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 This report presents data and interpretation with respect to the 2010 administration of the 
Mobile Computing Survey, a questionnaire-based study conducted by SDBOR during the Fall 2010 
semester.  The attached executive summary (Attachment I) reviews the broad findings of this survey 
effort, and the main body of the report (Attachment II) provides a detailed examination of the complete 
study, including discussion of analytic strategies employed, data generated, and findings identified.  
The report will be presented to the Board of Regents during the March 2011 meeting. 
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Attachment I  
 

Executive Summary 
 
In 2009, the South Dakota Board of Regents approved a new student technology fee of $6.00 per 
semester, established for the purpose of supporting a number of infrastructure and integration needs 
associated with the system’s new mobile computing initiative.  In general, this initiative pursues two 
related objectives: 1) comprehensive expansion of technology infrastructure, including wireless 
computing networks, personal computers, and classroom hardware, and 2) broader integration of 
technology resources in pedagogical applications.  The new technology fees established by SDBOR 
were intended to facilitate these objectives by directly underwriting the costs of equipment, software, 
and support staff arising from implementation and maintenance of the program. 
 
One element of the initiative’s system-wide implementation plan is the periodic deployment of an 
evaluative campus survey.  Developed by SDBOR staff, the Mobile Computing Survey is intended to 
serve as a tool for assessing the views of campus stakeholders (students and faculty) with respect to the 
general state of technology integration in the state’s regental institutions.  This web-based 
questionnaire was deployed for the first time during September and October of 2010 via Qualtrics, an 
online survey research platform.  Altogether, usable responses were collected from 1,722 students and 
374 faculty members.1

 
     

As described in the main body of the report (Attachment II), analysis of survey data produced a 
number of key observations: 
 
 Overall, 95.2% of the student sample reported owning at least one personal computer; PC-

based laptops appear to be the most common personal computer configuration among students.  
Yet despite high rates of ownership, fewer than half of students (46.2%) who own a portable 
computer regularly take it to class. 

 
 Students appear to lack awareness of campuses’ mobile computing initiatives. More than 

half (52.9%) of student respondents reported being completely unaware of any singular 
development program.  Free-response feedback further underscores this lack of knowledge, as 
well as the personal discontent it engenders.  

 
 Positive or neutral appraisals tended to greatly exceed negative ones with regard to the 

general consequences of enhanced mobile computing resources.  The creation of mobile 
computing environments at regental institutions was seen by participants to facilitate such 
benefits as improved access to course materials, expanded use of multimedia and interactive 
resources, increased student collaboration, and eased student learning.  Data suggests that faculty 
members tend to be more positive in their general impressions of mobile computing programs 
than do students. 

 
 
 
                                                           
1 Gross yields of 2,238 student responses and 424 faculty responses were recorded.  A total of 516 student records and 50 
faculty records were filtered from the dataset due to persistent item nonresponse or rigid response.  Overall, student and 
faculty samples produced generalized margins of error of ± 2.4 and ± 4.4, respectively (at the 95% confidence level). 
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 Faculty members feel reasonably comfortable in utilizing general mobile computing 
resources in support of a variety of traditional instructional methods.  An average of 57.9% 
of faculty participants indicated feeling either “comfortable” or “extremely comfortable” 
interlacing mobile computing resources with each of the pedagogical methods queried by the 
study.  Likewise, students reported that faculty members attempt, at least occasionally, to 
integrate mobile computing resources into their instructional approaches. 

 
 Response data suggests that many faculty members feel unfamiliar or unpracticed with 

specialized technological devices or applications.  Consequently, this technological “confidence 
deficit” appears to be manifested in system classrooms. When asked about faculty members’ use 
of an assortment of classroom technologies, students tended to report that most are incorporated 
only infrequently. 

 
 Several models of technology training hold interest for faculty members.  Opportunities to 

spend one-on-one time with instructional design personnel, latitude to pursue independent 
experimentation, and the availability of university-managed technology workshops were 
identified by more than half of faculty respondents as offering “above average” or “excellent” 
potential usefulness. 

 
 
The remainder of this report provides an analytical and interpretive exploration of the data collected 
through the above surveying effort.  After a concise presentation of demographic data describing the 
survey sample, the report will move to a detailed examination of substantive findings.  The report is 
organized along four main areas of interest: 1) personal use of technology resources, 2) general 
impressions of mobile computing, 3) appraisals of instructional technology integration, and 4) faculty 
preferences for technology training. 
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Attachment II 
 

Full Report 
 
Two versions of the Mobile Computing Survey were administered in 2010: a student form and a faculty 
form.2

 

  These surveys were roughly parallel, although faculty respondents were asked an additional 
sequence of questions (beyond those asked of students) regarding their preferred methods of 
technology training.  Accordingly, data output reported in this document will focus on comparisons of 
students and faculty (presented separately) when reporting the results of items posed to both samples.   

Respondent Characteristics 
 
This section provides a series of data tables that describe the demographic and institutional 
characteristics of the study’s participant sample.3

 

  These tables are provided as a general reference, and 
therefore are not given substantial annotation.  Additionally, several of the group characteristics 
presented in these tables will serve as bases for cross-tabulations used throughout the remainder of the 
survey report.   

  Student Participation   
  

     
  

  
 

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) 
Student 

Population (n) 
Student 

Response Rate   
  BHSU 223 13.0% 4076 5.5%   
  DSU 18 1.0% 2861 0.6%   
  NSU 262 15.2% 2672 9.8%   
  SDSMT 281 16.3% 2177 12.9%   
  SDSU 930 54.1% 12376 7.5%   
  USD 5 0.3% 9617 0.1%   
  (Tot.) 1719 99.9% 33779 5.1%   
  

     
  

  Faculty Participation   
  

     
  

  
 

Fac (n) Fac (%) 
Faculty 

Population (n) 
Faculty 

Response Rate   
  BHSU 58 15.6% 133 43.6%   
  DSU 53 14.2% 97 54.6%   
  NSU 51 13.7% 96 53.1%   
  SDSMT 63 16.9% 126 50.0%   
  SDSU 147 39.5% 645 22.8%   
  USD 0 0.0% 406 0.0%   
  (Tot.) 372 99.9% 1503 24.8%   
              

 

                                                           
2 Participation by students and faculty members was solicited through campus-wide email distributions coordinated by 
campus provosts.  These invitation emails contained a hyperlink to the appropriate version (faculty form or student form) of 
the online survey instrument.  Remainder messages were sent out one week following the distribution of the invitation 
emails.  Survey hosting services were provided by Qualtrics, a web-based research platform. 
3 In all tables, integer totals may not add to 1,722 (students) or 374 (faculty) due to item nonresponse; percentage column 
totals may not add to 100.0% due to rounding. 
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An observation about response rates is in order.  The above table indicates that student participation 
ranged from 12.9% (SDSMT) to 0.1% (USD), with faculty rates spanning from 54.5% (DSU) to 0.0% 
(USD).  An inconvenient consequence of these low-n figures is that much caution must be taken in 
interpreting campus-level cross-tabulations presented in this report.  That so few participants from 
these campuses were involved in the study no doubt calls into question the representativeness and 
comparative value of campus-level data from these institutions.   
 
Additional demographic breakouts are provided below.  For tables that summarize specific survey 
items, the bracketed code(s) preceding the table title refer to the sample (students or faculty) and the 
item’s sequential position on each respective instrument.4

 

  In tables presenting data for both samples, 
data is split into separate columns (labeled “Sdt” and “Fac,” respectively). 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

                                                           
4 S2, for example, refers to the second item on the student survey. 

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
Male 726 42.3% 209 56.5%

Female 989 57.7% 161 43.5%
(Tot.) 1715 100.0% 370 100.0%

[S2, F2] Gender

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
18 years old 342 19.9%
19 years old 310 18.0%
20 years old 220 12.8%
21 years old 229 13.3%
22 years old 160 9.3%

Other 461 26.8%
(Tot.) 1722 100.1%

[S3] Age

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
Main Campus 1602 93.4%

UC-SF 34 2.0%
UC-RC 25 1.5%

UC-P 4 0.2%
Dist 51 3.0%

(Tot.) 1716 100.1%

[S4] At which of the following locations are you completing the majority of your 
classes this semester?
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Distance/Online

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
Less than 50% 1602 93.6% 351 93.9%

50% or more 109 6.4% 23 6.1%
(Tot.) 1711 100.0% 374 100.0%

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
Less than 50% 1543 89.8% 342 91.9%

50% or more 175 10.2% 30 8.1%
(Tot.) 1718 100.0% 372 100.0%

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
Less than 50% 342 19.9% 222 59.5%

50% or more 1375 80.1% 151 40.5%
(Tot.) 1717 100.0% 373 100.0%

Traditional Face-to-Face

[S8, F6] What percentage of your courses [taken/taught] are delivered using the 
following formats:

Hybrid

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
Freshman 521 30.3%

Sophomore 344 20.0%
Junior 303 17.6%
Senior 396 23.0%

Graduate Student 154 9.0%
(Tot.) 1718 99.9%

[S9] Grade Level

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
Full-time 1601 93.2%
Part-time 116 6.8%

(Tot.) 1717 100.0%

[S10] Enrollment Status
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Personal Use of Technology Resources 
 
The first substantive section of the Mobile Computing Survey asked participants to report on their 
personal computing resources and habits.  The table below indicates that a majority (50.2%) of faculty 
members are currently supplied by their institution with a PC-based desktop or laptop, with an 
additional 37.3% being supplied with a PC-based tablet.5

 

  These figures vary considerably by 
institution, however.  SDSU showed the highest occurrence (73.5%) of desktops/laptops, compared to 
a low of 20.5% at DSU.  DSU, by contrast, showed a tablet-supplied proportion of 84.9%, followed by 
NSU at 64.7%. 

 

                                                           
5 The “Fac (n)” column in this table adds to more than 374 because participants were allowed to select multiple response 
options. 

Fac (n) Fac (%)
Term 111 30.1%

Tenure Track 86 23.3%
Tenured 172 46.6%

(Tot.) 369 100.0%

[F7] Type of Appointment

Fac (n) Fac (%)
Full Professor 111 29.8%

Associate Professor 91 24.4%
Assistant Professor 99 26.5%

Instructor 57 15.3%
Adjunct 14 3.8%

TA 1 0.3%
(Tot.) 373 100.1%

[F8] Academic Rank

Fac (n) Fac (%)
PC (laptop/desktop) 205 50.2%

PC (tablet) 152 37.3%
Apple laptop 28 6.9%

Apple desktop 16 3.9%
None 7 1.7%

(Tot.) 408 100.0%

[F9] Indicate which of the following platforms/styles you have as the computer 
provided to you by the institution.
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Students owning one or more personal computers were asked to report the configuration of those 
computers.  Results from this item suggest that 95.2% (n=1641) of the student sample currently owns 
at least one personal computer.  However, this item may overestimate personal computer ownership 
due to the possibility that computer owners (who likely spend more time computing than do non-
owners) may have been more likely to complete the web-based survey.  Student personal computer 
ownership rates are variable across campuses, but overall are consistently high.  Institution-level 
figures are as follows: BHSU (96.4%), DSU (100.0%), NSU (94.3%), SDSMT (86.8%), SDSU 
(97.8%), and USD (80.0%).  Across all campuses, “PC laptop” was selected as the most commonly 
owned personal computer configuration.  Among all computer owners, tablet ownership is most 
common in students from SDSMT (26.6%).  Students from DSU (27.8%) and SDSMT (27.1%) most 
frequently reported owning multiple computers.   
 
 

 
 
 
Survey items S11 and F10 further explored the prevalence of various technology devices on regental 
campuses.6

 

  The table below suggests that personal computers, cellular phones, mp3 devices, and 
digital cameras are owned by nearly three-quarters (or more) of student respondents.  Similarly, faculty 
participants reported using a personal computing device in courses more frequently than any other 
device type.   

 

 
                                                           
6 These items are presented in the same table because of conceptual similarity.  However, due to the non-parallel nature of 
item wording and response options across instrument forms, only broad comparisons between faculty and student responses 
are appropriate.  

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
PC laptop 984 60.0%

Apple laptop 214 13.0%
Multiple platforms 213 13.0%

PC desktop 118 7.2%
PC tablet 94 5.7%

Apple desktop 18 1.1%
(Tot.) 1641 100.0%

[S12] If you own a personal computer, please indicate the platform/style.

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
[S: PC][F: laptop/tablet] 1577 91.6% 289 77.3%

Cell/smart phone 1556 90.4% 26 7.0%
iPod/MP3 player 1337 77.6% 29 7.8%

Digital camera 1276 74.1% 77 20.6%
Notebook 604 35.1% 30 8.0%

Clicker or similar device 506 29.4% 35 9.4%
Handheld device/PDA 113 6.6% 12 3.2%

Other 78 4.5% 53 14.2%
(Tot.) 7047 100.0%* 551 100.0%*

[S11, F10] Indicate all those that [S: you currently own][F: you currently use in 
your classes].
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The final items in this section deal with students’ use of mobile computers in regental classrooms. Raw 
output for item S13 suggests that, across all institutions, less than half of students who own mobile 
computers routinely take them to class.  Several demographic factors bear on this output.  Across all 
data, 54.0% of participants identifying themselves as freshmen also reported taking a mobile computer 
to class on a regular basis.  Sophomores, by contrast, generated an analogous rate of only 33.8%.  
Major differences can also be seen by examining institution-level data.  DSU (82.3%) and SDSMT 
(78.6%) showed the largest proportions of students who routinely take mobile computers to class, 
compared with only 33.0% at SDSU and 30.5% at BHSU.  These figures may not be surprising, 
however, given that both DSU and SDSMT operate comprehensive tablet PC programs. 
 
 

 
 
 
Results from items S14 and F11 (below) seem consistent with the above output.  Only 26.6% of 
students reported having an instructor who requires the in-class use of mobile computers.  Freshmen 
again lead in this category, with 38.3% of such students reporting a requirement of this sort.  Two-
thirds (66.7%) of DSU students and 59.3% of SDSMT students responded with “Yes” in S14, while 
only 4.0% of BHSU students did the same.  Looking at faculty respondents only, 35.7% indicated that 
they require students to bring mobile computers to class sessions.  Term faculty (42.7%) appear more 
likely than tenured (32.0%) or tenure track faculty (32.6%) to mandate that students bring computers to 
class.  86.5% of DSU faculty reported stipulating a mobile computing requirement, compared with 
only 19.9% of SDSU faculty and 8.8% of BHSU faculty. 
 
 

 
 
 

Sdt (n) Sdt (%) Fac (n) Fac (%)
No 1262 73.4% 238 64.3%

Yes 457 26.6% 132 35.7%
(Tot.) 1719 100.0% 370 100.0%

[S14, F11] Do you [S: have any faculty who require you to bring a laptop/tablet 
to each class period?][F: ever require students to bring a laptop/tablet to class?]
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General Impressions of Mobile Computing 
 
Participants were asked to respond to a series of items related to their impressions of the costs and 
benefits flowing from campus-level mobile computing initiatives.  As a preface, one item directly 
asked participants to consider the following question: “To what extent are you familiar with the 
mobile/cloud computing program currently underway on your campus?”7

 

  System-wide output for this 
item is reported in the figure below. 

 
 
 
From a statewide perspective, it appears that students generally lack awareness of any overarching 
mobile computing initiative.  The figure above shows that a majority (52.9%) of student respondents 
indicated being completely unaware of any singular technology development program.  In the context 
of this general figure, cross-tabulations underscore several patterns of divergence across respondent 
groups.  Not surprisingly, a major cleavage was seen between on-campus students (51.0% indicating 
no awareness) and distance-delivery students (72.6% indicating the same).  While awareness levels 
were relatively steady across grade levels, part-time students (69.0%) were more likely to report being 
“not at all aware” than were full-time students (51.8%).  Most importantly, “not at all aware” responses 
varied dramatically by campus location: 
 

 
 
 
                                                           
7 This item was included on the student instrument only. 

Sdt (n) Sdt (%)
BHSU 152/223 68.2%

DSU 7/18 38.9%
NSU 97/292 37.0%

SDSMT 111/279 39.8%
SDSU 536/929 57.7%

USD 5/5 100.0%
(Tot.) 908/1716 52.9%

Participants Answering "Not at all aware" on S15
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According to the table above, students from NSU, DSU, and SDSMT more commonly reported at least 
some awareness of their institution’s mobile computing initiative, with students from SDSU, BHSU, 
and USD being less likely to report any such awareness.  Level of awareness also appears to vary with 
personal computing habits.  A majority (54.9%) of mobile computer owners who routinely take a 
computer to class also reported being either “somewhat aware” or “fully aware” of their campus’s 
mobile computing initiative, compared with only 42.0% of mobile computer owners who do not 
routinely take a computer to class.  This finding was relatively consistent across campuses. 
 
The broad lack of familiarity with universities’ mobile computing initiatives exhibited in the results of 
S15 was further enunciated in the open-ended feedback provided by participants.8

 

  A large number of 
students, as well as a handful of faculty members, expressed marked confusion about the goals and 
programmatic elements of the campuses’ mobile computing initiatives.  Such perspectives ranged from 
confusion to resentment: 

 “What is it?  I heard one teacher mention it briefly last semester, but since then haven’t 
heard a word about what it is, how it works and what the purpose is.  If all it is is wireless 
access across campus, fantastic.   If there’s more to it, please campaign and inform 
students and faculty…How are students supposed to fully utilize a system they are not well 
informed on?  So please, tell us more.” (SDSU student) 
 

 “None of us have ever heard about any of this.” (SDSMT student) 
 

 “I feel cheated that I am yet unaware of what it is or what it is intended to do for my 
university.” (SDSU student) 

 
Several faculty members shared similar views: 

 
 “I have taught in South Dakota for three years at two separate institutions and have yet to 

hear anyone coherently define what the “mobile computing” initiative is and how it applies 
to me.” (SDSMT faculty member) 
 

 “Since day 1 when this program started, I have found the term “cloud” to be unclear and 
undefined.” (SDSU faculty member) 

 
 
Altogether, a marked volume of comments (>60) made clear reference to a lack of understanding about 
the framework and/or purposes of the mobile computing program.  This feedback, paired with 
quantitative evidence generated from survey item S15, suggest that a sizable proportion of campus 
stakeholders, especially students, are genuinely unaware or under-aware of regental initiatives.  
Further, this lack of apprehension is seen by some as a salient source of frustration. 
 
 
 
                                                           
8 Both survey forms concluded with an open-ended item that invited participants to provide “any further comments 
regarding mobile/cloud computing at your university.”  Any mention in this report to qualitative feedback shared by 
participants refers to comments generated by this item. 
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Both students and faculty were asked to share their impressions of the general consequences of 
expanded mobile computing capacity. Specifically, participants were given an opportunity to rate the 
extent to which the creation of mobile computing environments has influenced a variety of pedagogical 
processes.  Output for this series of ratings is given in the table below.9

 

  [Interpretation follows on the 
next page]. 

 

 
 
                                                           
9 Weighted means are based on response distributions, and may range from 1.00 to 5.00.   Although averaging techniques 
offer imperfect summarizations of ordinal data, this method nonetheless provides a quick and parsimonious indicator of 
distributional patterns. 

[S17, F13] The creation of [S: a mobile/cloud 
computer environment][F: wireless 
networks at your institution] has: St
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Sdt 4.7% 9.2% 44.4% 33.0% 8.7% 3.32
Fac 4.8% 6.7% 26.6% 37.6% 24.2% 3.70

Sdt 9.1% 30.7% 38.7% 16.9% 4.7% 2.77
Fac 26.9% 36.8% 24.5% 9.7% 2.2% 2.23

Sdt 4.7% 10.5% 42.4% 33.5% 8.9% 3.31
Fac 1.9% 8.9% 31.0% 42.6% 15.6% 3.61

Sdt 3.4% 4.3% 27.7% 43.3% 21.3% 3.75
Fac 1.6% 6.7% 10.5% 44.5% 36.7% 4.08

Sdt 4.7% 10.2% 45.4% 31.7% 8.0% 3.28
Fac 5.1% 10.5% 28.8% 36.0% 19.6% 3.55

Sdt 3.8% 7.5% 40.7% 36.9% 11.1% 3.44
Fac 4.8% 9.4% 24.9% 39.1% 21.7% 3.64

Sdt - - - - -
Fac 8.3% 17.2% 20.7% 33.6% 20.2% 3.40

Sdt 6.1% 13.0% 42.9% 30.8% 7.2% 3.20
Fac 7.5% 14.7% 35.7% 26.8% 15.3% 3.28

Sdt 6.4% 9.1% 41.4% 33.9% 9.2% 3.30
Fac - - - - -

Sdt 5.3% 7.0% 40.0% 37.8% 9.9% 3.40
Fac 4.3% 10.2% 30.3% 37.5% 17.7% 3.54

Sdt 11.8% 26.2% 40.6% 15.9% 5.4% 2.77
Fac 22.3% 30.0% 27.3% 15.0% 5.4% 2.51

Sdt 3.4% 8.0% 42.3% 37.3% 8.9% 3.40
Fac 3.8% 11.8% 31.1% 44.0% 9.4% 3.43

Sdt 5.5% 18.2% 63.4% 10.7% 2.1% 2.86
Fac 23.1% 35.2% 34.7% 5.6% 1.3% 2.27

Sdt 7.8% 12.0% 46.7% 27.8% 5.6% 3.12
Fac 12.1% 17.2% 40.5% 24.1% 6.2% 2.95

Sdt 16.2% 28.1% 41.5% 9.8% 4.4% 2.58
Fac 22.3% 30.6% 38.2% 6.2% 2.7% 2.36

e) Increased the use of simulations and 
interactive materials

h) Created a more interactive classroom 
environment

o) Negatively impacted students' classroom 
experiences

g) Improved course preparation efficiency

i) Improved student learning

j) Met students' needs and demands

k) Caused major course disruptions

l) Started to change the way faculty teach 

m) Increased faculty resistance to using 
mobile/cloud computing resources.

n) Led to improved technical support

a) Facilitated easier student learning

b) Decreased student-faculty communication

c) Increased student collaboration

d) Improved student access to course materials

f) Expanded the use of multimedia materials
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In exploring this table, several observations are worth noting.  First, it appears that faculty members 
are generally more optimistic about the positive effects of mobile computing programs than are 
students.  As a case in point, the results from item a show that faculty provided a vastly higher 
appraisal of the capacity of mobile computing to ease the student learning process.  61.8% of faculty 
agreed to some extent with the proposition offered in this item, compared with only 41.7% of students.  
Similar divergence can be seen in nearly every item in this sequence, including those related to student 
collaboration, student-faculty communication, student access to course materials, and use of interactive 
classroom materials.  Separation between faculty and students can also be seen in the weighted mean 
figures seen in this table.  The net effect of these cleavages suggests that faculty members may see 
more utility (either potential or realized) in mobile computing programs than do students. 
 
Despite the apparent differences of opinion between students and faculty, another key finding from 
above table is that participants’ general impressions tend to be more neutral or positive than negative.  
For example, 42.4% of students and 58.2% of faculty members either agreed or strongly agreed with 
the notion that mobile computing has increased student collaboration, countered by only 15.2% 
(students) and 10.8% (faculty) in the opposite categories.  Likewise, 64.6% of students and 81.2% of 
faculty members agreed or strongly agreed that new mobile computing environments have improved 
access to course materials; only 7.7% of students and 8.3% of faculty disagreed or strongly disagreed.    
 
Pluralities of students and faculty also appear to view campus-level mobile computing initiatives as 
supportive of student learning processes.  Results from item a (discussed above) indicate that those 
participants that understand mobile computing to ease the student learning process far outnumber those 
disagreeing with the same assertion.  Additionally, data from item o show that only 14.2% of students 
and 8.9% of faculty agreed or strongly agreed that mobile computing negatively affects classroom 
experiences; by contrast, 44.3% of students and 52.9% of faculty disagreed or strongly disagreed.  
Importantly, 43.1% of students were in agreement with the claim that mobile computing has “had a 
positive impact on my ability to learn course content,” compared with only 15.5% in mirroring 
categories.  Given the centrality of this item in assessing the value of mobile computing efforts, cross-
tabulations are provided in the table below.  It can be seen that support for this item is highest at 
SDSMT and DSU and lowest at SDSU and USD.  Agreement appears to wane with increasing grade 
level, though this relationship may stem from a latent cohort effect rather than from linear decline. 
 

 

By Institution:

BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD
Net Disagree 12.6% 16.7% 20.2% 13.7% 15.4% 0.0%

Neither 43.9% 27.8% 36.8% 29.9% 45.9% 60.0%
Net Agree 43.5% 55.6% 43.0% 56.5% 38.8% 40.0%

(Tot.) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

By Grade Level:

Fresh. Soph. Junior Senior
Net Disagree 12.4% 14.3% 19.9% 19.1%

Neither 33.7% 43.6% 41.1% 48.1%
Net Agree 53.9% 42.1% 39.1% 32.8%

(Tot.) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

[S17i] Collapsed Response Distributions (Improved Student Learning)
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To reiterate then, the preceding data suggests that positive or neutral viewpoints greatly outnumbered 
negative ones across the entire item sequence reported above.  This observation would seem to affirm 
the positive valuation of mobile computing programs by both students and faculty, and consequently 
establishes a sturdy foundation of public opinion for the ongoing development of mobile computing 
capacity. 
 
However, additional data bears on respondents’ broad views of mobile computing technologies.  
Responses received on the concluding (open-ended) survey item may give further definition to 
stakeholders’ central stances on mobile computing.  Because of the unbounded scope of the item, 
participants were free to offer comment on any topic of interest.  Even so, responses can be understood 
to reflect several prevailing themes.  The extent to which such opinions are representative of entire 
campus populations cannot be established, but the comments presented below reflect points of view 
that appear to be shared by multiple respondents.   
 
It should be pointed out that, among these comments, negative appraisals outstripped positive ones by 
roughly five to one.  Though this may seem surprising at first glance, a ratio of this magnitude is not 
unusual for end-of-instrument free response items.10

 

  Perhaps the most common among these 
comments were those related to the (perceived) poor state of wireless internet service on regental 
campuses.  Both students and faculty were critical of on-campus wireless amenities, in terms of both 
coverage and quality: 

 “The internet is way too slow to require us to use it for class.  We are given tests to take online, 
but by the time everything is loaded, the time limit on the test is up…Forget trying to do 
homework or research during the busy times in the evening when everyone is online.” (NSU 
student) 
 

 “I really like the concept of cloud computing however there needs to be wireless internet in all 
of the buildings on campus to have more implementation.” (SDSU faculty member) 

 
 “I’m not super familiar with the mobile/cloud computing program at SDSU, but I do know that 

wireless coverage on campus is abysmal.  Many ‘dead zones’ exist in some of the buildings in 
which I have class, greatly deterring me from bringing my computer to campus.  Wireless 
coverage, if accessible, is typically slow and unresponsive.  Many students that I know will take 
their work to local business [sic] providing Wi-Fi services to avoid the hassle of connecting 
through any of the SDSU networks.” (SDSU student) 

 
 

Other participants underscored the disadvantages that arise from the use of student laptops and tablets 
during class sessions.  A widely-cited view among commenters is that in-class casual computing is 
prevalent in regental classrooms, and that this type of personal use is highly distracting to the user and 
to others nearby:   

 
 “My opinion after teaching here for years is that the students are so distracted and 

disinterested in class due to Facebook and chatting that the tablet/laptops are nothing more 
than distraction devices that severely impede students’ ability to learn, despite all the ‘cool 
things’ we faculty have learned to do with them.” (DSU faculty member) 

                                                           
10 See Garcia, Evans, & Reshaw, 2004. 
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 “And quit kidding yourselves; no one uses the school tablets primarily for work.  Any class with 

the tablets up has at least fifty percent of the students on Facebook or killing zombies.” 
(SDSMT student) 
 

 “Please block Facebook from 8:00am to 3:00pm.  Students are often on Facebook while in 
class and it is distracting to students like myself who are there to learn and incredibly 
disrespectful to both other students and the prof.” (SDSMT student) 

 
 
Consequently, some participants observed that over-reliance on classroom technology undermines the 
real purpose of the mobile computing initiative, that is, the enhancement of student learning.  These 
comments tend to focus on the weakened state of interpersonal interaction in high-tech classrooms, and 
often offer arguments against the basic concept of technology-assisted learning:     
 

 “I don’t like the idea of being required to bring a laptop to class, because it hinders my ability 
to learn in the aspect that it takes away from any interaction between teachers and students.” 
(SDSU student) 

 
 “I believe that implementing technology into the classroom at excessive amounts causes the 

person-to-person aspect of the classroom to die.  If I wanted an online course, I would have 
paid for one…Am I supposed to spend my college years on a computer to find that 4 years later 
I need to have an interview and haven’t had meaningful interactions with people ‘higher up’ 
than I am?” (NSU student) 

 
 “The amount of resources that have gone into ‘mobile’ computing versus projects that could 

actually increase student learning is amazing.  This is especially true when the biggest 
advocates of mobile computing admit to what all the literature on the subject states, namely, 
that mobile computing does nothing to actually increase students’ learning.” (NSU faculty 
member) 

 
 
Technical support services were also a frequent subject of participant criticism.  Students and faculty 
provided a number of accounts of under-staffed or under-trained technology support staff, and 
communicated the sense of frustration that comes from unsatisfying experiences with these personnel:     
 

 “Our technical support staff is ill-trained and too busy to help students and faculty with 
network, computer, classroom technology, and software issues.” (SDSU student) 

 
 “There simply is not enough support to actually integrate technology successfully in the 

classroom.  If we have problems or questions, there is no one to whom we can go with our 
questions.” (SDSU faculty member) 

 
 “I am willing to learn much more and integrate more into my classes to enhance student 

learning, but we can’t even get adequate technical help to fix printers and ready new 
computers for faculty…Don’t ask me to do more and learn more until you have enough of an 
infrastructure to support the technology.  I’m tired of ‘seat of the pants’ approaches to this 
issue.” (BHSU faculty member) 
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Altogether then, it appears from free-response data that some students and faculty (at least those who 
offered feedback) are less sanguine than others about the current state of mobile computing at regental 
campuses, either in practice or in principle.  Poor wireless coverage and quality, distracting misuse of 
computers during class, inadequate technical support, and the reduced quality of student learning all 
attracted the ire of commenters.  That survey participants were especially apt to highlight these topics 
suggests that they may constitute key areas for improvement.  However, it should be kept in mind that 
end-of-instrument qualitative items often produce lopsidedly negative feedback, and further that 
themes arising from items of this kind should not be interpreted as representative of the entire sample.  
Indeed, many respondents gave positive appraisals of the regental mobile computing initiative.  Such 
feedback reinforces the quantitative data generated by the main body of the survey: 
 

 “I feel that the mobile/cloud computing is a really great thing and it has brought a lot of 
positive opportunities for the students at my school.” (NSU student) 

 
 “I am glad campus now has or is implementing campus wide wireless internet.  This makes it 

much easier to complete homework or look online between classes. This promotes me to stay on 
campus more rather than returning home to work on homework.” (SDSU student) 

 
  “I don’t want to have to try to teach without it.  It has become a natural, integrated part of my 

teaching methodology.” (DSU faculty member) 
 

 “The integration of mobile computing has been extremely positive at my campus.  It has created 
a very dynamic atmosphere in which faculty are challenged to re-think the way they deliver 
instruction and has created a more student-centered atmosphere.  I am very pleased with the 
direction the campus is going.” (NSU faculty member) 

 
 
 
 
Appraisals of Instructional Technology Integration 
 
An important line of questioning pursued by the Mobile Computing Survey centered on user 
evaluations of the specific technological resources deployed by regental campuses.  Accordingly, 
survey respondents were faced with two distinct item sequences: 1) one that asked them to gauge the 
extent to which faculty employ mobile computing capacity to facilitate various pedagogical 
techniques, and 2) one that asked them to rate faculty members’ use of particular technological devices 
in support of the student learning process. 
 
The first of these sequences was presented to respondents in survey items F14/S18.  In these series, 
participants were given a list of pedagogical methods and were asked to evaluate (on a five-point 
Likert scale) their utilization by faculty members by way of mobile computing resources.  Although 
the wording for these items varied somewhat by sample, results from these questions still offer a 
comparable account of student and faculty views.11  Output for these items is displayed below.12

 
  

                                                           
11 Text for the faculty survey item (F14) was: “identify your comfort level using mobile/cloud computing to facilitate 
student learning using these approaches,” while students (S18) were asked to “identify the extent that you feel faculty use 
mobile/cloud computing to facilitate student learning using these approaches.” 
12 In each table, items are arranged in order of descending support, as indicated by weighted mean values. 
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These tables suggest a good deal of overlap in the ratings of students and faculty.  Delivering course 
information was the highest-rated approach for each sample, with interactive tutorials and self-tests, 
group projects and assignments, and problem solving or critical thinking activities appearing in the top 
five of each list.  Further, games and simulations and peer review of student assignments rounded out 
the bottom two on each list.  Overall, this cross-sample agreement strongly suggests that the 
pedagogical approaches instructors are most comfortable interlacing with mobile computing 
technologies are the same techniques put into practice in regental classrooms.  This finding highlights 
the importance of teacher training efforts, in that faculty members tend to use the techniques with 
which they are most comfortable. 
 

[F14] Identify your comfort level using 
mobile/cloud computing to facilitate student 
learning using these approaches:
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Delivering course information 0.3% 1.4% 17.6% 44.1% 36.6% 4.15
Group projects and assignments 0.6% 4.7% 26.9% 47.1% 20.8% 3.83

Problem solving or critical thinking activities 0.3% 4.4% 29.1% 48.5% 17.7% 3.79
Student presentations 1.4% 4.7% 29.0% 45.0% 19.9% 3.77

Interactive tutorials and self-tests 1.4% 7.2% 31.0% 42.4% 18.0% 3.68
Collaborative learning 1.1% 6.1% 32.6% 45.9% 14.4% 3.66

Student-student discussions 1.7% 7.2% 36.9% 36.1% 18.1% 3.62
Case studies 0.6% 4.2% 46.2% 35.4% 13.6% 3.57

Hands-on practicum or lab work 3.3% 9.4% 35.7% 32.7% 18.8% 3.54
Games and simulations 1.9% 10.8% 46.9% 32.2% 8.1% 3.34

Peer review of student assignments 2.8% 14.4% 40.9% 30.1% 11.9% 3.34

[S18] Identify the extent that you feel faculty 
use mobile/cloud computing to facilitate 
student learning using these approaches: 
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Delivering course information 7.9% 6.1% 28.4% 32.3% 25.5% 3.61
Interactive tutorials and self-tests 12.1% 14.5% 34.3% 31.1% 8.1% 3.09

Group projects and assignments 13.1% 16.0% 37.4% 26.2% 7.4% 2.99
Collaborative learning 12.7% 14.7% 46.3% 22.5% 3.8% 2.90

Problem solving or critical thinking activities 15.0% 17.4% 37.6% 24.7% 5.3% 2.88
Student-student discussions 17.8% 18.6% 34.9% 21.7% 7.0% 2.82

Student presentations 19.7% 17.9% 36.1% 21.1% 5.1% 2.74
Hands-on practicum or lab work 21.2% 19.0% 32.6% 21.9% 5.4% 2.71

Case studies 17.7% 22.8% 40.2% 16.2% 3.2% 2.64
Peer review of student assignments 25.9% 22.2% 31.5% 15.9% 4.5% 2.51

Games and simulations 28.5% 24.7% 30.9% 12.8% 3.2% 2.38
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Data suggests that faculty members are reasonably confident in their ability to utilize mobile 
computing technology in support of conventional pedagogical methods.  Averaging across all items 
presented in this sequence, a mean of 57.9% of faculty participants indicated being either 
“comfortable” or “extremely comfortable” using mobile computing to enhance each method.  If the 
“neutral” response category is added, this indicator jumps to 91.8%.  Overall then, an average of fewer 
than 1 in 10 faculty members reported being either “uncomfortable” or “extremely uncomfortable” 
with these methods.  This relative level of comfort is no doubt encouraging, and offers program 
planners reason to believe that faculty members generally are poised (or have already begun) to retool 
their pedagogical approaches. 
 
The apparent level of comfort held by faculty with respect to using mobile computing technologies as a 
basis for other instructional approaches seems to be manifested in regental classrooms.  Output from 
S18 suggests that students recognized nearly all of the methods presented in this sequence as at least 
occasional components of faculty’s attempts to integrate mobile computing in the classroom.  86.2% of 
students said that delivering course content was part of their instructors’ technology-based pedagogy at 
least “sometimes,” with most other approaches attracting an analogous proportion in the 70s or 60s 
(%).  Only one approach, games and simulations, was more frequently labeled with “never” or 
“seldom” (53.2%) than with “sometimes,” “often,” or “almost always” (46.9%).  In general, weighted 
means tended toward the center-left of the distribution template for these items, and imply that the 
integration of mobile computing with these instructional techniques is not yet robust. 
 
A fair deal of variation exists across campuses with respect to these measures.  Weighted means 
provide a comparable metric for examining institutional data, and are presented in the tables below.  
Several items produced substantial differences between campuses, including group projects and 
assignments (student sample), student-student discussions (student sample), student presentations 
(student sample), peer review of student assignments (student and faculty samples), games and 
simulations (student sample), and interactive tutorials or critical thinking activities (faculty sample).  
Averaging the weighted means recorded for each institution, DSU and NSU participants produced the 
highest cumulative ratings within both the student and the faculty samples.  These campuses also 
accounted for the vast majority of institution-level high weighted mean values for individual items 
[underlined in the tables below].  Similar cross-campus figures will be seen in the next section. 
 

 

[F14] Weighted Means by Institution (Faculty)

BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System
Delivering course information 4.28 4.34 4.20 3.97 4.12 - 4.15

Group projects and assignments 3.81 4.08 3.86 3.85 3.72 - 3.83
Problem solving or critial thinking activities 3.75 4.00 3.88 3.56 3.81 - 3.79

Student presentations 3.76 4.04 3.84 3.75 3.67 - 3.77
Interactive tutorials or critical thinking activities 3.72 4.11 3.67 3.54 3.57 - 3.68

Collaborative learning 3.57 3.89 3.82 3.49 3.64 - 3.66
Student-student disussions 3.74 3.72 3.83 3.36 3.58 - 3.62

Case studies 3.58 3.85 3.47 3.46 3.56 - 3.57
Hands-on practicum or lab work 3.34 3.91 3.47 3.60 3.49 - 3.54

Games and simulations 3.38 3.62 3.45 3.25 3.21 - 3.34
Peer review of student assignments 3.31 3.51 3.76 3.13 3.23 - 3.34

Average  3.66 3.91 3.75 3.54 3.60 - 3.66
Rank  . 3 1 2 5 4 - -
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Each survey form also inquired about respondents’ personal experiences with specific classroom 
technologies.  Whereas the previous sequence of items presented participants with a list of pedagogical 
methods that might be interlaced with mobile computing in general,  the series posed in 15/S19 stepped 
away from mobile computing to ask about other devices, applications, and resources used in regental 
classrooms.  Students were asked to rate the prevalence of such technologies in their courses, while 
faculty members were asked to report their level of comfort in employing the same tools.  Results for 
this sequence are provided below for both samples.  Again, data are displayed in separate tables as a 
function of the distinct item wording used on the student and faculty forms.13

 
   

 

 
 

                                                           
13 Tables for F15and S19 are sorted by descending weighted mean values. 

[S18] Weighted Means by Institution (Students)

BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System
Delivering course information 3.57 3.89 3.72 3.64 3.58 2.75 3.61

Interactive tutorials or critical thinking activities 3.10 3.50 3.24 2.99 3.06 2.75 3.09
Group projects and assignments 2.83 3.50 3.21 2.97 2.96 2.75 2.99

Collaborative learning 2.86 3.28 3.01 2.88 2.88 2.50 2.90
Problem solving or critial thinking activities 2.89 3.56 3.03 2.87 2.83 2.75 2.89

Student-student disussions 2.76 3.17 3.17 2.48 2.82 3.00 2.82
Student presentations 2.69 3.39 2.87 2.94 2.64 2.75 2.74

Hands-on practicum or lab work 2.62 3.28 2.78 2.87 2.65 2.50 2.71
Case studies 2.63 2.94 2.77 2.57 2.63 2.50 2.64

Peer review of student assignments 2.48 3.33 2.87 2.48 2.40 2.50 2.51
Games and simulations 2.36 2.94 2.56 2.41 2.31 2.00 2.38

Average  2.80 3.34 3.02 2.83 2.80 2.61 2.84
Rank  . 4 1 2 3 5 6 -

[F15] Indicate your comfort level with using these 
resources to facilitate your students' learning 
experiences in your courses:
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Learning management software 4.2% 5.9% 18.2% 38.1% 33.6% 3.91
Wireless projection systems 2.3% 6.5% 23.0% 39.2% 29.0% 3.86

Automated grading features 5.4% 12.4% 31.5% 33.5% 17.2% 3.45
Tablet computer features 6.2% 18.1% 37.6% 24.0% 14.1% 3.22

Open source access portals 6.5% 16.5% 42.9% 22.7% 11.4% 3.16
Open source data repositories 6.6% 14.3% 48.4% 20.6% 10.0% 3.13

Interactive whiteboards 4.8% 17.8% 45.9% 22.4% 9.1% 3.13
Handheld devices 5.1% 19.4% 44.7% 21.1% 9.7% 3.11

Simulations, interactive animations, or applets 8.2% 17.0% 45.9% 18.7% 10.2% 3.06
Elluminate web conferencing 5.4% 21.7% 46.7% 17.9% 8.3% 3.02

Concept-mapping software 6.0% 18.9% 52.6% 15.4% 7.1% 2.99
Lecture casting 6.9% 23.7% 47.1% 16.6% 5.7% 2.91

Classroom management software 10.5% 23.9% 53.4% 9.1% 3.1% 2.70
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As in the previous sequence, major similarities are evident between students and faculty with respect to 
the relative standing of items in the series.  Indeed, the seven classroom technologies rated as being the 
most comfortable to faculty were accordingly rated by students (in identical order) as being the most 
commonly used in their courses.  Learning management software, wireless projection systems, and 
automated grading features were rated highest by both samples.  At the bottom end of the list, the 
samples also mirrored each other in identifying the four least comfortable/common tools: concept-
mapping software, classroom management software, lecture casting, and Elluminate web 
conferencing. 
 
Compared with results from F14, faculty members seem somewhat hesitant to express comfort with 
the items presented in F15, in that weighted means for this series are lower collectively.  There also 
appears to be considerable separation between high-comfort and low-comfort technologies.  71.7% of 
faculty respondents indicated feeling “comfortable” or “extremely comfortable” with learning 
management software, while only 12.2% said the same for classroom management software.  Only 
three technologies (learning management software, wireless projection systems, and automated 
grading features) provoked a “comfortable” or “extremely comfortable” response from all faculty 
participants.  Across all items, an average of 22.6% of participants selected “extremely uncomfortable” 
or “uncomfortable,” a figure three times that generated in F14.  These results suggest that faculty tend 
to lack either the familiarity or the confidence necessary to comfortably apply many of these resources 
in the classroom.  Yet, the large proportion of respondents indicating a neutral stance toward the bulk 
of these technologies suggests that well-crafted training efforts may “tip the scales” toward widespread 
instructor confidence. 
 
The technological “confidence deficit” among faculty inferred from the results of F15 is corroborated 
by student data.  In contrast with results for S18, students reported only scarce use of many of the 
classroom technologies posed in the S19 sequence.  Only the top three items (learning management 
software, wireless projections systems, and automated grading features) were identified by more than 

[S19] Indicate the extent that faculty have 
employed these resources to facilitate the student 
learning process: 
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Learning management software 10.1% 6.6% 18.8% 27.9% 36.7% 3.74
Wireless projection systems 18.0% 8.5% 21.4% 29.8% 22.2% 3.30

Automated grading features 19.4% 12.4% 29.0% 26.9% 12.4% 3.01
Tablet computer features 41.4% 18.4% 20.8% 14.1% 5.3% 2.24

Open source access portals 40.9% 19.6% 26.3% 10.1% 3.2% 2.15
Open source data repositories 41.1% 19.6% 25.9% 11.1% 2.2% 2.14

Interactive whiteboards 48.4% 14.7% 18.5% 12.8% 5.7% 2.13
Simulations, interactive animations, or applets 41.3% 21.6% 25.5% 9.2% 2.4% 2.10

Handheld devices 43.7% 19.8% 22.9% 10.6% 3.0% 2.09
Concept-mapping software 42.7% 20.7% 25.9% 9.2% 1.4% 2.06

Classroom management software 48.4% 17.8% 21.7% 9.4% 2.8% 2.00
Lecture casting 59.3% 17.6% 16.0% 5.2% 1.9% 1.73

Elluminate web conferencing 63.5% 14.3% 16.3% 4.3% 1.7% 1.66
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half of students as being employed at least “sometimes.”  Faculty use of all of the remaining items was 
viewed by 50.0% or more of participants as occurring “never” or “seldom.”  Consequently, weighted 
means for most items in this series fall to the left of the conceptual midpoint of the rating scale, with 
some dropping below a value of 2.00.    
 
Do the results from the student survey indicate a real problem, i.e., a deficiency of technology 
integration by faculty?  Perhaps, but perhaps not.  In considering this data, it might be argued that 
“ideal” output would not entail consistent majorities of “often” and “almost always” responses.  End-
of-instrument qualitative comments echoed the view that some technologies do not mix well with 
certain course types, and that the use of technological tools sometimes feels arbitrary or contrived: 
        

 “From my experience using laptops in biology courses is a hassle.  There is no easy quick way 
to draw a diagram or quick picture during note taking.  It is absolutely impossible to be 
efficient on a laptop in those courses.” (NSU student) 

 
  “Classes with heavy math content such as Calculus, Thermodynamics, Circuits, etc. are 

normally taught mainly by writing on the black board.  I think this is the best way to learn these 
subjects.  If technology is further integrated it should not take away from the teacher solving 
example problems on the blackboard.” (SDSMT student) 

 
 “In regards to the integration of…D2L in the classrooms and courses, I feel that many faculty 

members are being pressured to use it even though it may not be appropriate for their course.” 
(SDSU student) 

 
Student reports of low-frequency use of classroom technologies should be tempered by these 
perspectives.  If, in reality, all courses are not equally amenable to the use of high-tech tools, our 
expectations for response distributions should reflect this reality.  True enough, one might argue that 
the three most-used classroom technologies (as reported by students) are also among those that are the 
most agnostic to course content.  More specialized tools, such as open source data repositories, 
interactive animations and applets, and concept-mapping software, appear further down the ranked 
list.  All of this is simply to say that infrequent use of particular classroom technologies should not 
necessarily be understood as problematic. 
 
Nevertheless, a good deal of variation was found between institutions in the data generated from this 
item sequence, as displayed by the weighted mean figures in the tables below.  As in sequence 
F14/S18, DSU and NSU consistently generated the highest weighted mean values across all items and 
in both samples.  These institutions accounted for the highest weighted mean value in nine of the 
thirteen items from the student survey, and eleven of thirteen items in the faculty survey.14

 

  We may 
infer, then, that faculty members at these institutions tend to be more comfortable with technological 
resources, and further that they attempt to infuse such tools into their courses with higher frequency.   

 

                                                           
14 For each item in the tables below, the highest institution-level weighted mean value is underlined. 
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Some participants used the end-of-instrument qualitative item as an opportunity to appraise the 
strengths and weaknesses of specific instructional technologies in the learning environment.  For 
example, the Desire2Learn (D2L) course management system was mentioned by numerous 
respondents.15

 

  Many underscored D2L’s potential usefulness, but suggested its implementation could 
be improved: 

                                                           
15 In terms of specific software applications, Symantec (antivirus software), Cisco NAC (network login client), and 
Windows Vista (operating system) were also discussed by a handful of respondents. 

[F15] Weighted Means by Institution (Faculty)

BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System
Learning management software 3.76 4.00 4.18 3.32 4.09 - 3.91

Wireless projection systems 3.82 4.26 4.04 3.93 3.63 - 3.86
Automated grading features 3.26 4.06 3.70 2.93 3.42 - 3.45

Tablet computer features 3.08 3.96 3.42 3.40 2.84 - 3.22
Open source access portals 3.08 3.43 3.52 2.93 3.06 - 3.16

Open source data repositories 3.02 3.30 3.18 3.44 2.96 - 3.13
Interactive whiteboards 2.90 3.67 3.38 3.24 2.87 - 3.13

Handheld devices 3.33 3.27 3.10 2.76 3.12 - 3.11
Simulations, interactive animations, or applets 2.96 3.45 3.10 3.24 2.85 - 3.06

Elluminate web conferencing 2.82 3.22 3.22 2.90 3.01 - 3.02
Concept-mapping software 2.78 3.35 3.27 2.85 2.89 - 2.99

Lecture casting 2.76 3.20 3.06 2.78 2.86 - 2.91
Classroom management software 2.46 2.88 2.92 2.64 2.68 - 2.70

Average  3.08 3.54 3.39 3.10 3.10 - 3.20
Rank  . 5 1 2 3 4 - -

[S19] Weighted Means by Institution (Students)

BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System
Learning management software 3.47 3.94 3.95 3.25 3.90 3.33 3.74

Wireless projection systems 3.26 4.18 3.51 3.08 3.30 2.00 3.30
Automated grading features 2.84 3.94 3.27 2.79 3.01 3.00 3.01

Tablet computer features 1.88 3.18 2.41 3.00 2.00 2.33 2.24
Open source access portals 2.14 2.53 2.53 2.00 2.09 1.33 2.15

Open source data repositories 2.03 2.18 2.33 2.30 2.06 2.33 2.14
Interactive whiteboards 1.88 1.89 2.79 1.85 2.08 2.00 2.13

Handheld devices 1.89 2.53 2.30 2.23 2.03 2.67 2.10
Simulations, interactive animations, or applets 1.92 2.06 1.92 1.80 2.28 1.33 2.09

Concept-mapping software 1.92 2.41 2.32 2.11 1.99 1.67 2.06
Classroom management software 1.87 1.82 2.14 2.26 1.92 2.33 2.00

Lecture casting 1.64 2.47 1.86 1.64 1.72 1.67 1.73
Elluminate web conferencing 1.65 2.25 1.84 1.58 1.62 3.25 1.66

Average  2.18 2.72 2.55 2.30 2.31 2.25 2.33
Rank  . 5 1 2 4 3 6 -
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 “D2L for course standardization, delivery and grading is the greatest thing going.  However, it 
moves so slowly that the usefulness of it is compromised.” (SDSU faculty member) 

 
  “D2L is a pain…most instructors say to check it for information or grade posting, etc. and 

NEVER follow through.” (NSU student) 
 

 “I cannot stand it when the teachers post assignments on the website and have a hard time 
finding all the assignments online.  If the instructors were more clear on where to go, and 
could actually tell us how to use D2L in an effective way, it would be much easier.” (BHSU 
student) 
 

 “I would love to see more classes use the D2L!  And some of the ones that use it need to utalize 
[sic] it better.” (SDSU student) 

 
 
Several students identified personal computing resources as an area for improvement for campuses.  
Such comments focused on the weaknesses of campus- or program-level tablet/laptop requirements, as 
well as on the continued need for campus computer labs:   
 

 “I do not believe that all the faculty at my university understand what they are supposed to be 
doing with the tablet computers.  I think they need more help getting the tablets involved with 
teaching.” (BHSU student) 

 
 “It’s important to provide students with mobile computing.  However, there is still a need for 

desktop computing and on-campus computer labs.  Not all students and classes benefit from 
using laptop computers.” (NSU student) 
 

 “…the [tablet] program was to reduce the need for on-campus computer labs.  While it did 
reduce the number of labs, it did not reduce the demand and competition for labs.” (SDSMT 
student) 

 
 
Some students also reported a sense of frustration with the lack of consistency among faculty members 
regarding the use of mobile technology in classrooms.  Compiled feedback seems to suggest that 
students would prefer to see a more unified approach for using computing resources as pedagogical or 
course management tools.   
 

 “It would be nice if all the classes posted information to one place, like D2L.  Instead some 
teachers post on D2L, some send an email in D2L, some have their own website, some use 
jacks email, and some do not do any of the above and hand out all information in class and 
only use email occasionally to contact students.” (SDSU student) 

 
 “I love using my tablet to type notes in class.  It’s disappointing to see faculty not using the 

program to it’s [sic] full potential.” (SDSMT student) 
 

 “I think the laptops are just a good idea in general…but very few of the faculty actually use 
technology to teach us (at least in my experience).” (SDSMT student) 
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Technology Training  
 
The faculty instrument concluded with a short series of items related to technology training methods.16  
Respondents were presented in F16 with a brief sequence of training techniques, and were asked to 
rate each (using a five-point Likert scale) on its potential usefulness in fostering the integration of 
mobile computing in classrooms.  Output for this sequence is provided in the following table:17

 
 

 

 
 
 
Faculty identified several methods as offering particular usefulness.  Summing response proportions 
from the “above average” and “excellent” columns, values of 50.0% or greater were recorded for three 
techniques: one-on-one with instructional design staff or tech fellow (66.9%), experimenting on my 
own (60.0%), and attending face-to-face technology courses/workshops provided by my university 
(55.3%).  Institutional cross-tabulations suggest that faculty across regental campuses tend to have 
similar views of these techniques.  Further, responses from tenured and tenure track faculty were 
markedly similar, although term faculty tended to prefer training approaches delivered online. 
 
 
 

                                                           
16 This series of items was not included on the student survey form. 
17 Items are sorted by descending weighted mean values. 

[F16] Indicate the perceived level of usefulness for each of 
the following training approaches:
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One-on-one with instructional design staff or tech fellow 2.6% 4.9% 25.7% 38.0% 28.9% 3.86

Experimenting on my own 1.7% 7.1% 31.1% 43.1% 16.9% 3.66

Attending face-to-face technology courses/workshops 
provided by my university

2.3% 6.9% 35.5% 38.7% 16.6% 3.60

Consultation with departmental colleagues 4.0% 8.0% 39.4% 30.3% 18.3% 3.51

Using online tutorials or resources 3.2% 7.2% 41.1% 39.4% 9.2% 3.44

Attending face-to-face technology courses/workshops 
provided by external organizations

4.3% 11.5% 44.3% 29.6% 10.3% 3.30

Viewing technical handouts such as MS Word/PDF documents 5.5% 12.1% 43.2% 28.2% 11.0% 3.27

Train-the-trainer model 2.6% 11.4% 57.9% 21.3% 6.7% 3.18

Taking online technology classes 6.0% 14.1% 47.1% 24.1% 8.6% 3.15
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One additional trend from the data warrants mention here.  The contingency table below displays 
weighted means for F16 (training method usefulness) by response category on F13o (i.e., “the creation 
of a mobile computing environment has negatively impacted classroom experiences”).  It appears from 
this table that faculty members holding a disapproving view of campus-level mobile computing 
initiatives are systematically prone to pessimism regarding all forms of technology training.  As an 
example, participants who earlier had recorded a “strongly disagree” response on F13o generated a 
weighted mean of 3.54 on the taking online technology classes item.  By contrast, those indicating 
“strongly agree” on F13o generated a mean of only 2.40 on the same item.  This trend is evident across 
this sequence, with experimenting on my own offering the only non-conforming case.  Overall, this 
observation implies that entrenched, global opinions of mobile computing may predispose faculty 
toward predictable perspectives with respect to professional improvement.18

 
   

 

 
 
 
Qualitative feedback suggests that both faculty members and students see a need for ongoing and 
improved technology training efforts.  While several students pointed out the inconsistent use of 
mobile technology by faculty (see earlier section), other participants were quick to trace this condition 
to inadequate training.  Some of these commenters seemed particularly exasperated by the difficulties 
that stem from insufficient training of faculty, in both classroom-based and online mediums: 
 

                                                           
18 It is crucial to note that only a small group of faculty members (n=10) strongly agreed on F13o that mobile computing 
harms students’ classroom experiences, compared with 83 who strongly disagreed.  As a consequence, inferences based on 
these cross-tabulations must be appropriately caveated. 

[F16] Weighted Means by Response on F13o ("Negatively Impacted Classroom Experiences")
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One-on-one with instructional design staff or tech fellow 4.19 3.95 3.64 3.63 3.40 3.86

Experimenting on my own 3.99 3.64 3.49 3.47 3.90 3.66

Attending face-to-face technology courses/workshops 
provided by my university

4.07 3.60 3.44 3.26 2.70 3.60

Consultation with departmental colleagues 3.94 3.65 3.15 3.58 3.20 3.51

Using online tutorials or resources 3.84 3.44 3.26 3.16 3.30 3.44

Attending face-to-face technology courses/workshops 
provided by external organizations

3.72 3.17 3.19 3.37 2.60 3.30

Viewing technical handouts stuch as MS Word/PDF documents 3.68 3.13 3.14 3.28 3.20 3.27

Train-the-trainer model 3.52 3.19 3.02 3.11 2.70 3.18

Taking online technology classes 3.54 3.09 3.08 2.79 2.40 3.15
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 “Issue tablets or netbooks to students, but most importantly…train the teachers on how to use it 

so they can use it effectively instead of throwing something on D2L and saying good luck.” 
(BHSU student) 

 
 “Before offering an online course, ensure that instructors are trained and understand how to 

use all of the tools before subjecting the students and faculty to unplanned catastrophes.” 
(BHSU student) 

 
 “New technology always complicates things because the teachers have not been trained how to 

use it, so they waste our time while they try to figure out how to use it.” (SDMT student) 
 
 
Such concerns were not limited to student commenters only.  Faculty respondents similarly reported a 
need for improved training programs, and several offered specific recommendations for designing 
more effective training approaches.  These suggestions can be seen to supplement or better illuminate 
those ranked by faculty participants in survey item F16: 
 

  “Tech people must remember that non-tech people are not educated in e-learning processes 
beyond a very imitative level, and we need regular and repeated coaching….” (NSU faculty 
member) 

 
 “One thing I think Instructional Design Services (in conjunction with departments) might do is 

to create more discipline-specific lists of tools.  The large list of tools with brief descriptions is 
helpful, but I think more helpful would be a link to, say, “Literature Tools” with the sorts of 
tools a literature course might find helpful.  This would reduce the amount of time an 
instructor, especially one new to cloud applications, would spend trying to sort through the 
welter of options.” (SDSU faculty member) 

 
 “…deans and VP need to be willing to accept the faculty trial and error process.” (NSU faculty 

member) 
 

 “I feel that the Teaching, Learning, and Technology Summer Academy that SDSU has 
implemented has been, and will continue to be, a very successful method for educating faculty 
on the opportunities available through cloud computing.  Connecting the pedagogy with the 
applications/tools that support those teaching constructs, is proving to be very effective in 
helping faculty embrace the use of technology in their teaching.” (SDSU faculty member) 
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Closing Summary 
 
The results of the 2010 Mobile Computing Survey analysis are suggestive of campus populations that 
are just beginning to become acquainted with the mobile computing expansions taking place at 
regental institutions.  At the current time, student familiarity with campuses’ mobile computing efforts 
appears modest at best.  Statewide, only 47.1% of students reported being at least somewhat aware of 
recent mobile computing enhancements, though this proportion varied considerably by campus.  
Further, students’ collective behavior seems to reflect this lack of awareness; only 46.2% of mobile 
computer owners report that they routinely carry them to class, a finding that suggests mobile 
computing resources currently are going underutilized.  These observations, along with a cache of 
somewhat apprehensive comments, imply that stakeholders are yet to fully understand the framework 
and goals of SDBOR’s overarching mobile computing initiative.   
 
Importantly, data also seems to suggest that public opinion supports the use of mobile computing 
resources on the state’s public campuses.  Students, and especially faculty members, tend to view 
favorably the creation of mobile computing environments on their campuses.  Substantial segments of 
both samples cited such benefits as increased student collaboration, heightened use of multimedia 
resources, and better access to course materials as corollaries of expanded mobile computing capacity.  
Additionally, faculty reported feeling comfortable in employing mobile computing technology in 
support of traditional teaching methods.  Yet, faculty’s lack of confidence with specialized 
technological devices, paired with student calls for basic explanatory information, combine to indicate 
the need for ongoing technical guidance and public awareness campaigning.  Future surveying efforts 
will assist in tracking the consequent changes in awareness and utilization that occur in coming years. 


