric (http://www.neiu.edu/~neassess/pdf/CriThoddr-long.pdf. This rubric was used to

assess the quality of student thinking displayetiénstudent artifact data collected for this

research.

Indicator

Exceeds
4

Meets
3

Emerging
2

Does Not Meet
1

Responds to
Prompt’s Main
Ideas

Clearly responds to

prompt and identifies
key ideas. Identifies or
explains complexity of

embedded / inferred
issues or questions.

Successfully
responds to promp
& identifies main
ideas but does not
address inferred
issues or raise
guestions.

Identifies main
issues in response
but does
sufficiently
address prompt or
explain position.

Does not respond
to prompt or fails to
identify main ideas
or explain position
appropriately.

Frames an
Argument

Articulates a clear and
precise personal point

of view. Uses

Articulates a clear
and
precise personal

Articulates a vague
or
indecisive point of

Does not respond
or fails to clearly
express own point

appropriate depth of | point of view with | view without of view.
evidence to support. | some supporting | supporting
Acknowledges but less effective | evidence.
complexity, objections | evidence. Does not
and rival positions. acknowledge
complexity,
objections or rival
positions.

Interprets Content

Offers nuanced and
original interpretations

of critical aspects of
the
the issue.

Successfully
identifies and
offers more limited
or less original
interpretation of
critical aspects of
the issues.

Identifies some but
not all critical

aspects and offers
little interpretation.

Does not respond
or fails to interpret
critical aspects of
the issues.

Creative Thinking

Offers original,
appropriate and
compelling
interdisciplinary or
prior-knowledge
connections.

Offers appropriate
interdisciplinary or
prior- knowledge
connections.

Interdisciplinary or
prior- knowledge
connections are
inferred but not
clearly offered or

appropriate.

Does not respond
or fails to make
interdisciplinary or
prior- knowledge
connections.

2 Adapted from Northeastern Illinois University'sititral Thinking Rubric (Retrieved at:
http://www.neiu.edu/~neassess/pdf/CriThinkRogeglodf).
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APPENDIX G

SUMMARY of CRTICIAL THINKING QUALITY of STUDENT ARTIFACTS by
CASE STUDY

Teacher A Summary of Critical Thinking Quality aident Artifacts by Digital or Print Text

Student Primary Addresses Frames Interprets Creative
Demographics Language Prompt  Argument Content Thought  Total

Digital
Case
Study
Male/ Non- 8/16
Student of English 2 2 3 1 (50%)
Color
Female/ Non- 7116
Student of English 3 2 1 1 (43%)
Color
Female/ English 10/16
White 3 3 1 1 (62%)
Male/ English 11/16
White 3 3 2 2 (68%)
2.75 25 25 1.25 9/16
Averages (68%) (62%) (62%) (31%) (56%)
Print
Case
Study
Female/ 7116
Student of Non- 2 2 2 1 (43%)
Color English
Male/ 11/16
White English 2 3 3 3 (68%)
Male/ 8/16
White English 2 2 2 2 (50%)
Female/ 11/16
Student of Non- 3 3 3 2 (68%)
Color English
Averages 2.25 2.5 2.5 2 9.25/16
(56%) (62%) (62%) (50%) (58%)
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Teacher B Summary of Critical Thinking Quality aident Artifacts by Digital or Print Text

Student
Demographics

Digital
Case
Study

Male/

White

Male/

White

Female/
Student of
Color

Female/
Student of
Color

Averages

Print
Case
Study
Male/
Student of
Color
Female/
Student of
Color
Female/
White
Male/
White

Averages

Primary
Language

English

English

Non-
English

Non-
English

Non-
English

Non-
English
English

English

Addresses
Prompt

2.75
(68%)

4
3

3
(75%)

Frames
Argument

3
(75%)

3
3

3
(75%)

Interprets  Creative
Content  Thought
3 3
1 2
2 1
3 1
2.25 1.75
(56%) (43%)
3 2
3 2
3 3
2 3
2.75 2.5
(68%) (62%)

Total

13/16
(81%)
7/16
(43%)

9/16
(56%)

10/16
(62%)

9.75/16
(61%)

11/16
(68%)

11/16
(68%)

13/16
(81%)
11/16
(68%)

11.5/16
(71%)
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APPENDIX H
TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

The interview protocol displayed belgwded the teacher interviews included in
this research. The interviews consisted of a onermguided conversation
between researcher and participating teacher ancevegproximately one-hour
in length.

Date: Locatio Time

Teacher:

Introduction: Thank you for your willingness to speak with meuabloe two different texts you
have been working with in your social studies das8efore we begin, | want you to know that
this conversation will be confidential and the awéi transcripts will only be available to me, my
dissertation committee and my doctoral cohort. Exiseof this interview may be made part of
the final research report, but under no circumseswill your name or identifying
characteristics be included in this report. Is it @ght for me to turn on the recorder now?

Facilitating Prompts

Can you say more about that?
Can you give me an example?
How do you know that?

Questions for Teacher Interview

Question 1 How would you describe the human righisfor the class that
worked with the printed text?

Question 2 How would you describe the human righisfor the class that
worked with the digital text?

Question 3 What was the most challenging part @uthit for the class that
worked with the printed text?

Question 4 What was the most challenging part @futhit for the class that
worked with the digital text?
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Questions for Teacher Interviev (continued)

Question 5

[Explain results of quantitative sureenalysis with digital case
reporting significantly less enjoyment of technolag classroom.]
Why do you think students reported this way?

Question 6

If you explained to your digital casattthe technology was too
frustrating & too time-consuming and you would betusing it for
future digital units, how do you think they woulkespond?

Question 7

How do you feel about teaching withgitdi text versus teaching
with a print text?

Question 8

When you had students working with the digital textead or to
create learning products, did you feel as thoughatiditional
technology skills required and the additional nmédia features wer
creating cognitive noise or getting in the way tofdents really
understanding the content?

Question 9

Did you get a sense from the final Sesmbulation that there was
better content acquisition in the print case stoelgause they didn’t
have extra technology skills involved?

Question 10

Did you get a sense from studentwgsiamples that there was bett
content acquisition in the print case study bec#losg didn’t have
extra technology skills involved?

Question 11

One of the things | noticed in thestiasm observations was how
useful having a printed handout seemed to be aistim support
students’ understanding of the directions for anlizgy task or
identifying key ideas in the reading. Can you t&blout that?

Question 12

If you have the opportunity to teach timit again, what will you
change?

Question 13

How many years have you been teaching?

Question 14

What experiences do have with usinfgi@ogy in the classroom?

Question 15

What experiences do you have workinly digital text outside the
classroom?
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APPENDIX |

EMERGENT THEMES from QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS of TEACHR INTERVIEW

DATA

Theme

Example Evidence

Relevant Research Questior

A) Digital text offered
students a more
engaging reading
experience.

Teacher A The digital text
“helped the kids stay more
engaged with the reading
task.”

In what ways does a digital
text provide high school
social studies’ students
different affordances and
academic skills than a print
text?

B) Digital text and iPad
platform offered student
a better experience for
creating learning
products.

Teacher B:“The advantage
is it brings in lots of
different types of kids...On
multiple levels, the process
is significantly better
digitally than it is not.”

Do teachers report a
difference in support for
diverse learning styles when
class works with a digital tex
versus a print text?

C) The digital text
required students to use
a more sophisticated
skill set.

Teacher B:“The students
have a whole new routine.
They know how to do stuff
on paper. They've been
doing that forever ...there’s
some element of struggling
with the tech skills.”

In what ways does a digital
text support different
academic skills for a high
school social studies class
than a printed text?

D) Students in the digita
text case study
experienced a shift from
understanding
technology as primarily
a tool for recreation to
understanding
technology as a tool for
academic learning.

Teacher A “It's a
recreational device, but
when it becomes this work
device, then it's like: ‘Oh’.”

Teacher B “It's ‘| want to
try that toy’, right? It's
something new until they're
having to wrestle with ‘Well
what does that mean, how ¢
| actually use it?”

How do high school social
studies students interact
differently with a digital text
than a printed text?

E) The digital text was
more challenging to use
and therefore, more
frustrating than the print
text for students.

Teacher A: Students are
daunted by the “extra steps
involved” or frustrated
“because things can
sometimes go wrong”.

How do high school social
studies students interact
differently with a digital text
than a printed text?
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(Continued)

Theme

Example Evidence

Relevant Research Questior

F) Teachers believe tha
most students prefer to
use digital texts & the
iPad instead of print
texts despite the new
challenges and
frustrations posed by
learning the technology.

Teacher A “They may be
frustrated but they
understand that we’re trying
something. They recognize
that [working in print alone]
would be taking a step
back...and they would be a
little bit disappointed.”

Teacher B:“After a certain
amount of time, the kids
totally want the technology
because it does make thing
a lot simpler....there’s a lot
more you can do with
technology.”

Does a high school social
studies class perceive workir
with a digital text as more
engaging than working with &
printed text?

19

G) The digital text
required a greater
investment of classroon
instructional time.

Teacher A: “It takes some
of your instructional
time...it's another routine tg
teach.”

Teacher B:“Yes, it takes
longer. But that's because
they’re doing more and
maybe getting more out of
it.”

How do high school social
studies students interact
differently with a digital text
than a printed text?

H) The digital text
required pedagogical
approaches &
instructional skills the
teachers had not yet
developed.

Teacher A: “I don’t think
we’ve really quite figured
out how to teach the readin
with the digitally integrated
book as much... they can g
here or they could go there
and oh, they can touch this,
and so, sometimes you just
want them to focus on the
written content.”

Teacher A “We don't have

like an explore-at-your-own;

pace approach yet that we

How do high school social
studies students interact
gdifferently with a digital text
than a printed text?
o)

probably need in the future.
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(Continued)

Theme

Example Evidence

Relevant Research Questior

I) The digital text
required more classroon
management than the
print text.

Teacher B:“The other issue
is control....These are toys.
And once they get them,
they're off and running in
the digital landscape.

How do high school social
studies students interact
differently with a digital text
than a printed text?

J) Teachers would prefe
to use digital texts & the
iPad instead of print
despite significant
challenges posed by the
new technology.

Teacher A:“There are
things that will be really
potentially powerful that we
simply won't be able to do
any other way.”

In what ways does a digital
text provide high school
social studies’ students
different affordances and
academic skills than a print
text?

K) The full potential of
the digital text will not
be realized for several
months as teachers &
students learn & practic
the new skills required.

D

Teacher B: “To do this
appropriately, you would

How do high school social
studies students interact

have to take months, severaldifferently with a digital text

months...once you get the
routines up and students ge
accustomed to the
technology...that’'s what |
think it would take.”

than a printed text?
t
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APPENDIX J

KEY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS of POPULATION of C3E STUDIES

Key Demographic Characteristics of Student Popatabf Case Studies

Total
(N =118)

Gender [n(%)]

Male 65 (55.1%)

Female 53 (44.9%)
Race & Ethnicity [n(%)]

White 62 (52.5%)

Latino 36 (30.5%)

Asian 6 (5.1%)

African American 1 (0.8%)

American Indian 4 (3.4%)

Pacific Islander 6 (5.1%)

Other 3 (2.5%)
White Students v. Students of Color

Whites 62 (52.5%)

Students of Color 56 (47.5%)
Primary Language

English 82 (69.5%)

Spanish 26 (22%)

Other 2 (1.7%)
Student Reports Enjoying Social Studies

White Students 46 (75%)

Students of Color 38 (69%)

Native English Speakers 63 (78%)

Non-Native English Speakers* 19 (57%)
Student Reports Enjoying World History

White Students 62 (85%)

Students of Color 45 (80%)

Native English Speakers 68 (83%)

Non-Native English Speakers* 28 (82%)
Expects to Earn an “A” in World History Class

White Students** 46 (77%)

Students of Color** 20 (36%)

Native English Speakers 56 (69%)

Non-Native English Speakers** 10 (29.5%)
Expects to Earn a “B” in World History Class

White Students** 7 (11.5%)

Students of Color** 20 (36%)

Native English Speakers 15 (18.5%)

Non-Native English Speakers** 12 (35%)

*n < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Striéngf Association
**n < 0.001 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Sg#nof Association
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Key Demographic Characteristics of Student Popatabf Case Studigsontinued)

Expects to Earn a “C” or lower in World History
White Students**
Students of Color**
Native English Speakers
Non-Native English Speakers**

Student Reports Strong Technology Skills
Male
Female
White Students
Students of Color
Non-Native English Speakers

Total
(N =118)

7 (11.5%)
15 (28%)
10 (12%)
12 (35%)

56 (87%)
47 (90%)
54 (88%)
49 (89%)
29 (87%)

*p < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Striéngf Association
**n < 0.001 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Sg#nof Association
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APPENDIX K

FREQUENCIES OF USE OF ELECTRONIC DEVICES in POPULAN OF CASE STUDIES

The table below offers a summary of the frequenbegsstudents in the case studies reported
using various electronic devices by race/ethnicitye data below provides a comparison of
digital access and technological fluency acrossveht student demographic subgroups.

Frequencies of Use of Electronic Devices in Stuékapulation of Case Studies

Daily Weekly Monthly Never
All Students n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) Total
N =118

Computer 57 (48.3%) 29 (24.6%) 12 (10.2%) %) 117 (100%)
Laptop 65 (55.1%) 23 (19.5%) 5 (4.2%) 24 (20.3% 117 (100%)
Internet 104 (88.1%) 10 (8.5%) 1 (0.8%) 3(25% 118 (100%)
SmartPhone 78 (66.1%) 5 (4.2%) 3 (2.5%) 30 @%.4 116 (100%)
iPod 71 (60.2%) 15 (12.7%) 11 (9.3%) 20 (16.9%) 117 (100%)
iPad 20 (16.9%) 23 (19.5%) 9 (7.6%) 65 (55.1%) 117 (100%)
Tablet 4 (3.4%) 8 (6.8%) 4 (3.4%) 102 (86.4%) 18 1100%)
Kindle 0 (0%) 7 (5.9%) 4 (3.4%) 107 (90.7%) 81100%)
Nook 0 (0%) 1 (0.8%) 2 (1.7%) 115 (97.5%) 1180%)

Whites
Computer 33 (54%) 13 (21%) 6 (10%) 9 (15%) B1000)
Laptop 36 (58%) 14 (23%) 2 (3%) 10 (16%) 620%)
Internet 56 (90%) 4 (6.5%) 0 (0%) 2 (3.5%) (6Q0%)
SmartPhone 39 (63%) 3 (5%) 2 (3%) 18 (29%) D)
iPod 40 (66%) 9 (15%) 4 (6%) 8 (13%) 61 (100%
iPad 11 (18%) 11 (18%) 3 (5%) 33 (53%) 62 (1D0%
Tablet 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 59 (95%) 62 (100%)
Kindle 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 57 (92%) 62 (100%)
Nook 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 61 (98%) 62 (100%)

Students of

Color
Computer 24 (43%) 16 (29%) 6 (10%) 10 (18%) (BBO%)
Laptop 29 (53%) 9 (16%) 3 (5.5%) 14 (25.5%) (530%)
Internet 48 (86%) 6 (10%) 1 (2%) 1(25) 56 )0
SmartPhone 39 (72%) 2 (4%) 1 (2%) 124p2 54 (100%)
iPod 31 (55%) 6 (11%) 7 (12.5%) 12 (21.5%) BB00%)
iPad 9 (16%) 8 (15%) 6 (11%) 32 (58%) 55 (100%)
Tablet 4 (7%) 6 (11%) 3 (5%) 43 (77%) 56 (100%)
Kindle 0 (0%) 3 (5.5%) 3 (5%) 50 (89%) 56 (Y0
Nook 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 54 (96%) 56 (100%)

*Not technically statistically significant but hongeclose to the g 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis
of Strength of Association
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Frequencies of Use of Electronic Devices in Stuéapulation of Case StudiéSontinued)

Daily Weekly Monthly Never
All Students n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) Total
N =118
English as
Primary
Language
Computer 43 (53%) 17 (21%) 9 (11%) 12 (15%) (B10%)
Laptop 45 (55.5%) 15 (18.5%) 4 (5%) 17 (21%) (B10%)
Internet 76 (93%) 4 (5%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 82 (100%
SmartPhone 52 (63%) 5 (6%) 2 (2%) 23 (28%) E0a)
iPod 51 (63%) 11 (13%) 7 (9%) 12 (15%) 81 (100%
iPad 15 (18.5%) 15 (18.5%) 6 (7%) 46 (56%) B20Q6)
Tablet 1 (1%) 3 (4%) 1 (1%) 77 (94%) 82 (100%)
Kindle 3 (4%) 3 (4%) 0 (0%) 76 (92%) 82 (100%)
Nook 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 79 (97%) 82 (100%)
English as
Secondary
Language
Computer 13 (38.2%) 11 (32.4%) 3 (8.8%) 7 (20.6 34 (100%)
Laptop 18 (52.9%) 8 (23.5%) 1 (2.9%) 7 (20.6%) 34 (100%)
* Internet 26 (75.5%) 6 (17.6%) 1(2.9%) 1(2)9% 34 (100%)
SmartPhone 25 (75.8%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 7 (21.2%) (13®%)
iPod 18 (52.9%) 4 (11.8%) 4 (11.8%) 8 (23.5%) 4 (B00%)
iPad 5 (15.2%) 7 (21.2%) 3 (9.1%) 18 (54.5%) (B3%)
Tablet 3 (8.8%) 5 (14.7%) 3 (8.8%) 23 (67.6%) 4 (B00%)
Kindle 0 (0%) 4 (11.8%) 1(2.9%) 29 (85.3%) (300%)
Nook 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 34 (100%)

*Not technically statistically significant but hongeclose to the g 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis
of Strength of Association
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APPENDIX L
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF OWN TECHNOLOGY SKILLS
The contingency table below provides a comparigdrow key demographic subgroups reported
their perceptions of their own technology skillcamparison to the technology skills of their
peers. Students reported quite similar perceptmfrtieir own technology skills across diverse

demographics with no statistically significant difinces in reporting for any group.

Contingency table of student perceptions of teabmokkills by demographic subgraup

Student Reports Strong Student Reports

Demographic Technology Skills Technology Skills Are Total
[n (96)] Stronger Than Peers N=118
[n(%)]
Gender
Male 56 (87.5%) 43 (67%) 64 (100%)
Female 47 (90%) 31 (60%) 52 (100%)
Race/Ethnicity
White Students 54 (88.5%) 40 (65.5%) 61 (100%)
Students of
Color 49 (87.5%) 34 (61%) 56 (100%)
Primary Language
English 73 (90%) 53 (65%) 81 (100%)
Non-Native 29 (85%) 19 (56%) 34 (100%)

English Speaker

202



APPENDIX M

STUDENT REPORTED ENGAGEMENT INDICATORS by CASE STWD

The table below provides a summary of the rategheth each case study reported
positively for all indicators of student engagemieictuded in the student survey

instrument.

All Indicators of Student Engagement by Digital fl&¥rint Text Contexts

Engagement
Indicator

Students enjoy
social studies
classes.
Students enjoy
World History
class.

Student enjoyed
learning human
rights content.
Students enjoyed
using technology in
class.

Students learned
information that is
relevant to them
personally.
Students learned
skills they can use
outside this class.
Students felt
challenged by the
technology used.
Students felt
challenged by class
work.

Students felt
challenged by
homework
Students felt
challenged by
human rights
content.

Greg: Print

n=27

17 (63%)

21 (78%)

19 (70%)

25 (92%)

19 (70%)

19 (70%)

6 (22%)

10 (37%)

6 (22%)

12 (44%)

Greg: Digital

n=33

20 (60%)

24 (73%)

17 (51.5%)

24 (73%)*

26 (79%)

26 (79%)

8 (24%)

8 (24%)

9 (27%)

15 (45%)

Brian: Print

n=30

27 (90%)

29 (97%)

17 (57%)

27 (90%)

26 (87%)

21 (70%)

2 (6%)

7 (23%)

5 (17%)

16 (53%)

Brian: Digital

n=26

20 (77%)

21 (80.5%)

21 (81%)

18 (69%)*

26 (97%)

21 (81%)

9 (36%)*

10 (37%)

4 (15%)

11 (42%)

*p < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Strgngf Association
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All Indicators of Student Engagement by Digital fl&¥rint Text Context¢Continued)

Engagement
Indicator

Students will use
the information
learned outside
of class.

Students will
discuss human
rights issues
outside of class.
Students will learn
more about human
rights issues on
their own.
Students will
participate in an
activity focused on
human rights
issues outside of
class.

Students will join a
club focused on
human rights.
Students will
volunteer for a
human rights
organization.

Greg: Print

n=27

19 (70%)

12 (44%)

9 (33%)

2 (7%)

4 (15%)

5 (18.5%)

Greg: Digital

n=33

28 (85%)

20 (60%)

16 (48%)

8 (24%)

5 (15%)

9 (27%)

Brian: Print

n=30

20 (66%)

15 (50%)

10 (33%)

7 (23%)

5 (17%)

5 (17%)

Brian: Digital

n=26

23 (88%)

14 (52%)

8 (30%)

4 (15%)

5 (18.5%)

5 (18.5%)

*p < 0.05 for Chi-square Statistical Analysis of Stréngf Association
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APPENDIX N:

DOMINANT THEMES to EMERGE FROM ANALYSIS of CLASSRO®
OBSERVATION DATA with DISCUSSION of ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES of

CODED DATA

Theme

Examples of Observed Behavior Relevant to Theme

Engaged with
Academic Task

Student asks a content question

Student addresses a content question posed by a pee
Student(s) present(s) analysis of content to class

Student listening to speaker with appropriate eygact/body
language

Student reads text to himself/herself

Student reads section of the text aloud to a sgnalip of peers
Student intermittently writes notes while readiagtt

Student writes notes in response to somethingdstatéeacher or
peer

Student highlights text in response to teacherfgamation of content
Student reviews text for key information

Student(s) researches content-related informatifad

Student types/writes on learning product

Student reads directions posted at front of thesctzom

Students from different groups share/discuss on¢haris learning
products

Engaged with Reading

Student appears engrossed in task of reading fonifi6te interval or
longer

Student intermittently writes notes while readiagtt

Student highlights text while reading

Student manipulates embedded photos in digital text

Effort or Investment

Student demonstrates active listening with bodglmage & expresse
nonverbal enthusiasm (i.e. smile; hand raised)

Student(s) express verbal enthusiasm for contdaite activity
(cheer; laughter; disappointment)

Student appears deeply engrossed with academidaia$k-minute
interval or longer

Student(s) demonstrate enthusiasm/emotion dursgudsion of
content

Student celebrates performance on academic tasKl(just killed
that [presentation]!”; high-five to peers)

Student remains after class to discuss contenttegtbher/peer(s)

4

Persistence or
Concentration

Student redirects peer group to academic task

Student appears engrossed in task of reading fonifi6te interval or
longer

Student remains engaged in academic work despitkirvgpwith an
off-task peer group
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Theme (Continued)

Examples of Observed Behavior Relevant td

Theme (Continued)

Collaborative Learning

Student(s) ask(s) another student question
content

Student offers personal analysis or summa
of content to peer(s)

Student organizes peer group procedures
Student(s) ask(s) another student how to
perform a technical task in digital text
Students discuss/debate differences of
opinion on content with one another
Student(s) demonstrate a technical functio
of the digital text

Student(s) watch a peer demonstrate a
technical function of the digital text
Student(s) peer edit learning products

on

ry

N

Classroom Management Challenges

Student(s) play(s) with unrelated
application(s) on iPad
Student reads unrelated Website on iPad

Disengaged

Student(s) play(s) with unrelated
application(s) on iPad
Student(s) not engaged with any academic|
task for 15-minute interval

Student puts head down on desk
Student sleeps

Student walks around classroom at
inappropriate time

Student(s) throw paper airplanes

Off-Task

Students discuss unrelated topics
Student(s) play(s) with unrelated
application(s) on iPad

Student uses cell phone

Student plays with another student’s hair

Differences in
Digital v. Print

Pace of reading is faster in print case (mor
content addressed)

Students create digital Keynote learning
product

Students create poster learning product
Less time spent on discussion of human
rights video clip in print case

Teacher gives print class a “break” from
academic tasks in print case only

Hybrid Model

Teacher supports digital text with printed
handout(s) with procedural directions or

note-taking template
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Theme

Examples of Observed Behavior Relevant tg
Theme

Academic Challenges of Technology

e Student(s) raise technical questions on
accessing or using digital text

e Student(s) requests keyboard to use in
conjunction with iPad platform

Academic Benefits of Technology

e Students create more sophisticated learnin
product using digital text & iPad platform
than print case

e Teacher demonstrates how to use embedd
dictionary function

e Student(s) use(s) embedded learning supp
tools of digital text as they read or discuss
content or create learning products

e Student(s) access Web resources for supp
with content using digital text & iPad

e Student(s) request to use digital text during
class presentation

Technology Skills

e Students follow technology protocols (i.e.
class puts iPads away on charge cart in 80
seconds)

e Students manipulate digital text adeptly

e Students demonstrate technology etiquette
(i.e. close iPads when a speaker is addres
class)

e Students exhibit personal preferences for
using the digital text (Landscape v. Portrait
mode)

e Students do not need technical support wh
offered

5ing

Time to Implement Technology

e Teacher discusses classroom protocol for
appropriate iPad use

e Student(s) raise technical questions on
accessing or using digital text

e Teacher resolves a technical issue with

digital text for student(s)
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Discussion of Definitions & Examples of Emergent Témes from Classroom
Observation Data

The first theme summarized in the table above, dgeg with Academic Task,”
captures the broadest category of data that prdstteng observational evidence that
students were actively participating in their leag(Marks, 2000). Behaviors such as
reading an excerpt of the digital or print textumldo a small group of students;
highlighting or annotating a section of text inpesse to an explanation of content by the
teacher or a peer; or listening to a speaker wighr@priate eye contact, body language
and responsive facial expressions are some comrampes of coded behavioral data
that addressed this theme.

Subsequent themes that addressed observed behawigagement focused on a
narrower range of behaviors and required more siterevidence of engagement to be
included. For example, both the theme of “Effartrovestment” and the theme of
“Persistence or Concentration” denote behaviorsviese even stronger indications of
student participation in their own learning. Exaespof coded behavior that were
analyzed to demonstrate the theme of “Effort oebtment” included the enthusiastic
expression of body language in addition to cont@kfiappropriate body language (i.e.
verbally expressed cheers or disappointment; haisthg in response to teacher or peer
prompting) as well as behavior such as remainitey af class had ended to continue to
discuss content with the teacher and/or peers.inBtance, a student in Teacher A’s print
case study, who had just finished an oral presentaf her human rights policy

recommendations to the class, returned to her gradgenthusiastically exclaimed, “I
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just killed that!” while smiling and high-fiving meggroup members. This behavior was an
indication that the student was invested in hedawac performance and provided robust
evidence of her behavioral engagement during thdicplar portion of the unit.

Similarly, the theme of “Persistence or Concentratemerged from coded data that
indicated students were more engaged in an acadaskithan was typical of their peers
at the same moment in time. For example, instawbes students were either observed
redirecting off-task peers to the academic work gfoup or working on an assigned
academic task without distraction despite an cfktaeer group were assessed as
demonstrations of the kind of “persistence” or “centration” that were strong indicators
of behavioral engagement.

Given this inquiry’s focus on the differences ie tearning experience provided
by a print text and a digital text, coded behatthat provided particular evidence of
students’ experiences with the text constitutesrgortant theme of “Engaged with
Reading.” As with the themes of “Effort or Investnt” and “Persistence or
Concentration,” behavior that was characterizetEagaged with Reading” exhibited a
greater indication of a student’s participatioriheir learning than the broader theme of
“Engaged with the Academic Task.” For exampleheathan students reading aloud
from the text to one another or reading the texh&mmselves, students exhibited active or
focused reading that was qualitatively differeratrtlihe more consistent patterns of
reading exhibited by their peers. Behavior thas waded as “engrossed in the task of
reading for the entire fifteen-minute interval difservation” or “active reading” (i.e.

intermittently writing notes, highlighting or anming the text while reading) are the
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most common demonstrations of coded data that deatpthe theme of “Engaged with
the Reading.”

The theme of “Collaborative Learning” emerged frooded data that
demonstrated students working closely with thearpéo build their academic skills or
content knowledge. Some characteristic exampléglodviors that were analyzed as
exhibiting “Collaborative Learning” are: 1) a studi¢posing an analytical question about
the human rights content to their peer(s); 2) stteldebating differences in their
opinions on content with one another without bgangmpted to do so by their teacher;
3) a student demonstrating how to perform a comat&demic skill for their peer(s)
such as identifying the main idea in a text; oa4fudent demonstrating how to perform
a complex technical skill such as toggling betwemiitiple software programs on the
iPad.

These examples of “Collaborative Learning” haveliogtions for the level of
student engagement observed in the case studiagdeethey seem to indicate the
presence of two important engagement constructs-tiedricks, Blumenfeld & Paris
(2004) argue consistently increase student engagemghenticity of learning task and
student autonomy. As noted previously in the nenaé the literature, in the high school
social studies classroom, authentic learning tgskes students the opportunity to practice
democratic participation, as when students werermvks debating complex issues.
Similarly, instances where students are eithermeseparticipating in their own learning
by requesting that their peers demonstrate techaiacademic skills for them or by

deliberating with a peer group, without being préeapto do so, provide strong evidence
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that the student autonomy that Fredricks, Blumen&eParis (2004) believe to be a
hallmark of engagement is at work in the case study

In contrast, the closely related themes of “Classrdlanagement Challenges”
and “Disengagement” both document behaviors ttdicated students were probably not
participating in learning either social studiesteor or relevant academic skills.
However, the theme of “Classroom Management Chgdighis only relevant to the two
digital case studies because it reflects instamtese students appeared distracted from
learning by the presence of the digital text arediBrad technology. Additionally, this
theme includes behavior that is often difficult tbe teacher to be aware of and address
due to the nature of digital technology.

One commonly observed behavior that fits withinttieme of “Classroom
Management Challenges” was the use of unrelatelicappns on the iPad, such as the
camera function, at times when students were s@opimsbe engaged with reading the
digital text or creating a learning product. Anatlfrequent example of “Classroom
Management Challenges” posed by the specific chpedbiof a digital text was students
engaged in reading websites that were unrelatdtetbuman rights content or their
World History class such as ESPN.com. This belasian example of a challenge that
is unique to a digital learning environment becasiseents who were reading unrelated
websites often appeared to be reading the digikdl tThe nature of the unrelated content
could only be observed at very close physical pnityi

The theme of “Disengagement” is related to “ClagsrdManagement

Challenges” but designates behavior where studgpsared to be off-task from
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academic learning in ways that were not technolgggeific. For example, coded
behavior that was judged to fall within the framekvof “Disengagement” indicates
instances where students were discussing topiedaied to the class for the entire
fifteen-minute interval of observation. Other coomexamples of coded data that
gualified as “Disengagement” are: students obsesiegping; students observed with
their heads down on their desks for an extendeidghef time; or students observed
walking around the classroom at an inappropriae tivithout a specific purpose.

The final six themes to emerge from the cross-easgysis of classroom
observation data each capture a specific differ&et@een the experiences of the print
case studies and those of the digital case studies.broadest theme capturing these
data is “Differences in Digital v. Print” which detes instances where something
significant changed in the classroom environmetwéen the observation of the same
teacher’s digital and print case studies. For etajma print and a digital case study
observed on the same lesson day often addresderkdtfvolumes of the human rights
content because students in the print case studiessobserved to read more quickly and
therefore, addressed more content than their digptanterparts. Similarly, because the
learning products created in the digital and prage studies were both qualitatively
different and often required different academidlskstudents in the print case studies
often created learning products in less time thiadents in the same teacher’s digital
case study.

The theme of “Time to Implement Technology” is tethto these observed

differences between digital and print contexts.wigeer, this theme more specifically
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captures coded data that emphasized the additiomaldevoted to the implementation of
technology. For example, instances where the tgagent significant class time
discussing protocols for the appropriate use offfagl are included in the theme of
“Time to Implement Technology” as are instancesnlotass time was spent resolving
technical issues or teaching students new techpdkifis required to use the digital text.
Inversely, the theme of “Hybrid Model” designatdxservations of the teachers using
printed handouts to facilitate their digital catgdy keeping pace with their print case
study. For example, a teacher handing out printed-taking templates for their digital
case study to use rather than relying on the meltipte-taking functions provided by the
digital text indicates that the teacher was relyanga “Hybrid Model” rather than a
purely digital one.

Like the broader theme of “Differences in DigitalRrint,” both the theme of
“Academic Challenges of Technology” and the therm®\cademic Benefits of
Technology” capture instances where a clear diffegen the learning experience
between print and digital case studies with theestgacher was observed. However,
these two categories provide an additional anallteyer by designating coded
behaviors that seemed to strongly indicate thageltfferences were creating either a
negative or positive learning experience for stisleiror example, the theme of
“Academic Challenges of Technology” summarizes dodigta that indicated students
were struggling with the technical skills requiteduse the digital text by asking
technology-specific questions. Inversely, the theh“Academic Benefits of

Technology” summarizes coded data that indicatedestts were experiencing additional
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academic rigor or support by using the digital texor example, instances where the
students were observed choosing to access the dedbéxhrning support tools of the
digital text such as the dictionary or linked mmuiédia were categorized within the theme
of “Academic Benefits of Technology” as were ingt@s1when the process of creating
student learning products as well as the finishredyct were more academically
sophisticated in a digital case study than itstppounterpart.

Finally, the theme of “Technology Skills” is redak to the theme of “Academic
Benefits of Technology” in that it also refers hstances where students were observed
gaining additional skills from their use of the itidjtext. However, this theme more
specifically describes observations of studentsgueew technology skills or gaining
technical fluency in either digital case study eatthan broader academic benefits. For
example, coded data that captured students exigligchnology etiquette that had been
explicitly addressed by their teacher such as otptieir iPads to give their full attention
to a speaker is included in the theme of “TechnplBkills”, as are instances when
students were observed declining technical supgteted by their teacher because they
had developed greater technical fluency over thessoof a few days of working with

the digital text.
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APPENDIX O:

PREVALENCE of EMERGENT THEMES from CLASSROOM

OBSERVATION DATA by CASE STUDY

Theme

Engaged with
Academic
Task

Engaged with
Reading

Effort or
Investment

Persistence or
Concentration

Collaborative
Learning

Disengagement

Differences in
Digital v. Print

Student
Questions

Student
Comments

Greg
Digital
Case
65
27

21

69

14

Greg
Print
Case

58

26

38

Brian
Digital
Case

75

18

21

13

51

82

Brian
Print
Case

57

17

13

56

63

Digital
Case
Frequency Frequency

55%

51%

67%

36%

67%

33%

19%

56%

60%

Print

Case

45%

49%

33%

64%

33%

67%

81%

44%

40%
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